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Category B (continued):
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' Mr. FENCE © World's Alliance of Young Men's

: - Christien Associations
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" Mr. HUMPEREY  Director, Division of Human Rights
" Mr, LIN " Division of Human Rights

Miss KITCHEN ) ?eoretaries of the Commission

DRAFT INTERNATEONAT COVENANTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND MEASURES OF IMPLEMENTATION
(2/1992; B/cW.4/655/aaa N, EfCNM/66T, B/CH.4/L.52, E/CN4/L.75, B/CNA4/L.0L,
E/CN.4/L.104, B/CN,4/5.105/Rev.1, B/CN, 1*/L 105/Rev-lf B/ av.k/1.301,

E/CN 4/L..108) {contimed ) ' ‘

The CHAIRMAN imrited the Commission to continue lts examination
of ar‘bicle 30. :

Mre. ROOSEVELT (United States of America), speaking on a point of
order, suggested that the Commission should set 15 May at 10,30 a.m. as the
time limit. for the submiesion of sub-amendments to amendments to the erticles
of the covenanta on economic, .goclal and cultural rishts Whieh had ‘not :VB’G been
considered. o o

Mro MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed that the |

time limlt ahou}.d be 16 Mgy at 10.30 p.m.
Tt was. so _decided.. :

/The CHATRMAN
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- The CHAIRMAN indicated that tlnb decision was not applicable to
'a.mendments to sub-amendments. It related to amendments to additional articles
. which had been prorosed. ‘

" Mr., AZKOUL (Lebanon) said that 'bhe revised‘ text of his delegation's
 sub-amendment (E/CN.4/L.105/Rev.1) con'ca;n.ned a new pa”agraph 3 to be added to

" article 30 to replace sub-paragraph (b) That new pa,ragraph would provide

| that States Parties to the cowena.nt undertake to respect the freedom
indigpengable for research and peientifie 'invention ] At present sub-parsgraph
(v) 'apiaeared in paragraph 2 merélsv'.rgéognizing & right which necessarily was
subject to the limitations set forth in article 1, The Lebanese amendment
was intended to exempt that provision from ‘bhosga, limitatiens and to make it a
stralghtforward obligation. | ‘

Mr. JEVREMOVIG_._(Yugoslgvia.} consldered that most of the criticism of -

the USSR amendment. (B/CN.4/L.52) was well-founded.

r

to undertake to ensure the free develiopment of science but. it was obvious that" -

'_sixch development could not run gounter ¢ progress, democracy, maintenance of
peace and international co-wwporation,: On,the contrary such development was

esséntial to progress and could be.achleved only in an atmosphere of democracy; -

peece and international co,-opera'tion;._ The statement of those aims, as in the
USER amendment, was the.reforé pointless. It might even prove dangerous by |
giving the State an opportunity to interpret the words. "progress" and
N "democracy" erbitrarily. - The mea.ning of. those words was sufficiently-clear

- but S'ta.tes might 1m;pose on science the ob.]ec‘bives ~of their day-to-day policies-

- as eclentific truths. . That was not an abstract bypothesis but a real danger.

Bcience could not remain neutral in contemporary social 1ife; +that bowever did
' ‘_‘not mean that governments. éoulc_i .dirléct.géience and determine the objectives
 science ghould seek. Those objectives were determined by science ftself and
.‘ by the ségial environment in which it deirelhﬁed. Aliowing ggvg;-m‘héx‘ﬁs ‘to set
themselves up as ',judges in the evaluation of solentific truth would be
 tantamount to pemittingﬂ_le _es‘ba‘biishment of the worst type of State control.
The formuls proposed in the USSR amendment opened the door to such ebuse,

JAs the -

e

It was important for States
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As the representative of Lebanon had'said',‘ gbuges could oceur in the
f1eld of science and could represent a serious danger to mankind. Mr,
Jevremovic referred to certain pseudo-scientific racial ‘theories; which sciense
pad condemned and which had led to the pergetration ‘ of eriminal acts.

He¢ was therefore prepared to accept a formula prohibiting any use of
gelence inconsistent with the principles of democracy and the maintepsnce of
peace and international co-operation, without giving governments the right to
impose the aims which scilence must pursue. Governments should be able to
oppose only sctivities contrary to science itself, to progress and democracy,
in other words mctivities conkrary to the purposes of the: United Nations,

~ Turning next to the French amendment (E/CN.4/L.104) he said that
guthors were entitled to protection of the moral and materisl rights‘defiving
from théir work but that there was o reason to include guch a right in the
covenant where it could appear only in very conc:.se form, with consequent
disedventages.  Moreover the right waa limited in the sense that it concerned
only & few individuals, The mejority of the Commission had refused’ to
formulate in detail so important & right as the right to social pecurity which
concerned millions of persons @ the ground that 51: was an eppropriate subject
for special conventions. The pame argumen’b could appl y ‘evén more f‘orcefully
in the matter of authors! rights, particula.rly in view of the existence of an
intérnational organization to protect those rights, The Internata,onal Uniéon for
the Protection of Literary and Artistic Vorks, 3 to which Yup'osl&v:.a belonged. ’
He vas therefore unable to support the French amendment - ﬂ

Sub-paragraph (b) of the United States amendment (E/cN.4/L, 81 should
be retained but he preferred the present version of the rest of ar‘clcle 30.

He wag prenared to support the Uruéuayan sub«amendment
(B/em. 4 /1. 105/Rev.1) with the changes contained in the Yugoslav sub-amandment
(B/eN.b4/L.108) ., - - He also asked ‘the Uruguayan representative to change the
word "ensure" in his amendment £o "enJoy the benefits of" C

Mr, BRACCO ( Uruguay) ac;cep’oed that chenge.

. Mr. KAPSAMBLLIS’ (Greece) considered 'bhat the rights oj‘ authors s
referred to in the French amendment (E/GNJ{-/L 1ol+) should not sppear in article

30, The USSR amendmen‘b (E/CN.4/L.52) would ensble States to interfere in
scien‘cific regearch, thus prejudicing individual ‘initlatlve. The word

"eulture"” would b ble to the word "education”. ‘
o 1d be prefe?a le' ‘ o /Genera_tlly ‘
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- Generally spéaking, the present text of article 30 seemed sa‘tisfactory.
‘Neve:theless he approved the United States amendment with the Lebanese sub-
amendment (E/CW,4/L,105/Rev.1). |

Mr. MORQZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) objected to the

. attempt of certaln representatives to make cyude dlstortions in the meaning of

the USSR amendment (E/ON,4/L.52), He fully understood that the ideas expressed
In that amendment were not approved of but he consldered as intolerable the -
ettitude of' the United S¢ates representative who, instead of discusaing the
substance of the smendment , completely miminterpreted it and then refuted her
own Interpretatlon. i '

The United States representative had sald that the USSR proposal
prohibited purely -solentific research sni restyicted scientific freedom. The
USSR proposal gtated clearly that States und.ertodk to ensure the development
'of sclence and educatlion in the interest of progress. That did not mean that
Smtes should seek to hinder sclentiflc development; on the contrary it meant
that they should contribute to such development and encourage scilentific reseerch.
The word "progress' wes perfectly cleer., It was therefore imposasible in good
‘faith to errive at the unacceptable conclusion formulated by the United States
repregentative, The object of the proposal was solely to ensure the development
of sclence in the interest of progréss » that 1o of the general advance of msnkind
towerds o better civilizatlon., Progress and the maintenance of peace were:
inaeparable concepta. Mankind could not develop and overcome new difficulties
it encountered. if peace. and internaticnal co-operation were not ensured.

He preferred not to stress the untoward remarks of some representatives
.particularly the comments of the representative of Lebanon which seemed to him
to savour of fascism. : : : .

' In the opinion of the U‘.’:SR d.elegation it was essential for States 0
take “the steps necessary to.prohlblt sclentific activity designed to destroy
mankind, | Atom-splitting was-one of the most important ﬁlociern. discoveries; oinco
then sclence had progressed In two diﬁ‘ea':‘ent directions: use of that discowary'

~ for peaceful purposes and. use of that discovery for mass destruction of human

belngs. What waa 1nvolved we.s a development of soience and not, as Bome claimed,

of applied aoienoe outside the ;f'ield. of pure acience. ‘I‘he eame wasg true of the
/a1scoveries -
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'diacovnrioa of nm.ann" biolo{,ists, th.o wvelupment of soienoe aftﬂr thoae
‘d.iecover&s had been y on the one hand tovaids the struggle agalnﬂt germ disenses
and, .on the other, towards peri‘ecting bac terial warfare, Belentific develop-
ment. could therefore represent a thres. to mankind and 1t was for States to
obviate. that possibxllty That was the onl,,r purpose of fohe USSR amendment. -~ A
refusal to recognize the princim g8 1t emumnciated woul‘d be taﬁ’camount Yo a
denial of hunan rights and a misconoention of the intcrests of humanit,,r
In reply to the Indian representative, who had asked. him to define

. the mecxning, 0f thé word "education” as uged in the USER amnndmmt he e: plajned
" that the Russian word was Vend ra‘ohcr lika the Engligh word " edacaﬁioﬁ" ‘sad hod o
‘more general meaning: than the French word ' irstruc tior" and covered ovathing

‘ which c‘ontributed to. raising the cultural level of a ponulation.
| He proposed that after paregravh hoof the Polish amcndment E/CN h/L 107)
to the United States ameptment (" 'oN. l+/L ol) g new tpa.ragrap"x on tne lines of

the USSR a_manimmnt (E/CN 1/ 52) ,.,cawa be - ma

M. .BOR’-\.T'E.N‘ KT (Polénd) sunported the USSR amendment, the oB.jcct' of
which was thcu: scientific and cultural deve.l_onment ghould be in the d.irection of

pro&ress and clemouracy. Hiatory showed. that scienoe could e elt her a hlessing

or a curse according to whether or not its aim was to promote humsn propresu , The

triumph of‘ derorrac and the ma"?n’coﬂ.ance of péace. . |
. He gave exramples of scientific institutions in his country, edtablished

in co-operation with the Soviet Union for the purpoae of croating the cloaest
pogsaible links, not only in theory 'but in ewryda_,r practice s between the dnv010p-
ment of sclence snd culture on the one nand and of prog,ress , democracy, the
maintenance of peace and mternfxtional oo-voneration on the othor,

: He agreed. to the acldition to ‘hia arnendment of the para{graph pronosed
by the USSR clelegation. ‘Moreover, he suggested ‘the addition to paragranh
the Lebanese,. amend.ment /C‘N )+/L 105/Rev.1) of the text of the USSR emendment
(B/OW,b/1.52). He also sug&'ested adding “the words "progress and” bei‘orc the
word Ctemocracy in paragmph 1-of the amendment submitted by Uruguay
' E/CN 1#/33 106/Rev.l) and, a,t thm eml oi‘ the paragmph the words and underbake

'bO guaran tee thitt ri gh't"

'/The Folish
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The Polieh delegation would do its utmost te have the original -beﬂct
of article 30 malnta.ined., with the sole a.d.dltion of the toxt Hronosa,d in the

USSR _amendment. _ R
Vs, RCOSEVELT (Unlted Sta.’ces of Amerlca) said that her delegation was

prepared t@ agren to the Lelanese a,mrandment (E/ CN. ll-/ L,los/Rsva. gubject to a |
She would accept the clavse relating to the right: of

few _mmor changes.,
everyone to enjoy the benefitm of scientific progress and its applications, on
condition that 1t should not L interpreted as infringing recognized rights
such ag literary, artistic, scieutific and. commercial rights,

Mr, HOARE (Tnited K.ingcl:bm)- neieed with the interpretation given by |
' P\é"ferrin'g

i tnd

the United States dele-aticn t6 the USSR amendment (B/CN.4/I.52).
to the USSR repmuenta'bivo's allegution that the UIll tod States rspreaentative had
distorued the moaming of his ten.t My, Hoare pomted out that any tex'b could be

lnterpreted in diffexrant ways, despite ité anthor's intentions,  The Comnittoe

vas ot dmcu«s:mg the intentions of the USSR reprosentatlve, ‘but the meaning of
his text aB 1t appeared to the various clalegatlona
In his vlew ascience s vhothor pure or upplied. ‘existed in and for
itself, independent of any use to which it might be put. Sclence oould therefcre
pregross only towa.rds -1ts own ends, irrespective of results good. bad or
indlfferent, --The TISSR a.mondment appeared to mean that the Stata should meke
gcience and culture develop in a given directlon in the 1nterosts of progrer*s
and democracy . ' '
Even if 1t worc admitited that’ ncienti:f‘ic development should. be
governed by certain ldeas, they ﬂhould. not bo vague and 1ll-defined rotions uuch
a3 pProgress and democrany. Those vords had, ‘been abused to Auch an emtent that
‘they had lost any dofinite meaning, ~If- chntiflc development Were to be
gubordirated tp uhem, certaln Smtes might 1nterprot them in a highly dangeroua
Tarner. _ : - - |
Tha UJSR represantative had attemptud to- d.raw ] r‘pecious and ar'bificial
distinotion betiwecn pure sclenee and applied géience, Remearcted .tn pure soience

- were bound to m:f‘luencn evATY Yranch of appli@d #clence and applied stenoe also

hed reastions on pure jeience, The Commission was not called upon to deoide o

_: whether the dnvelopment of snisnce in a glven dirﬁotlon would have good or bad

:r'e';ults, or whather its: use for: destructivo purnoﬂes of Which atomlr- rsnergy waﬁ
an example s ‘ghould be prohibited. Those were moral problems ’ and the oovenant

was not designed to limit ar prevent certain applications of sclence. | The modexn

. development of Scioncy certainly raised important problems for markind, partioularly

:the United Dations. in the la.st analysls they seemed to him o be moral proble g5

in the fleld of atomin onergy, but it was not the business of the Commission to
attempt to solve those pronblems, which wore under consideration by other oraens of
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bub in eny event they could not be solved by a few lines in an article ina
sovenent on human rights.  The USSR dolsgotion's concoption of tho role of |
ecience, a8 shown in 1ts amendment, should havo no place in the oovenant.

, ~ Referring to tho Lebanese amendwent (E/CN,4/L,105/Rev,l), he obsexvod
that certain difficulties, especlally those in oonnexion with the freodom of
geientific reseaxch, had hepplly boen esolved, Ieo would, however, prefer"t’h’e
ige of the word "ereaticn" wather than "invention" in paragra.ph 3 of the rovi‘sei
téxﬁ. E He agreed with the United States dolegaticn that subnparagraph l (v ) |
should be interpretzd in a 1imita.tivo B6N00 . - ,

With refevenco to the French amendment (B/CN 4/, 204, he agreed wi’ch :
the Yugosla.v reprosentative that it would be & miotsks to refer in the covenant |

o so oomplex a, righ“c; wni ch, mox eovor, was ea.feguard.ed by many intemtionﬁ.l

conven blons »

AZMT Bny (Egypt) aslked whether the oxprecaion "sclentific rossarch"
in the Lebanese auendment was mesnt to apply to tho oocial sciences ag woll as

to sclence Lp*oporly spoakingo

The CBATRMAN confirmod thet the tomm eppliod to every possiblo bransh

of researoh.

Mr, KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviot Socla.list Ropubllc) wished to roply to

'the Unlted Kingd.om rsprosontativo , Who had olaimed that the word Bcience should
be used only to msen pure soience, The USSR avendnent (E/ ON,4/1.,52) -Linked
acionoe with education, i.es the diesemina,tio'a of scwntii’ic kmowledgo for the
go00d, of huznanity, wheveas the expression puro goiovod” wont too fay end might
leave Toom for miachievous propaganda, Thore woxo -thoge, for example, who triod
to establish & sclentific baslo for recial hatred a“d dicerimmation and, elaimed

to have proved “that differonces in the moral worth of peoplea wore tho result of

differencea in the oomposition of their ‘blood, The legislation of some States

"8 foundsd on those theories and they were sonetimes used to justify a proposal

that certain clagses of persons should be pterilized, I‘o we.g hexrd to seo how

fuch theories could promote the maintenance of peace or international co~operaticn,

3

/The United Kingdom
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_ The Uni ed K:L'ig)dom repx‘esenta.tivp had, attarked domocracy and peace b;y '
opposi ng ‘the mclusim of nhose vrorclu in .artlcle 30, 'I‘ha,t wag tantamount to
atta::king the covenant and ‘the Un versal Declapration of Human Righte, in which

_‘bhose words ap;peafed. in a number of art*cloa,‘ _Peace vas generally admlitted to

be mankmzl's mnat vital need; unless peace vere yreserved . uhe covenent that. the
:'Commisslon was trving to drav up could mever be put into practice, :
The United States esmendment (:r:/cn l»,/L 81/Rev.1l) mot only cumged the

‘ ozﬂer of the paragraphs in 'wri‘ﬂ cle 30, but omitted the undertekling by States in
‘ parapraph 1, 80 thet in that respecb the omgﬁna] tpyt ver preferable; moreover
1% made the rirht in questilon c: saddtional on the development snd diffusion of
'Bclence. Thet provision was toc westrictive amdl he could nob. accept it.

e CHATIRMAN _ﬂnnov_ncedﬁhah 'l"ihé,éen::ral dehate on article 3C was closed,

M, SABA (United Hatl onst L‘J‘u.,s.«i‘iﬂnal S(‘ientific and. Cultural

. _Oma*iization) supported the Tebenese smendment (L’/CI\T L/1.,105/Rev.1) to the

Unitéd States emendment (B /CN.L/L.81) “e1 ating to the words "sclenbific repearch
- and creation”, which might be m:L:unucvnre ted,

My, HOARE (United Kingdom) pom’ced out that, con’bmry to the alleges.
tioms of The. U’x:ra.imm represen'ba’cive, he had gaid in his earller statement that
the word. "d.emocraf'y would. be out of' place in article 30 Decause, owing to
excesaive uge, it had. 'becomf‘ a Woln coins Whilo It wes B‘till neceeearv to- uno

‘ ‘.'it 88 pnrt of cur. intollon‘btml curror’cy, ho ohjocted ¥a ita nge 1n & o "'\"ﬁ where

~ . its dxact value x*ould be of ex ucml nmporbance.

- Mr, I‘LZKOUL (La‘banon) agreecl %o the ﬁubstitution of the word ”creatlon"\- ‘E
. for "imrentlon" 111 paragranh 3 of his amenﬁmant L : ‘
‘ - In re;oly to the USSR rapresentative, hc exp]alned that he hﬂ& S
' 'or’t‘blcizcd the IE SR arrcnclrrent (= /CI\T 14/1..)2 'becauﬂe, flrsﬂy, 1t made the :
_devaloomen’c of ecience su‘b,ject to cprtaln cmiitions whereas 1t ghouvld demnd o
'only ‘on scicntific conslclex'ations ancL seek ouly truth '1 Eaeconll;y, the termﬂ

- ["progresa" .
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- ~ogreas” and "democi*acy" a8 applled to those conditions should pe rejectsd
socauge they were differently understood in different countries, The bltter
aitack made on him by the USSR represent&tiwfe wag a proof of that, In reply

to the Ukralnian representative®s definiltion of the expreseion "pasudo~sclentific",
he sald that the USSR amendment wo 'd erable a State which had adopted
peeudo~sclentific theories to put thom inbo prictices He therefore considered

the text of that amendment to be dangsrous and out of place in an International

instrument.

The CHAIRMAN said *kat he would first put to the vote the Unlted States
smendment (I/CN.4/L.81) asg amended. by the Lebanese delegation (E/CN.M/L,lO5/Rev.l).

- Mr, MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republice) asked that the vote
Bhoulf be teken at the aiternoon meouug, whon the Russian trenelation of the text
had been dlstributed.

The meeting roge &t 1 Dl

en/s i).m.





