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The CHAIRMAN called for a continuation of the general debate.
' /Mr. MOROZCV
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Mr. MOROZOV (Unicn of Soviet Sceialist ‘Republics) wished to explain
his country 8 position on the right to self-determination. Theunatiopal problen
had been successfully solved in the USSR,'whore all faceﬂ, hationali+iee, peoples
end tribes enJoyed full eguallty of ell rjgnts, Including the r¢ght of gelf- .
determination; and had beﬂn deve]oplrv their ovn economy and culture in entire .

freedom and with the generocus end die;nte;ested agsistance. of the USSR,

The right to self-determination was guaranteed by the USSR Constitu-

tion, Article 123 of whidh not only acccrded full equality of rights to USSR
| citizens, irrespeétive of thelr nationality or race, but -ade any discrimination
on those groﬁnds; as well as any advocacy of recial or naiicnel exclusiveneés or
haﬁred”and‘contempt, punishablé by law, while Article 17 reserved to éyery Union
Republic the right froely to secede from the USCR.

Having eliminated the problem in thelr own mldst, the peoples cf the
USSR had always viewed with greot sympathy all attempts to solve 1t elsevhere.
The USSR had steadfastly supported 211 pecples fighting for their national inde-
pendence and sovereigntj. To cite but a fev examples, in the Securlty Council
the ﬁSSR-representatjve in l9h6 hed supported the request of Syris and ﬁebanon
for the. evacuatlon of foreign troope from thelr territory, end in 1947 a similar
.request by Egypt; and within the current month the USSR representative had.
statéd that the Security Council could not lgnare the representatives of over
600 millioh people vho held thet the Tunisirn question represented a threat to
peace and should be considered by the Security Council. v , _

The oppogition shown on the lest-mentioned occasion by the United
States, the United Kingdom, France and a few other countries had not been for-
tuitous. Those were the same States vhich had opposed the wording "All peoples
ahall have the right to self-determination”, finally edopted by the General
’ABBmelJ in 1ts resolution 545 (VI). ‘ )

The general debate in the Cormmlssicn had éo far developed slowly and
- hesitently, as though representatives had been unwilling to cpeak their mind.
The Belgian representative's ape=ch had been very cautious; he had Qonfined
himgelf to asking five questions, and it was to be hoped that in the end he would
enswer them himself. Since, hovever, in the General Assembly the Belglan dele-
gatlon had voted against the sentenceijust cuoted, 1t wag difflcult to escape .
the conclusion that the Belgian representative had been engaging in legal»casu—
lstries for the purpose of creating confusion and disguising his true attitude.

/The United Kingdom



The United K‘lngdom .repreaon"" 1ve had bren aomcvhet leos cavtlous:
he Thad 1ndicated that the formula acorted by the Geneval . "nvtLv only applied
an obligation already undertaken by the ’*ates gignatories . the Charter,

This restrictive intenpretatien wae nlatinly the pesition of a co]oniol Pover
and required no comment . The Gener il saembly, n adopting that forrule, had
mcet cortginly given 1t an altogethev ifferent meaning. It vas worthy of
note. that in the conception of the Unitnd Kingdom.ronrosenfau?ve there,va. ‘
a great difference between recognitjon of the right to self-deterringtion cnu,_
the eseumption by a State ef the obliration to 1Epleﬁfht that %!~%t

The Greeﬁ representative had appeared to confound self- determ1na+;ow
with self-government. At best, thet mas,the result of o confusicn; ot worst,
an attempt to confuse. . . :

_The French repreeentative had hed recourse to an arpuﬁept frecuently
ueed bJ colonlal Powers to defeat measurcs which might free the pcoples under
their domination: that the adoption of the elementary article on the right to
self determinution outlined by the Genercl faeemblv vould make the ratification
oP the govenant an humen righte more d:fficult. . The use of such arguments wos
in itself .n Wndication thet there were no real arguments to be puv forvard,

In fact 1T the renreeentativee who invered legal difficulties would szy out-
right thet they oppoeed the recognit:en of the ri"ﬂt cf meoples to self-deter-
mination, the 1ssus would be clearer and ruch easinr to 5 “tle. Tt wag for
that _very. reason. ‘bha‘b they sough'b to conzoal their wwillir ors to sgee the
principle put into effect. _ , o
The JFrench repreeentative h :¢ 2lso epoken of a balance to be main-
alned between the espirations of sinr]e Froups. and the general interest. The
recent evente in Tunis ehowed all too clonrl" vhab the French Government’s con-
ception of such a belunce was. L . 4
, ,The French representative ach evpfared to be more easor to ;or milate
the restrictione to the right of self-cetermination than he was to see the
xright itgelfl “rocla*med . It was also anparent thathhe did not think thet
the riaht to self-determination could te dc It'wif on the ceme level az the
other righte with which the Commiseion had to deal.  Thls vas ehown by his
statement that the problem.wee not one w“ich Tell withinitpe rrovince of the
Cormlgslonts vork. - , H

Jiir. Morozev



Mr. Morczov deslored that he had nof wished to 222 in polemics;
hls object had been to show that the various objections and liffliculties raised
in the general debzie had been attenpis to urevent the Commisslcn from corrying

out the randate of the Genersl Asscmbly. He hoped that he hal thereby

,n

cmplished a useful function and had clearsd the way for the Commission'e work.

He then introduced the USSK draft resolution relating to the
ingertion 1n the draft cc“enants of an article concerning ianternational respect
for the self-determivation of peoples (8/C.h/L.21).

The first sentence of the drait resolutlon was phrased somewhat
differently from the sontence adopted by the General Assembly, in that it
gpoke of "every peoyle and every natiocn". The reason was that the General

gsembly ltself hed used that more precise and moro comprchensive Cormula,
Not only resolution 21 D (V), but alao resolution 545 (VI) itgelf in thres

.

different places -- tho first and second rerasraphs of the preambls and

paragravh 1 of the operative pert -- referred 1o "peoples and nnticna". Only

in the sentence which was to be part of the article on the right to self-

o

sterminetion had the word "nations" disapreered; +hs UDSR delegaticn proposed

&

that it should be restored.

The second paregreph: of the USSH drafi resolvt’on wag o rephrasing
of the pessage contailned in paragraph 1 of the Genoral Ai . #bly resolution,

and stated a primciple for which the EER hed fought for nouy vears, Unless
that principle were adopted, the recegnition of the right to eelf-determination
would remain an empty phrose., Tn nou-self-governiug territories there was
nothing remotely resembling concern Tor tho develoruent of self-deieriination.

The official documents of tho United Nations alone would provide more thnan

adequate materiel -~ which he would bLe happy to cite if the necd arcge -- 1o
demonstrate that fact and to prove that the pascage wue acutely nesdad.

The lest peragraph of the draft rosolution was equally nccessary.
Lack of cducational facilities had held back the cultural development of many
peoples and had thus postponed the time when they might be reedy to exercise
the right of self-determination and to decide thelir own fate. A great deal
of waterial was available on that polnt as well.

The USSR delegation proposed the draft resolution as 2n erticle to
be included in both covenants.

He emphasglized
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He emphasized that the adoption of that article wculd be lmpertant not
only to the penples who mighit be thus enabled to exercise the right tso self-
>termination, but alsc to those who had hitherto dominated them. Ho people
could be truly free that held another in subjection. The time had come for

-

those who still clur the cutwora ide=as of colonialism te recognize that fact

.and to realize that the world wes no leonger divided between a master race and

all the rest.

Another most important point was that the article on the right to

self-determinaticn, if adopted, wculd not stend alone. The draft covenant
contained a number of provisicns which would complemens 1t, such as articles 1
and 17 and the article on territorisl syplicaticon. Lio . dition, the USSR

o

lelegation would proposs  articles dealing with participation in the govermment
of the State and with the prchibiticon of Fascist or nazi propaganda, which would
sefeguard the rights of all peoples and naticnalities. It those articles vere

adopted, all the relevant p taken tegether weuld constitute a serious

e
prograzme which, if scrupulously acdherel to, would engure a full implementaio

of the right of peoples and ns to self-determnination.

Mr. NISOT (Belsiwm) noted that the

J55R representative reproached him
fer having raised certain questicns and drawvn attention to certain problems.

The USSR representative vwas apparently sbove all afraid that the exact
significance of the right ol self-detersination might be defined, thus putting an
end to arbltrary and opportunist interpretations. He asked whether the

ot -

viet Union's concept of self-cdetermination was shared by the pa2oples of

rz)

Estonia, Lithuania, Latvie, Pclard, Da

Mr., LEWIN (& udas Iecrasl Worll Crganization) pointed out that the

self-determination was no longer in ¢rection, since the Géneral
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mart of the resolutlon, which stipulated that all 3tates, including thoce
having responsibillty for the adminlstration of non-ielf-governing territorles,
ghould promote the realization of that right and that States responsivle for
the adminlstratlion of such terrltories should promnte the reallzatlon of th
right in thoge territories,

Btates could promote self-devermination in two ways, The first way
vag to take posltlve weasures, and the second was to avold recourse t»
manceuvres calculated to frustrate the prineiple of the right of peonles to
gelf-determinatlion, as was stated in paragraph 2 of the Assembly resolution,
The type of lmplementatlon that would satisfy bnth reguirements was the legally-
organlzed expreesgion of the people's will by means of a pleblscite,

The Belglan reprepentative in the Third Committee had doubfed
vhether e pleblacite was enough tn Justify the transfer of a population. It
night be possible, however, to arranme for auch plebiscling under Urnilted Natlons
supervision, perhaps under that of the Tirusteeshlp Council.,  Moreover, such
pleblecltes had to be organized in such a mazner that peoples should know that
they were approaching self-determination. That might be achleved by references
"to the progress of gelf~determination in reports of visiting missions to the
Trusteeshlp Council, That measure would enable the Unlted Natlonaz, the milsgslons,
and the populations to Aeviame a method of organizing plebiscites.

Thue the three main elements govering the right to self-determinstion
were the inltlal principle, the pronlse of a plebiscite, and pericdie reports
on the progrzss of self-determinatinon in non~self-Zovernlng territories, In
the light nf those consideraticns he suczested that the article to be inserted
In the covenent should reed as follows:

"All pecples chall have the right of self-determination.
"The pcpulation of nom-melf-governing territories shall bo

glven an cpportunity to express its free will as tn the form of

governuent 1t deslres to have by way of a pleblscite orgaszizel by

the adminletration of such territories under the supervisiow of

en organ of the United Natlons.

/"States which
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"Statea which hive resyonsibility for the administration of
non-seli = varning tercitories shill report periodically to the '
Trustesship Uouncil of the United Hations abéut the progress made
in the realization of the principle of self-dstermination in ‘

relation to the peoples of such territories.”

Mro BIRECKI (Ioland) stated, in reply tb’the‘Bel@ian’representativé;
that the Polish peopls distinguished between its real and “ts false friends.
The Belgian representative in his statemont had given a pict re of thr t”we of
freedom that he advocated; that ervounecus concépt of freedom had Tormerly

prevailed in Polard, but did so no langer.

Mr. AZROUL (Iebunon) thought that the miinAquesﬁiOn that had emerged

from the general debate was whether it was cnsugh to reaffirm the principls
of self-determination in. the draft covenant, ov whether that principle sbould

be elaborated by indicuting the modalitics and muurantees of its applicatio

The. Belgian represantative had dons well to raise all the probler
relating to self-~determination, He nimgel? had VLeen disturbed, however, by‘
the fact that those problems were being envmerdatid and sus-divided without '
dug consideration of the existing state of'int@rhatiahal“laﬁ. Acccrdiﬂ; to the
Belgian representative, every efiort had to be wade to render the enuwmeration
more concrete and, if that effort 4id not succeed, the Commission Woﬁld need

far more time than it had at its disposal and a competence which it dia not
Posses8.  In view of those considerations, the first question to be decided
by the Commission was whether the wowdine was too vapgue, or whnthor an ﬂffort
should be mads to draft-anarticle even 47 i1 romnined vauun.

The Belglan repressntative had ralsed five gpec’ Vie prohlems relating
to self ~determination. Wirst came the guestion of the spb ie huﬁanuﬁfoﬁp
to which the principle =zpplied; it seemed to be impossiﬁim to flni a uvaorm
and universally applicable definitiord., Secondly, 1t was dl;LiCUlL f ot
impossible to find criteria for the stage at which peoﬁles might apply for
galf-determination, Thirdly, there was the difficult prot:lem of the method

of achleving self-determination. Fourthly and £ifthly, the attitudes of the

/country in
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country in which the minorilty existed arl of other countriz. meore or lesa
elosely concerned had to be considered, It was certainly useful to dilscuss:

all those questlons, even 1f they couli not be settled ilmmedlately.

Nevertheless, In ralsing those questicons the Belglan representative
had glven the 1mrressioa that the maln purpose of the right to self-determi-ation
was to promote that right in relation to minoritles within countries, That
was the aspect of the question which most closely affected Furopean countrilzs,
and 1t was natural that 1t should be stresged by the Jelglan representative;
rn2vertheless, the countrles which had raised the guestlon in the General Assembly
were not European, It was therefore understandable that the plvot of the whole
problem was not the posltion of minorities, but that of countries that had lost
thelr independence as a result of aggressiom, The maln issue was that of the
Non~Self-Governlng Territorles, to which some of the Belglan representstive's
examples would not apply. It was true that on certain levels populations had
no consciousness of natlonallity, and there was no Intentlon of lmposirg
selfe~deternination on such populationc. There were also, however, peoples
deprived by their own goverament of an opportunity to manage thelr own affalrs;
and natlonal governments wsre impored on some peoples by forelgn rule, Thus,
the general principle was not subject to imsoluble legal ;1 oblemsa

The French representative hal stressed that theiz .23 no Jurisprudence
in that fleld and had stated that it waz for the Commlssglon to create such
Jurisprudence, Jurlsprucéence, however, could not be created thecretlcally
round a conference table, but only by the experlence of courtes and by practical
interpretation.

Tho principle was difflcult to apply only in one ~r two caseg out of
ten, where the group concerned wight Indeed be a minority within a State,

It therefore seemed advisable to sacrifice such exceptlonal cases to the majority
to which the general principles would apsly.

A convinclng Justification of the statement of the general priluciple
wvas 1te Inclusion in the Charter, When the authors of the Charter at
San Francisco had included references to the right of self-determination in
that instrument they had not paused to study all the legal aspects. Although
the Cherter had legal valildity, 1t was essential to restate the principle in
the covenant for a number of reasons.

/The principle
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The, rrincinls of eelf-dertermination s steted Un Lotleles 1 and 55 end,

more obllqpely, in Article 73 (b) end 76 (‘)‘of‘the‘Charter.‘ Nr"crt.cln

v

in Artlclss 1 and 52 14 was lhelrd«d és é'ﬁe“rs“ol achiev ing Triec nc’r rﬁletﬂons
anocry natiﬂns, erd not es o princicle rromerly 80 celled. mhau cont@xt hau’ﬂJven_
rige to the United ¥in~dom argurment that the Chzrier reforred to the r;gh f »
SOV°feign yeoplbs to self-delernination in order to promote frienaly relatlpns.
The poseibility of such en interpretstion showed thet & statement in tﬁn doﬁ-iapt,
of the’ prlﬂCLple out of that ecntext would be useful. Articles 73 (b ana o
76 (b) cOnteineu references to self-deteruinction ss en alternetive, and not as
a nééeséiﬁy. Thus *he mrinciple &t atotsd in tHe Chorter wes lindited; 1t5 bald
rtsnate nt in the covenant would rerder *t'avwlicébln to all DﬂO“lGSe"

Moreover, the covenent would impose more Individuel obliﬂationr upon
1ts signatorise than did the Cherter.  Article 55 Impesad JbligatiOJS or‘nemmer
States in co-orora+ion with the Orgenization, thus inVOLTinb obligﬂt¢ons fo?ards
the Orgenizetion only exd not towands cther Metders, Tio COVGnént, hdwever,
would be slsred by each Stete on its own behalf; thet wes the'pfincipal velue
of the instrument.v _ f )

It wee espentlsl thet the tex: shoull be as corc-ete ee possible for 1ts
effective implementetion; dbut even 1T atrcolute wrecision 'm‘difficult or

Imposeible it wes nevertheloss 1mporten®t to moke e genarsl stviemsnt of prineiple

ithout the restrictlions of the Chorter. Althouch implementation would be
difficult and in some coses inncacible, the Juris cnce refsrred o by thev

French renrnseﬁtat1Vo would evolve greduslly out of tha stetement,

" Such a statoment T principle would be fuxther JUSthlPQ by its value
in counteracting certein trsdlticnel mlsconcerptions, ™ In the firsL place, the
wlde tublicity which would be given to the covenent would heve the mor 21 a;ic % of
counterzcting the concept of "uight le right", sspseially in tbe non«smlf—govern1 :
territories. In the secord ploce, the idee thet cultirel and tocanicel
superiority gave certain countries the rizht to govain othe rs, wrich migat»bg
invoked ag a cﬂm;ensat¢on,_bux never o8 e- justificetion, for a:denial of self-

determination would to some extent be underminéd.  Lestly, e false 8rﬂumcnt

/that world
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that world peace cccasionally denendedl on countenancing annezaticn and

suppressing the principle of self -determinztlon, an arpgument vwhich hal

=iy

served as a pretext for agyression, would te ref

Because hieg countery Lad been a co-snonsor of the resolution
supseguently adopted by the General Assemdly, and Trom his exporisence as
Happvortour of the Third Committee, he assured the Conmission that the
majority of the Asgewbly hald wished the artlcle to be inscerted in the
covenant as a minimum requlrement, anl not as a statement on the jurisprudence
and dostrine of self-determinati-n, Although 1t might be difflcult to draw

up precise and concreote texts, 1t was essentlal to adopt such a minimum

vhich would prove extremely valuwble,

Mro., ROCSEVELD (United States of fmerica) saild that the representative
of Lebanon was apparently suggesting that, in view of the absencs of jullcia
Interpretation in the Tield oi the right ol self-determination, some provision,
even 1 not clearly and precisely nhrased, should be included in the covenant
as a means of achisving clerification, The covenant, however, a legally
binding instrument when ratified, should not include any provision which was

int

not carefully phrased end legally intelligibvle. The Cocmigsion chculd

carefully consider all texts proposed for inclusion in the covenant.

Ir. NIGCT (Boelgium) pointed out that even the formula "All peoples
have the right to self-determirvation” had no lesal clariﬁy and no precise
meaning., If the arpument pregented by the United States representative wore
accepted, that formula, already approved by the General Assembly, would have

to be rejected,

Jlrs. ROOSEVELL
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Mes, ROCSEVILT (United States ~f Americs) rerlisd that in her opinien

ct
T
D

Hy

ovrmla adoonted by the Gonerel Asscuhly with repard to sell-determinntimn

shonld be clerified, not relectod,

Mr. AZECUL (Tebanon) also hoped that a clearer and more legal
formalation eonld be cchieved., If that mroved impossitle, he wns prepered
to accept the statoment of prinsirle asg it stood ard leave the solution of
difficnlt cazes to vhatsver goreral machinery for implementation the Commission

decided to adcrt.

Mr. MOROZOY (Union of Sovict Scsislist Reputlies), on a point »f order,
reguested that the nrcompt service aflorded him at the preceding session for
the translation of fommisslon docwrments intoRussismshould be contimed during

the present possion.’

My, VALENZUILA (Cnllc, rettaoted sinilar service in the distribution

of the Sranilsh tiransiation of formlssion decuments.

The CHATRIAN otated that, althouph Russian ard Spanlsh wore working
languazes only iIn the Goneral Angsubly, the Secretariat would as a matter of
courtesy do its utmost to provide tronslaticon of documents into Rucsian and

Stanish as promptly 28 possidble,

Mr. VALENZUTIA (Chile) requesoied that the draft erticle prevared by
ths Sub-Cormmisslon on IFreedom cf Inforratlon and of the Presa and econtainsd in
the revort of the seventh session of the Cormisoion (E/1992, page 35) should be
eirculated as a gervarate dccument in order to faeilitate comparison with

raragcravh 3 of tho USSR vropaso P/CL- /u.«x)
The CEATRMAIT noted thet the Sub-Commisginn's text was sutcmaticzlly

vefors the present seasion of the Cormission and therefore need not bte Issued

ns a separate document.,

/He susnested
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He suggested that the Cemmission misht wish to eclose ths liat of
sveakers In the general debate ard agvee to a time~limit for the submissien of
draft resolutions and amendments. Hs vrovozed that the time-limit should be

1 pum. on the fellowing day.

Mr. MOROZOV {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) supported the time-
limit for the submission of proposals but felt that it would ba premature to

close the list of spoakers In ths gensral debate at that stags.

Mre. ROOSEVELT (United States of America) supnerted the proposal to
close the general debete on the urnlerstanding that the C.-milssion would then
proceed to a discussion of the 1irdividual pronosals before it. She
particularly favoured the time-limit for the submisslen of proposals suggested
by the Chalrman,

Mr. BORATYISKI (Poland) thought that the decision to 2loge the generel
debate should be postponed untll the following day.

The Cormiszion parsed that all tasic texts nnd ewmendments should be

submitted by L n.m, on ths following dav.

it

The CHATDMAN agreed that 1t might be premature at the present gtags to
clogse the list of speakers, but announced that at the next meeting hs would urge
a declsion to clecse the general debate.

The meetine r~gs &t 5,50 p.m,

30/4 p.n.





