HUMAN RIGHTS IDEALISM,
INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL REALISM,
AND HUMAN SOCIETY

*Abolmajd Hojjati

Man presently appears to be closer to the human rights ideal than he has ever
been before; yet, he remains far from the realization of human rights. In
order to facilitate the exploration of the ideal-real aspects of the human rights
issue, I have divided this article into three parts. The first part is devoted
to a review of the historical development of social processes and events that
may have contributed to a posture that made possible the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights. The second section reviews, in part, how the imple-
mentation of human rights idealism is obstructed by national and international
political reality. The third part offers an explanation of some social processes
Which may contribute to or detract from the universal implementation of
human rights and presents new social concepts for possible usage in the future.

1. Historical Background and Declaration of Human Rights
Every society (whether simple or complex) is in the process of change.
Some socicties changes are slow and gradual. In other societies changes
OCCur at a more accelerated rate, These changing processes generally have
tOV_larc.i the achievement of new social goals or the creation of new values
i aspirations. Within the context of these changes, socicties have experi-
Qe?d long historical struggles for various kinds of freedoms. Although the
E . Ar¢ not the same from time-to-time or place-to-place, peoples for
Jrics have been struggling for what they regard to be their rights (or

Wt have been called their natural or inherent rights).

International conce

authors : ™0 with human rights has been traced by some western
16t tg the perlod‘ fpllowing the reformation that occurred in the early
- t{y. That religious and national minorities were guaranteed freedom

. les dr. awn up at the Congress of Vienna in 1815 is frequently cited.

= e historica] background of efforts to deal justly with religious
e g;oups can be traced to much earlier times. For instance, the

ru of the f;eedom and rights of minority and religious groups by
5t recordeq . }Flng of Kings” of ancient Persia, in 539 B.C. is the
X e levement In this area. He made the following proclama-
E 1on of the freeing of captive Jews and other minorities of

dynag ,hal:mbgee(:lf lﬁlllgS, son of Cambyses, grandson of Cyrus, whose
the When T - essed by thp gods and whose reign is based upon
U With joy | assumnt;red the city of Babylon all the people welcomed
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of the people of Babel for me. My great army entered this city without |
incident. The holy places of the city moved my heart. I accorded to all
men the freedom to worship their own gods and ordered that no one had
the right to bother them. I ordered that no house be destroyed, that no
inhabitant be dispossessed. The great god accorded to me and to all my
army his benefits. From Babel to Assur, from Susa to Akkad . . . and in
all the regions long inhabited on the other side of the Tigris, I wished
that the temples that had been closed be reopened, that all the sta
of the gods be returned to their place, and that they remain there forey
I reassembled the inhabitants of these regions and had their ho
which had been destroyed, rebuilt. I saw that the gods of Sumer 4
Akkad were returned to their palaces which are called “the joy of the
hearts.” I accorded peace and quiet to all men. (Written in cuneifors
on the Cyrus Cylinder, British Museum, London.)

There is historical evidence that Cyrus followed or was influenced
the teachings of Zoroaster, the ancient Persian prophet who taught reli
tolerance and free will. The declaration of Cyrus was unique in his time
an era when respect for and tolerance of the religious and cultural values
minorities and subjected peoples were not widely practiced. It is little wonde
that his innovative actions won for Cyrus the praise and admiration of spiritua
and intellectual leaders of the day. '

The Old Testament refers to Cyrus as the “righteous man” (IS ial
XLI-2). According to Herodotus, Cyrus “aspired always for the well

sessed of a great wisdom” and Diodorus Siculus called him “generous beX
his subjects.” Plato called Cyrus “a great friend of his people . . . [who] b
to all of them the rights of free men. . . . If among his subjects there"
found someone who could offer just and reasonable advice he was not 8 .
rather he gave the subject complete freedom of speech.” XenOPhan“'
Cyropaedia, called Cyrus “the friend of humanity.” y

The great praise and admiration bestowed upon Cyrus is 1ok
to understand when one considers that, before his time, the only
law for governing human relations among different peoples Was and v
the strongest — the will of the victor. Burning conquered towns afte
taking captives or slaughtering the inhabitants, sacking temples,
ing or carrying off the statues of local gods was a common
custom of that day is typified in the following inscription W
Assurbanipal, king of Assyria:

On the order of Ashur and Ishtar, the great SOdSa‘zlk'g ‘
conquered in a single attack the city of Ginabou, th o
and war chariots. I decapitated 600 enemy soldiers
burned alive 3000 prisoners; I did not spare even one
as a hostage. I carved up the governor with n;{l ngm
impaling his body, hung it opposite the city W ;:rcy 2o il
the city of Ur. The inhabitants did not beg for m! :
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to submit. Therefore, I attacked the city and conquered it; I let 3000
people feel my sword; I grilled others on a fire; I cut off the hands,
fingers, ears and noses of a large number of prisoners; ripped thousands
of eyes from their sockets and tongues from their mouths; I made huge
mounds of the bodies of the victims, and I exposed the cut-off heads of
the city’s losses. Then I conquered the city of Susa; I opened the treas-
ures of the kings of Elam who had long been storing them away; I sent
to Assur the gold, silver, rich costumes and palace furnishings that I
found as well as the golden, silver, bronze and stone statues. Then I
razed the temples to the ground and suppressed their gods. I transformed
into a vast desert all of a region over a distance of a march of a month
and 25 days; I sowed salt and thorns. I took to Assur the sons and
sisters of the king and some princes, as well as all the members of the
royal family, governors, officers, armourers, artisans, men and women,
troops more numerous than the waves of locusts.

However, in more recent times, the focus of international rules and
procedures for the support of human rights largely has been aimed at pro-
tecting foreigners against abuse by local authorities. Throughout the 19th
century, international tribunals and claims commissions established minimum
standards for nations to follow in the treatment of aliens.

Although international law usually does not claim jurisdiction over the
telations between a nation and its citizens, this rule ceases to apply when the
tl'eat_ment of the population by the government violates the dictates of hu-
Manity and justice or shocks the conscience of mankind, Such was the case
n the 19§h century when slave trade generally came to be condemned. In
B ail’ in 1899, sixteen states agreed to establish a comprehensive, inter-

nally supervised system to enforce its ban. Between the years 1864-1929
e, l::::alf conventions specified in increasing detail the humanitarian re-
; g or the treatment of war wounded and prisoners of war. Such
‘ by t‘}’lléerlltllatlonall organizations as the action taken during the inter-war

fons towyr tg}rnatlonal Labor Organization and those of the League of

€ suppression of white slave trade should also be recalled.!
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sion in the future. Governments and private organizations alike worked during
the war years to devise appropriate international machinery for the protection
of human rights. On January 1, 1942, twenty-six nations collectively declared
as common objectives the defense of “life, liberty, independence, and religiou
freedom” and the preservation of human rights and justice in their own lands

as well as in others.?

At the San Francisco conference of 1945 several delegations urged that
provisions concerning human rights be included in the Charter of the Un
Nations. The Charter that was drafted did actually contain seven spe
references to human rights. According to Article 1, one purpose of the Unit
Nations is “to achieve international cooperation . . . in promoting and e
couraging respect for human rights and for the fundamental freedom for
without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion.” The United Nati
authorized its Economic and Social Council to make recommendations for
the purpose of “promoting respect for, and observance of these rights and
freedoms” and to set up a special commission for the “promotion of human
rights.” This commission became known as the Commission on Human Right
However, nowhere was the precise meaning of the phrase “human rights an
fundamental freedoms” defined. As a result the provisions did not create
clear and enforceable obligations.

The Commission on Human Rights had completed its work enti
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights by June, 1948. The Declara
which was adopted by the General Assembly in Paris in December, 1:_
embodied general definitions, both of civil and political rights generat
recognized in democratic societies and of several economic, social, o
tural rights. These included such rights as life, liberty, and security of perso
freedom from hunger; freedom from arbitrary arrest, detention, or exile; r
to a fair and public hearing by an independent and impartial tribunal;
of thought, conscience, and religion or beliefs; freedom of assembi
association; right to social security; right to work; right to education
to marry and found a family; right to participation in the cult o
community; and right to enjoy the arts and to share in scientific e
and its benefits. '

To secure further the enforcement of national obliga.tlonﬁ'
to human rights, the Generally Assembly of the United Nations 1nst
Commission on Human Rights to prepare in treaty form tw:thl:r‘
covenants, one to deal with civil and political rights and the o 3
nomic, social, and cultural rights. These covenants eventua“t{w it
by the General Assembly on December 16, 1966. However, b; por
only on those states that ratify, and ratification by each mem a3
by way of its own constitutional processes.

Under each covenant different types of obligation are
ratifying states. In the Covenant on Civil and Pollngghts of
each state undertakes to respect and ensure the 11

2 Ibid., pp 17-18.
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within its territory and subject to its jurisdiction. In the Covenant on Eco-
nomic, Social, and Cultural Rights each state undertakes, individually and
through international assistance and cooperation, to do its best to achieve
progressively the full realization of the rights. The rights established by these
covenants are not subject to any restrictions other than those which are
provided by law and which are required for the protection of national secu-
rity, public order, public health and morals, and the protection of the rights
and freedoms of others.3

It should be recalled that, prior to the adoption of the covenants, the
General Assembly had already adopted and urged the ratification of nine
specialized conventions which, unlike the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, are binding treaties which impose legal obligations on the respective
governments. These were: Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right
to Organize (1948); The Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Geno-
cide (1948); Equal Remuneration for Men and Women Workers for Work
of Equal Value (1951); The Political Rights of Women (1952); The Aboli-
tion of Slavery, the Slave Trade, and Institutions and Practices Similar to
Slavery (1956); The Abolition of Forced Labor (1957); Discrimination in
Respect of Employment and Occupation (1958); Discrimination in Educa-

t(itl)1916(1960); and The Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination
) .4

In short, the provisions of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,

he International Covenants on Human Rights, and the specialized conven-

tions adopted by the United Nations formally represent the internationally

fecognized rights of man. These ideal concepts, however, have faced and
face serious problems in implementation.

1L The Problems of Implementation

The problems of im
o 'Or students of inter
€Oping with the deli
- femain convinced that international laws with machinery for im-

g those laws are necessary.

plementing human rights have been a cause of con-
national affairs. A variety of arguments and proposals
very of human rights have been articulated, but many

?Vll'lthbteh perceived readily how the implementation of human rights
the v, ¢ values and interests of various sacieties and different sections
°* World and'pq

: f‘{v this conflict, in turn, affects and influences the decision
Ot International organizations. From its inception, the goals,

yeE;’::__ci the Universal Declaration of Human Rights has not

ifferen; R 1 general survey has shown that the representatives of
the Declaraﬁave different feelings, reactions, and interpretations re-
: on. This was true even among some of the authors of

;rtzte‘zftiot’?eoflx;}ernaﬁo;qlhCovenams on Human Rights of
: : t u . ed. 7
Iemelliscwnce Publishers, 1968”)‘,”;!), lfogflleg by AREeE TR IR A
ke, Hy i :

TSity prm"’"ig_l(%l,s"l;g: 1?:1 ‘gfuted States, and World Community (New

°Td Unive,

61



TOWSON STATE JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS [Vol. VI, No,

the Declaration. Charles Malik of Lebanon, stated that the principles em.
bodied in the Declaration could not be considered a mere resolution sj
they represent “what my government pledged itself to promote, achieve,
observe” when it signed the Charter. On the other hand, Mrs. Eleanor Ro
velt, the United States representative, expressed the view that the Declara
“is not a treaty, it is not an international agreement, it is not and does
purport to be a statement of law or of legal obligation.” According to
actual language of the United Nations Charter, each member state of
United Nations commits itself to give the Organization all possible sup
in its effort to promote respect for human rights by undertaking joint o
separate actions in that regard. But, at the same time, the United Nati

Charter (Article 2-7) recognized the domestic jurisdiction of states by
viding for the principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs of a m
state. The recognition of domestic jurisdiction created a problem as to
or what organization has the authority to determine whether some ma
belongs in the realm of domestic or international jurisdiction.5

The question of domestic jurisdiction has been reflected, from the be,
ning, in such cases as that of Spain and the Union of South Africa before
General Assembly of the United Nations. In the case of Spain, the qu
was not so much that of human rights as it was of a political regime
policies might threaten international peace and security.® The case of :
Africa, at first, was related only to the treatment of Indians but, later, be a
concerned with the racial policy of that government. The irony of the situ: i
is reflected by the speech in support of the international promotion of hum
rights that was delivered by South African Prime Minister Smuts shor
after WW II. Referring to that war, he declared:

We have fought for justice and decency and the fundamental -'—-- 0
and rights of man which are basic to all human advancement :
progress and peace. . . .7

Prime Minister Smuts noted that the peace for which they were Striv
which they were taking great pains to safeguard was “a peace of 1=
honor and fair dealing as between man and man . . .” But later it |
apparent that the South African concept of man differed from that
most of mankind.8

As Van Dyke points out, spokesmen for dictatorships ?l}d
alike joined in the view that men have, or should have, civil and
rights. He notes that although the right to life is ac_:knowledgled l;’
everyone the right to live or the right not to be killed remains
marginal controversy. To illustrate, the draft of the inter-American €&

5Milan Markovic, “Implementation of Human Rights and ‘e and
States,” in International Protection of Human Rights, ed. by Asbjorn Eide
(New York: Interscience Publishers, 1968), pp. 52-54.
8 Ibid., pp. 55-56. . .
7 United Nations, Conference on International ?;ganizgﬂ::i IY:;L l,.pp Hu
8 Latif O. Adegbite, “African Attitudes to the Internatio £ ;ecld August
in International Protection of Human Rights, ed. by Asbjorn Eide an
York: Interscience Publishers, 1968), p. 71.
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on human rights specifies that the right to life “shall be protected by law from
the moment Of conception” while, on the other hand, the Proclamation of
Tehran declared that “parents have a basic human right to determine freely
and responsibly the number and spacing of their children.” The latter was
adopted unanimously in 1968 by delegates attending the official world con-
ference commemorating the twentieth anniversary of the General Assembly’s
adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.?

Similar kinds of confusion and controversy extend into the areas of
self-determination and minority rights. Although the Charter of the United
Nations endorses self-determination in principle, neither the Charter nor the
Universal Declaration indicates that the questions of self-determination and
minorities occupy an important place in discussions of human rights. In fact,
the Charter does not mention minority rights and the Universal Declaration
says nothing about either self-determination or minorities. As a result, neither
term is clear. The “selves” who are entitled to self-determination are unde-
fined and there is no precise concept of what constitutes a minority.!° The
questions of minority rights and self-determination are likely to remain sources
of conflict for a long time to come even though self-determination finally was
recognized (1966) as a human right through the adoption of the Covenants.

Self-determination has been classified into two types — internal and
extgmal. Internal self-determination is concerned with sovereign states and
!helr_ control over political life. It relates to such things as freedom from
fOI‘_elgn intervention and the question of representative government by ma-
i‘llf)_' rule. External self-determination, on the other hand, has to do with
political entities that lack sovereignty and is related to their rights to gain it.

mments generally sanction freedom from foreign intervention. Although
R0 state lays a general claim to the right to intervene in the internal affairs
,“ other statqs and no state admits that it is under the control of a foreign
g"‘l’, the principle of internal self-determination is at times violated 1! even
Who endorse it and the violation is rationalized.

For mstance., among the several cases in point that are cited by Van
?:ei I:11139560vxet Union’s intervention in Hungary in 1956 and in Czecho-
- b 8. After the Cz‘e‘choslovakia intervention, Soviet Foreign Min-
ocialist coz'nm(:n SPeak}’ng qf those who are terr_lpted to try to roll back th.e
1o happen Innvlvgzlth said flatly that the Spv1et Union yvould not permit
Mination inciuded 943 Premden.t Roosevelt said that “the .rlgh.t of se.lf-deter-
B make slayes ofn'l the Atlantic Charter does not carry with it the right . . .
o recently (19615ts own people or of any other peoples in the worl'd..”
D Republic R ) Presndeni Johnson, 'when cqnfronted with the Domini-
permit thé itattegi.that the American nations f:annot, must no_t, and
emisphore ff} hshment. of. another communist government in the
imits op th- .hf:se are incidences when the United States, too, has
e right of internal self-determination. Portugal also has

0
4‘;;“‘13’ . p. 10,

N P71,
1bid,, pp, 79,5,

63



TOWSON STATE JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS [Vol. VI, No. 2

her own interpretation of self-determination and defines it as “the consent
of the people to a certain structure and political organization, . . . by partici-
pation in administration and by participation in political life,” of course, not
necessarily through the process of free election. What proportion of the
lation, in what manner, and on what basis the people must participate is
clear and is left to the Portuguese themselves to determine. Qualificati
of several sorts are placed on the endorsement of external self-determinati
In 1963 the United States played two different roles in this matter. On
one hand, the United States endorsed self-determination for South-W
Africa and, on the other hand, opposed immediate independence for Angola
because of her lack of “educated and trained people.” 12

The question of self-determination for dependent territories differs mark-
edly from the question of whether segments of a population have the ri
to self-determination. The Security Council by its acts has implicitly der
that the right of self-determination is a right of secession. In 1961 it “stror
deprecated” secessionist activities in Katanga and authorized actions to bt
about their cessation. '

Regarding the question of special rights for minorities within the state
most members of the United Nations take the view that minority grouj
should not have special rights or status. In 1954, the United Nations Cor
mission on Human Rights Sub-Committee on the Prevention of Discrimin
tion and Protection of Minorities proposed that the term minority “inclu
only those non-dominant groups in the population which possess and Wi
to preserve ethnic, religious, or linguistic traditions or characteristics mark
different from those of the rest of the population.” 8 In 1965, an 1
American conference reaffirmed “the goal of all the governments to ¢
a policy tending toward complete integration of all elements of their
without distinction of any nature based on racial origin.” Although |
has been toward assimilation within a framework of respect for i
human rights, some notable exceptions have occurred in relation to it
For example, the 1947 General Assembly recommendations for t
of Palestine were not assimilationist but, rather, were pluralistic. G
were asserted in the provision that “the State shall ensure adequate P
and secondary education for the Arab and Jewish minority, T€SP=¢
its own language and its cultural traditions.” In 1950 the G A
also recommended that Eritrea should have autonomy Wi 3
another case, in 1959, Greece and Turkey reached agreement on
vidual and group rights in Cyprus whereby the Greek and v
ties were to vote separately for members of the House of Repr!

In the processes of international relations, thus far,
internal self-determination has not been a major source O.f m It
culty as has been the question of external self-determination. - 3
a settled issue but, to date, the main achievements have ’
force of colonialism.

12 Jbid., pp. 80-82.
13 Ibid., pp. 95-96.
14 Ibid., pp. 97-98.
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As far as the protection of the individual is concerned, the desired
objectives originally espoused by the authors of the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights have not become a reality despite some desirable results
by such specialized agencies of the United Nations as the International Labor
Organization and UNESCO. Almost everywhere there have been continuous
violations of human rights and the judicial system of the United Nations
remains unable to effect guarantees. The International Court of Justice at
the Hague continues to be static and traditionally oriented because only
states — not individuals — have access to the international court. As a result,
the most significant accomplishments in the protection of individuals are
being achieved on the regional level, particularly in Europe.

The beginning of the cold war in 1948 and the Berlin blockade forced
the United Nations and its related organizations to abandon all serious activi-
ties directed toward creating human relations machinery that would be truly
effective. Since world-wide cooperation was no longer feasible the Council of
Europe was founded. The Council directed its attention toward developing a
judicial system for protecting private individuals, corporations, associations,
and political groups from the arbitrary treatment and actions of states. The
European Convention on Human Rights provided by treaty that basic rights
and freedoms may not be infringed upon by any sovereign state, whether the
individual be a citizen of the offending nation, an alien, or even a stateless
Person.’s The Council of Europe has changed the classical international
“a{ldard. The injured individual has both the right to petition a supranational
€nlity and the right of action. He is able to obtain a hearing regarding his
‘ and secure a legally binding decision.!6

The regional movement that began in Europe in 1948 has subsequently
%40 1o other parts of the globe. Each regional organization has effected
chﬁnge in international law. Particularly worthy of attention are the
2utions of the continent of Africa — the creation of the Charter of the
ation of African Unity on May 25, 1963 and the proposed African

'J" on Human Rights with its implementing African Court of Human

n of Human Rights failed to present a standard

i . beep universally adpptef:l and made enforceab}e

 absence o o Z ) and_mgarnauopal levels. This failure is reflected also in

ch B 2nd yhamic International process based on universal values
€line international behavior and relationships.

A “: logical Explanation

1US ar’

interpy, etatt}ilgndevelqpment of human rights and some of the problems
 Present oo And implementation have been discussed in part. Now

€ sociological concepts and inte i
- Telg rpretations of processes
~ 10 these Problemg - P v

v 'gle Univer§a1 Declaratio
Ee Uman rights that has

The Procedurq]
Status of the Individual before International and
. Hague, Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966), pp. 1-8.
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First of all, it is apparent that sociology is faced with some “limitations of
rhetoric” with respect to the fields of international relations and behavi
and, particularly, in the area of human rights. The reason, at least in pa
is due to the absence of interest and lack of deep involvement in these fiel
on the part of many sociologists. Although recently some sociologists hay
shown interest, there are a limited number of sociological studies related
human rights and international relations, and most of these have been
by European sociologists. There is not even a single term which refers to tl
population of the globe in its present collective social setting that is generally
accepted. The collective population of the globe has been called by sucl
various terms as world community, world society, community of man, huma
society, society of mankind, global society, global community, nation of man,
and others.

It is my intention to introduce in the present article a sociological cor
cept in this area. I have called this concept “universociety.” Other term
which are associated with universociety (universalization, universal cultu
universocietal, and universocentrism) are also suggested for the first time
are given different usages and meanings. .

What do I mean by universociety? Briefly, the term is formed by a c¢
bination of the words “universe” and “society.” It literally means “the soci€
of the universe” and specifies the human part of the universe. It is the “soci
of societies.” It encompasses all societies established by man whether the
members are located in different communities, regions, continents, or
the moon or other planets (as may be the case in the future). In univers
members interact on the basis of shared norms and values (such as hu
rights) and in accordance with behavior patterns that are generally underst
and predictable.

In somewhat the same way as the concept subculture — the Cultuf
subgroups in a society — is associated with clusters of behavior patterns
are both related to and distinguishable from the general cul}ure——:th@
of society — I relate general cultures to the culture of universociety:
this supra-general culture universal culture. Here, universal clllt““'e
refer to the cultural universal that is generally used to expl.amﬂ! ]
of a particular culture, rather, it indicates the culture 015.1111“’l &
as a society may embrace subcultures universociety contains a arges
of general cultures.

Each general culture contains complex values of its oWl t?t
includes some of the values of universal culture. If there(li8 =g
social interaction in universociety certain universal values an ..
be understood and shared by all members. The Yalues pf |;m
may be reinforced through general cultures by their offering versal
in which the members of those societies may respond to unll +
as human rights while, at the same time, retaining ties W
society.

It is unlikely that achievement 2
Universal Declaration of Human Rights will be po

alues and goals
of the v sible except
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able social conditions at the universocietal level. For instance, since human
rights and freedoms can be guaranteed only in times of peace, the right to
peace and the right to claim peaceful policy are regarded as fundamental
human rights. Therefore universal peace is a manifestation of universociety.
However, universal peace may be threatened by the elements of hunger, pov-
erty, disease, or ignorance. Because of this, actions leading to the eradication
of these elements fall within the scope of universal peace, human rights, and
universal norms.

While violations of human rights and freedoms may occur less often in
the more industrially and economically developed societies, in the less devel-
oped and developing countries these rights either have been ignored or denied
to large segments of their populations. Food and agricultural statistics indi-
cate that nearly half of the world population lives in a permanent state of
hunger. According to WHO, millions of people do not live to reach their
30th birthdays. UNESCO reports that many millions of children have no
Opportunity to attend school and, as a result, most of them remain illiterate
for life. They stay in the lower strata — poor and ignorant. Studies have
shown that these conditions are vitally important factors related to the feelings
and attitudes which people have about democratic life.

Democratic values, beliefs, and behaviors are social and like other social
“l"lef), beliefs, and behaviors are acquired through the socialization process.
Vldua'lls Wwhose lives are surrounded by indifference, ignorance, provincial-
Social isolation, and geographical distance from intellectual centers
democratic values slowly. Even in societies that generally achieve
l0Cratic values there are many people who continue to have only a very
€ntary understanding of democratic values and ideology. Some of these

Tatic societies fail to socialize adequately substantial numbers of their
People for democratic values.

P“bflr‘c Opinion surveys in thirteen different countries illustrate that
om the lower strata are less committed to democratic norms than
c g fr{)m ‘the middle classes. These findings are supported by psy-
“author; Yagnented research which has studied the social correlates of the
sociation bet‘f:;resonahty- Many of these studies have shown a consistent
Wn that | ;1 authoritarianism and lower-class statqs.” Other sFudles
£Conom;. R itcrs i ls;l)orer cla.sses everywhe're are more liberal or leftlst on
55, Support of L €y are in favor of higher wages, graduated income
be les liberale unions, agd more welfare state measures. But, they
S of human righz:nd more intolerant on non-economic r_natters.18 :I’he
S and Jegs devels and free:dgms are dlﬁerent. in economxcal_ly _deprlyed
r social o °P€d.s001et1es from those in affluent societies. Sim-

. Classes differ from upper-economic classes.

tions for co

ping with these and other bl f h igh
ng | S problems of human rights
Ie“'Qmmendatlons for international laws and law enforcement

" %.Mcho,’p§&3{ ogl’;_cgls _Ig{{m: The Social Bases of Politics (Garden City, New
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bodies capable of compelling conformity to these laws. International g
help to create a formal pattern of behavior and relationships, but s
sanctions cannot be fully guaranteed until such legal values are inte
by the people and become part of the norms and values of the general
of universociety. This can be achieved only through the process of
salization. Here, 1 define universalization as a process whereby

values and norms are built into the members of universociety. It is the
by which conformity with those norms is made possible and is guar;
The universalization process develops a reciprocal need between unive
and its members. It influences the socializing processes of the memb
general cultures in favor of universally integrated feelings of commo
manity which I label universocentrism. Universalization gives new p

roles, ideas, and values to the individual as an ultimate member of u
society and creates a universally sanctioned pattern of behavior that suppc
international laws concerning such matters as human rights.

As part of social experience, of course, total conformity is not poss
and some degree of deviation is to be expected. Every society has an
culture and a real culture. The ideal culture includes systems of estz
and approved norms and values that society wishes to observe and
its members to follow. The real culture consists of those norms and
that are actually practiced in that society. Real culture may deviate fron
ideal culture, but it usually enjoys a certain amount of tolerance and
facto” acceptance on the part of society. A clash between ideal cult re
real culture usually is prevented by some kind of rationalization.

Many United Nations member states which have signed and for
approved the Universal Declaration of Human Rights publicly SUpf
but at the same time are domestically unable or unwilling to obse
practice it. One instance of this may be found in the voting and p S
behavior of colonial powers. When the European colonial powers
favor of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights they responde:
speak, to the ideal universal culture. When they continued to depr
Colonial subjects of those rights, they were practicing real culture. 1
alizations of their behavior have been based on the “unpreparedness
subjects,” the need of their subjects for their assistance, or even
contribution to peace and civilization!

As a matter of fact, the United Nations through the _UmVﬂI"‘
tion of Human Rights contributes to the frustration resulting
real culture conflict of many societies. Since acceptance and “"
Declaration is required of all member states, it becomes part Of
aspect of the culture of those societies. Because of this the Deel
new ideas, values, and aspirations to people, and yet the U
Organization is not in a position to protect those individuals a:d
take up these new values, try to conform to the Declaration, @ g
into trouble because of conflicting local political practices. e
of this deficiency by the United Nations Organization are the pri 1ual
intervention and the concept of self-determination of the INCIVIEES
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There are some governments whose survival may be threatened by the
full implementation of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Since
these governments are protected by the self-determination and non-interven-
tion principles of the United Nations Charter those societies and their mem-
bers will remain unable to take part in the dynamic process of universalization
and therefore will not become responsive members of universociety.

A major source of much conflict is poor communication or a lack of
effective communication. Communication cannot be effective unless it is
reciprocal. Reciprocality will not be possible except under conditions of
appropriate social interaction among members in societies that are capable
of permitting free expression. There is likely to be a serious problem regard-
ing mutual and effective communication under non-constitutional, non-
democratic, and non-representative governments which are more secure in
social and cultural isolation. Isolation tends to lead to strong feelings of
sociocentrism which, in this case, could foster an inability to appreciate
universal values and norms. Sociocentrism prevents intersocietal tolerance and

Teases outer cooperation. Sociocentrics fail to possess a feeling for a com-
- mon humanity and prefer social isolation which can be used in the name of
fational sovereignty. Such states want no part of provisions that would in
any way obligate them to accept international or universal supervision.

If the answer to the problems of implementing the Universal Declaration
iman Rights should be (as some scholars have recommended) the
hment of strong international laws then these laws need to have the
Wart support of universal mores. In order that the values of international

fiecessary sanctions and the emotional support that other norms are
“Cted to haye.

b Zn?if lthe P{obl'ems that presently exi'sts for the implerr'lent.ation of
* By the aws lies in the fact that the United I.\Ia‘tlons Orgamzatlop does
ubculty e Aﬁ(l)lwer over general cultures thgt soc1et_1es have over their own
! E s (1ugh'many'subcultures are in copﬂl_ct with the general cul-
Would to]eratce $ with social norms tend to be limited in scope. A society
, deviationseélous challenge or deviation by a subculture — especially
ity, Welfare oa versely affects soc1al. values t.hat. are rc?lated to the mores,
Bolly ungere, T survival of the society. This limitation to tglerance_ is
h the society. If 3}'1 subgroups through the process of social interaction

D it niust . ¢ subculture is to enjoy soc1etal. tolerance toward its
. SWlture, Tp (3 aware of and conform to certain expectations of the
2ing position, N aﬁned Nations Orga_lmzatlon Is not in a similarly con-
* EXistence of un; Societies and their general cultures, Therefore, with
Man . WVeTsociety and jtg controlling role over general cultures,

Natj laws Teceive Universocietal sanction and the implementation of
Wwill be made possible.,
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