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REPORT OF THE SIXTH SESSION OF THE SUB-CCMMISSION ON PREVENTION OF DISCRHUNATION 

AND PRarECTION OF MI NORITIES : ( 1) DRAFT RESOLlJTION C - MEASURES TO EXPEDITE THE 

ldORK OF THE SUB- COMMISSION (E/CN .4/703, ANNEX I ; E/CN. 4/L 372 AND 373) (continued) 

Mr. SAPOZHNIKOV (Ukra inian Soviet Socialist Republic) pointed out t hat 

the essence of t he provisions of paragraphs 2 and 3 of draft resolution C was 

reproduced without any change whatever in t he amendment submitted by t he 

Philippines and Uruguay, s ince the effect of that amendment was t o draw the 

Assembly's attention to the r equests set f orth i n operative paragraphs 3 and 4 

of resolution J . He felt, theref ore, that all the arguments advanced against 

resolution J and draft r esol ution C applied t o the amendment a l so . He concur red 

i n t he Soviet Union and Pol ish r epresent atives ' objections to t he request for 

reconsideration of resolution 677 (VII) and f elt t hat such r econsiderat ion would 

not f aci l i t at e the Sub -Commi ssion ' s work. He had, however , no objection t o 

measures really designed to expedite t he Sub-Commission ' s work and, in 

p&rt.icula.r , to thE:! proposal that the Commission on Human Rights should set aside 

adequat e t ime to r eview t he Sub-Commission ' s work. His delegat ion woul d vote 

against t he t wo-Power amendment . 

Mr. PIRACHA (Pakistan) said that he was not convinced that t here we r e 

sufficient gr ounds for granting rapport eurs remunerat ion over and above t he 

t ravel and subsistence a llowances they normally rece i ved . He a lso doubted the 

propriety of asking t he General Assembly to r econsider resolut ion 677 (VI I ). His 

delegat ion was, therefore, i nclined to abst ain when t he vote on draft r esol ut ion C 

was t aken. However, i t could support the Philippine and Uruguayan amendment 

even though it had certain shortcomings . His de l egation would not have been able 

to vote for t he United Kingdom amendment in i ts original f orm but would support i t 

a s amended by t.hP. GrA~?k sub- amendment on t he understandi ng t hat the "study" could 

include not only a s t udy of t he present situation in r egard t o minori ties but 

also recommendations it might like t o make. 
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Mr. RODRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) pointed out that the amendment 

submi tted by his delegation and that of the Philippines concerned a procedural 

question only. By adopting draft resolution C in its original form the Commission 

would have appeared to take a posit ion on the substance of the problem. The 

effect of the two-Power amendment, which simply requested the Council to transmit 

resolut ion J to the Assembly, would be to obviate such an interpretat ion, which 

was detrimental to t he principle of draft r esolution C. When the Assembly in 

i t s turn considered the question, supporters and opponents would be able to 

discuss the substance of the problem. 

Mr. WHI TLAM (Australia) said that it was his delegation's opinion that 

the Commission on Human Rights should express its opinion on the resolutions 

adopted by the Sub-Commission. He would not be able to support either 

paragraphs 2 and 3 of draft resolution C or the joint Ph ilippine and Ur uguayan 

amendment. The arguments that had been advanced during the discussion had not 

modified hi s view concerning paragraph 1 and he would vote for the United Kingdom 

amendment as amended by the Greek proposal. 

Mr. HOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) agreed with the 

Polish and Ukrain'ian representatives t hat paragraph 1 of draft resolution C 

should not be amended, The text of the United Kingdom amendment, as modified 

by the Greek proposal, was ambiguous and he felt that such a text woul d have the 

effect of complicating the Sub-Commission's work. He had t he same objections as 

the Ukrainian representative to the two -Power amendment . In his opinion it did 

not concern a procedural question only; if the Commission transmitted the 

Sub-Commission's resolut i on to the Economic and Social Council and asked the 

Council to draw the General Assembly's attention to certain par agraphs in it, 

that would be tantamount to an implicit recommendat i on. His delegation woul d 

vote against the amendment and , if it was incorporated in t he resol ut ion, would 

vote against the resolution as a whole. He asked the Philippine and Uruguayan 

delegations not to insist on the Commission's voting on the amendment . Those 

delegations woul d be perfectl y free to br ing the matter up aga in lat er, either in 

t he Economic and Social Council or in t he General Assembly. The maintenance of 

the amendment at present vras liable to be pre judic i al to draft resolution C as 

a whole , 
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Mr . RAJAN (India) said that his delegation would have voted in favour of 

draft resolution Cas it stood, for it felt that a study of the pr esent situation 

as r egarded minorities throughout the world was of paramount importance . In 

view of the statements made during the discuss i on and of his delegation ' s previous 

votes , however , he would vote in favour of the Philippine and Uruguayan a mendment. 

He would vote in favour of the United Kingdom amendment a lso , although that did 

not mean that he gave it his unreserved. approval. 

Mr . ROUSSOS (Greece) recalled the discussion at the previous meeting 

on the interpretation to be given to the resolution adopted the day befor e and 

pointed out that the United Kingdom amendment, as amended by the Greek proposal, 

refer red to the r esol ut ion as a whole and not to a part of it only. 

Mr . ORTEGA (Chile) held that the two- Power amendment was a compr omise 

bet ween the provi sions of draft resolution C and the ideas expounded by the 

United Kingdom representative. His delegation would vote for the amendment, which 

enabled the Commission to avoid taking a decision on the matter . He felt that 

the rule laid down in General Assembl y r esol ution 677 (VII) was contrary to the 

universally recognized principle that work should be paid for in pr oportion to 

the time and effor t expended on i t . That principle applied with even greater 

for ce t o the work of emi nP.nt. PX!'P r t .l'l; An.0 h.<> f~ l t, ?.2 d.:!.d. t!:~ P!::!.l:!.:p.p~'"7.::: 

representati ve , t hat if competent experts were requi red i t would be very difficult 

t o approach only those who wer e free of financial cares . He recalled in that 

connexion the pr olonged controversy which the question of t he remuneration of 

Members of Parliament had provoked in his country; the Chilean Parliament had 

gained much by ceasing to recruit its members necessarily and s ol ely from among 

peopl e who had private means . For that reason of principle his delega tion would 

vote either for the or iginal text of draft resolution C or for t he Uruguayan 

and Philippi ne amendment . · He str essed that the Sub- Commission ' s requests as 

set forth in resolution J were well- f ounded . The fact that the Secretariat was 

not in a position to furnish t he necessary assistance and that the Sub- Commission 
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was not abl e t o appoint an i ndependent expert placed t he Sub-Cowmission in a 

d i fficult posit ion . The ~embers of the Commission who had spoken against the 

appointrr.ent of an exper t should reali ze that t he Corr~ission was bound t o pr ovide 

other means of f aci l i t at ing the Sub-Corrmi ssion' s work. In that connexion he 

agai n dr ew the Corrmission 's attent ion to paragraph l of the Sub-Corr~iss ion's 

resolution J, wh ich i n spite of its i mportance had not yet been discussed. Hi s 

delegat ion intended to submit, jointly with t he Ur uguayan delegation, a draft 

resolut ion requesting the Economic and Soc ial Council to author i ze the 

Sub-Commission t o hold annual s essions of up to six weel<s 1 duratton. 

Mr. INGLES (Philippines ) had already stated that he would have preferred 

to vote for t he original text of paragraph l of draft res olution C. \·lhile he 

objected to the United Kingdom amendment in its original form, the Greek 

proposal modifying that amendment was a compr omise whi ch he was willing to accept 

The Uruguayan and Chilean r epresent at ives had br illiantly put t he case for 

the Philippine and Uruguayan joint amendment and he assoc iated himself wi t h 

t heir observa tions . The USSR representative had asked t he sponsors of the 

amendment to withdr aw it; he in turn would like t o appeal to the USSR 

r epresentative to act with a sense of justice and fairness and not to stand i n 

the way of the Corrmission ' s t ransmitting the Sub-Commissi on ' s reque st to the 

Assembly, through the Counc i l. ~lhi le i t was true that there was nothing t o 

prevent a ny de l egat ion from bringi ng the Sub -Commission 's recouunendation t o the 

attention of t he General As sembly, it was also true that t hose who opposed that 

recommendation i n the Commiss i on woul d be free to vote against it in t he 

General Assembly . He nce, no rights would be prejudiced by the s i mple transmittal 

of the Sub-Commission ' s r ecorrmendat ion to the General Assembly. It would not be 

not be t he f i rst time that t he General Assembly had been invited to r econsider 

one of its resolutions : t he Commission had but to recall t hat , after 

having decided t o prepare a singl e covenant on human rights, the Assembly 

had been i nduced t o reverse i t s decision and to declare t hat the United 

Nations would prepare two draft covenants; subsequently some de legations had 

even contemplated questi oning the Assembly's second decision and had proposed 

a r e turn to the first i dea , the draft i ng of a single covenant . Whatever had 

been i ts views on that sub,ject , t he Philipp i ne delegation had never ob jected t o 

r equests being submi tted to t he As sembl y for the reconsideration of any of the 
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latter ' s resolutions. That being so, he found it hard in the present case to 

understand why, even if they were in the majority, the delegations which 

thought that resolution 677 (VII) should not be reconsider ed wished to oppose 

those which thought otherwise, the more so since some of the St ates Member s of 

t he General Assembly who were not r epresented on the Commi ssion might well see 

valid grounds for r econsidering the resolution, and, moreover , the Commiss i on would 

do no mor e than simply transmit the Sub- Commi ssion ' s request , without deciding 

on the substance of the matter. The specifi c purpose of the amendment i n 

document E/CN . 4/L.373 was to remove any possible ambiguity on that point; t hat 

being the case , the Commission could not in all j ustice obj ect to the Sub­

Cormnission ' s request being referred t o the only organ competent to r eceive i t. 

The CHAIRMAN asked t he Commission to proceed to t he vot e . 

Mr . HOARE (United Kingdom), supported by Mr. ROUSSOS (Greece), pointed 

out t hat the Greek delegation ' s sub-amendment had been accepted by the Uni ted 

Kingdom and could therefore be considered as part of the United Kingdom amendment 

and be put t o the vote wit h it. 

The CHAIRMAN called upon the Commission t o vote, firstly, on the 

preamble of draft r esol ution C; secondly , on the United Kingdom amendment 

(E/CN.4/L. 372) , wi th the amendment proposed orally by Greece; th i rdly , on 

paragraph 1 of the oper ative part, either in its original form, or as modified 

by the United Kingdom amendment, according t o whether the latter had been 

r ejected or adopted; fourthly, on t he Philippine and Uruguayan amendment 

(E/CN. 4/L. 373) - as a result of i ts decision on that amendment, the Commission 

might not have to vcte on draft resolution c, paragraphs 2 and 3; finally , 

on draft resolution C as a whole. 
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The preamble of draft r esolution C was adopted by 10 vot es t o none , wit h 

6 abstentions. 

The United Kingdom amendme nt, as amended by Greece , was adopted by 12 votes 

t o ;, with 2 abstent i ons. 

P~graph 1 , as amended, of the operative part of draft r esolut ion C was 

adopted ·~.,y 15 votes to none , with 2 abstenti ons. 

The hili ppi ne and Uruguayan amendment was adopt ed by 8 vot e s t o 7, with 

2 abstentions 

Draft reso:.ution C as a whole , as amended , was adopt ed by 8 vot es to 6, 

with 3 abstentioL~. 

Mr. CHENG PAONAN (China), explaining his vote, pointed out that duri ng 

the gener al discuss~on he had stated that his delegation did not t hink t hat t he 

Fifth Committee shou~d recons ide r r esolution 677 (VII) but neverthe l ess saw no 

objection t o t he Sub-~ommission' s request being tra nsmi tted t o the Gener al 

Assembly, through the Ccuneil. I t was i n t hat spirit t hat he had vot ed f or t he 

Philippine and Uruguayan ~ndment. 

Mr . HOARE (United Kingdom) said t hat his delegation had vot ed against 

the Philippine and Uruguayan amendment, i t s views on that emen&~ent be i ng exactly 

the same as those of the Australian de l egation . The USSR r epresentat ive had , 

moreover, shown that t he amendment did not alter the substance vf t he original 

t ext of paragraph 2 of the draft r esolution . He had seen no need, however , to 

vote against t he draf't reGolut i on as a whole and had merP. ly abs ta. i rH:•cl from voting, 

s i nce it was ult i mately a c::atter of addressing a resolution to th~ Council and 

he was well aware what att i t ude his de l egation would take on i t i n the Council. 
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t4r. ROUSSOS (Greece) sa id t hat the f act that his delegation had 

abst ained from vot i ng on the Philippine and Uruguayan ame ndment in no way 

prejudged its attitude concerning paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Sub-Commission ' s 

resolution J. It was unlikely that the General Assembly would finally be 

jnduced t o r everse its decision. 

Mr. JUVIGNY (France) felt he must r epeat that resolution 667 (VII) 

had been adopt ed almost unanimously. At the t ime , the delegat i ons which had 

interpre t ed it most liberally had stated clearly t hat i t should not be 

r econsidered unless the requ~sts submitted to that effect were based on valid 

grounds and very specific considerat{ons. In view of the problematical and 

indefinite nature of t he study cont emplated i n resolution J, his delegat i on had 

not t hought it proper to bring to t he attention of the higher organs of the 

Unit ed Nations a draft resolution not supported by adequate reasons and had 

t herefore voted against t he Philippine and Uruguayan amendment. 

Mr. GREEN (United States of America) said he had voted i n favour of 

the Philippine and Uruguayan amendment, because he considered i t purely procedural. 

The United States delegation had grave doubts, however , on the substance of 

resolution J, and its vote d i d not prejudge the attitude it would take in 
- . , ., , , ,.., --~·-·- ~ " ----"~'"'~ ·-vue VVUU\.. ..1.. .1.. OUU. \IU.c::' V~UCJ.O...L hOOCUlV..Lj' • 

Mr . NISOT (Be l gium) agreed with the French representative. The 

Assembly woul d use its own judgment in assessing the authority of a resolution 

adopt ed by eight vot es only. 

Mr. GHORBAL (Egypt) said he had voted for the United Kingdom amcn~nt, 

t he Philippine and Uruguayan amendment, and t he draft resolution as a whole. He 

assoc j ated hi~self wi th the r emarks the Indian and Philippine r epr esentatives had 

rr.ade dur ing t he discussion . The Philippine and Uruguayan amendment was purely 

pr ocedur al and in no way prejudged the decis ion to be taken on resolution 677 (VII); 

in adopting it , t he Commission had merely referred that important matter to the 

f·actors ir.to account. 
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Mr. BIRECKI (Poland) had voted against t he United Kingdom amendment, 

for he felt t hat even with the Greek modification i t '"eakened paragraph l of 

the dr aft r esolution, in that it did not reproduce all t he factors i n the 

dr aft resolut i on t he Commission had adopted the previous day . He had 

suppor ted paragraph l although the Unit ed Kingdom amendn:ent had been adopted, 

because even in its amended form it still offered some possibi lity of 

safeguarding some of the principles which should govern t he Sub-Cor:.mission 1 s 

work. 

His delegation had made it clear that i t could not support paragraphs 2 

and 3 of draft r esolution C, in -vrhich the Sub -Corr.mission had suggested a 

procedure which was not i n accordance with t he provisions of t he earlier 

General Assembly resolutions; moreover, it considered that t he ~u~stion of 

the Sub- Commission' s procedure had been sufficiently discussed . The Phi lippt ne 

and Ur uguayan amendment in no way altered the substance of paragraphs 2 and 3, 
since a decision by the Commission to i nvite the Council to transmit the 

Sub-Commission 1 s r equest to the Assembly could. certatnly r,ot be looked upon 

as purely procedural. He had t herefore voted against that amendment and i t 

was only because it had been adopted that he had voted against the draft 

r esolution as a whole . The fact that he had voted i n f:-wour of paragraph l, 

even after the adoption of the United Kingdom amendment, clf:arly showed that 

his delegation accepted the general ideas on -vrhi ch dr~tft resolution C was based. 

Mr. PIRACHA (Pakistan) said that he had voted in f avour of the draft 

resolution as a whole when it was put to a vote after t he Phi lippt ne and 

Uruguayan amendment had been adopted. He tl~ought , however , t hat i n deciding 

to transmit t he Sub- Commission ' s request without comment to the Counc iJ. , for 

communication to t he General Assembly, the Commission had taken a procedural 

decision only. He reserved t he position of hi s delegat i on on the subject of 

granting additional remuneration to rapporteurs ·].n the Ecc;r..uni c an<J Soc; al Counci l 

and in the General Assembly. 
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Mr . INGLES (Philippines) shared the United Kingdom r epresentative 's 

interpretation and considered that the adoption of the United Kingdom amendment, 

as amended by Greece, would not prevent the Sub-Commission ' s proceeding 

with the study of the position as regards minorities throughout the world. 

He expressed the hope that when resolution J was transmitted to the Council 

the part of the Sub-Commission ' s report (paragraphs 218- 225) in which were 

explained the imperative reasons that had led the Sub- Commission to submit 

its request would also be t ransmitted. 

Mr. l~ROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) strongly objected 

to the suggestion put f orward by the r epresentative of the Philippines in 

explaining his vot e . In the first place, that suggestion would introduce an 

entirely new procedure; it was not the custom t o transmit extracts f rom a 

report in support of a recommendation. Furthermore, t o communicate to the 

Council a text containing arguments in favour of r econsideration of 

r esolution 677 (VII) would be submitting documentation with a certain bias; 

if t he Philippine r epresentative ' s suggestion wer e adopted, it would be 

necessary to cons i der communicating t o the Council the summary records of the 

debates, during which a majority of delegations had clearly indicated that they 

were not in favour of any reconsideration of the resolution adopted by the 

~:::>ot:ui'uly , t1nu i.o give their argumen-cs . .tn 'the circumstances, it would be much 

bet ter merely t o t r ansmit to the Council the t ext of resolution J, particularly 

since the report of the Sub-Commission was an official document, a copy of which 

was f iled, and the Council could refer to it if it saw fit t o do so . 

He had voted in favour of the preamble t o the draft resolution. He had 

voted against the United Kingdom amendment because he thought it dangerous, in 

that it might r aise difficulties of interpretation; he had nevertheless voted 

for paragraph l , because , even as amended by the United Kingdom, it need not 

be interpreted as going against the decision taken by the Commission the previous 
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day . Finally, the adopt ion of the amendment submitted by t he Philipp i n~ s an~ 

Uruguay, against which the USSR delegati on had voted , had forced him t o 

vote against t he draf t resolution as a whole . 

Mr . I NGLES (Philippines) pointed out t hat he had not formally proposed, 

or even suggested, t hat t he part of the report sett tng for t h t he cons i derat ions 

underl ying the Sub- Corr®iss i on ' s request should be transmitted t o t he Council ; 

he had simply expressed t he hope t hat i t would be done . At any rat e , he was 

sure that t hose members of the Council and of the General Assembly who wi shed 

t o ascertain t he reasons for the Sub-Commiss i on ' s recom:endation would have t o 

read the pert i nent portions of t he Sub -Commission ' s report . 

DRAFT RESOLUI'ION D - FtlTURE li!ORK OF THE SUB-COMMISSION ON THE PRCTECTION OF 

MINORITIES (E/CN. 4/703, ANNEX I) 

Mr . INGLES (Philippines) explained that t he purpose of draft 

r esolution D was t o reques t the Commi ss i on on Human Rights t o approve t he 

decision of the Sub -Commission, in i ts resolution H, t o include i n i t s f ut ur e 

work considerati on of t he matters d~alt wi t h at i ts previous sessions and 

r e f e rred back to i t by t he Co~ission on Human Rights for further cons iderat i on . 

He point ed out an omission in t he English translat i on of t he draft res olut ion : 

t he first line of t he operative part should read: "to include in i t s programme 

of future work". 

Mr . CHENG PAONAN (Chi na ) pointed out t hat draft resol ut ion D was 

purely procedural and i t was even permissible to wonder if i t had been necessary 

f or t he Sub -Commission t o submit it f or the approva l of t he Corrmiss1on on Human 

Rights . That be i ng so, his delegat i on could see no objection t o vot j ng f or it . 

t~r . HOARE (United Kingdom) explained that hi s delegation saw no r eason 

against voting f or a t ext, whi ch, as the Phi lippine r epresent at ive had said , 

mer e ly r equested the Co~ission on Human Rights t o approve t he inclusion, i n 

the programme of future work of t he Sub -Commi ssion, of matters ,.1hi ch i t had 

itsel f referred t o the Sub -Corrmission f or continued consideration . Neverthel ess, 
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he t hought i t rather strange t hat t he only draft r esolution t he Sub-Commission 

had submitted for the express approval of the Commission should be the very one 

i t had adopt ed in execution of a decision t aken by t he Commission i tsel f . It 

appeared t hat t he Sub-Coruniss ion had not thought fj t to r eq_uest the Commissi on 

to approve ot her decisions ~-rhich it had t aken and which had nonetheless given 

rise t o l engthy debates in the Commissi on, whereas i n t hat particular case i t 

would have been well wi t hi n i ts rights to t ake the Commission ' s approval for 

granted. 

Mr . INGLES (Philippines), replying t o t he comments of the United 

Kingdom r epresentc.rli v~ , pointed out that the Sub -Commission had merely been 

complying wit h the dictates of courtesy i n informing t he Commission t hat 

considerat ton of t he quest i o;:;s r eferr ed to i n resolut ion D had not been resumed 

and would not be r esun:ed t'or some time, not, in fact, unt il t he study on the 

present pos i tion as regards minor i ties t hroughout t he world had bee n complet ed . 

It had been t rying, as i t Here, t o reply i n advance to the q_uestions which the 

Comniss i on might bave raised on the matte r. 

Mr . ROUSSOS (Greece) thought that the Commission should proceed to a 

vf'I+.P 

Replyi ng to a que stion from Mr . NISOT (Belgium), Mr. INGLES (Philippi nes) 

pointed out that t he expres sion ''Interim Measures to be taken for t he Protection 

of Minori t i e s " , appe::ar~ng i n resolut ion H, should be unders t ood to refer to 

interim measures Hhich mi ght be t aken in t hat field before t he meaning of the 

t erm "mi nori ty" had been spec:i.fically defined . 

Mr . NlSOT (~elgium) did not see what interim measures coul d be taken 

to protect minorj t ies unt i l sou;e precise definition of the term "minori ty" had 

been produced . 
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Mr . HOARE (United Kingdom) t hought t hat that r esolution woul d have 

to be considered by t he Sub-Commission in the light of t he Corr:mission ' s 

resolution requesting it to consider further the whole question ~f minori ties) 

and he sew no reason to t hink that action in resolut ion D would be taken i n 

advance of the consideration of that general question . 

Mr. NI SOT (Belgium) presumed t hat t he United Kingdom representative's 

i nterpretation was the same as t hat of the Sub-Commission and t hat in the 

cir cumstances the Belgian delegation would be able t o vote for draft 

resolution D, without its vot e prejudging anything . 

Mr . BIRECKI (Poland) reserved his del egation ' s right t o i~tcrpret 

draft resolution D according to its own underst a nding of that draft r esolution. 

That resolution gave the Commission the possibi l i t y of cont i nuing its wor k in 

the field of minorities . The Polish del egation did not agree with the 

interpret ation given by the Unit ed Kingdom and Be l gian delegates. 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) was surprised that the r epr esentat :ivc 

of Belgium should have such difficulty in understanding the t erm 11minori.ty" ) 

since the Commission had set up a Sub -Commission f or t he very purpose of 

protecting minorities and had alr eady adopted a resolution on that quest i on at 

its current session . His delegation would vote wi t hout hesitat i. on f or draft 

resolution D, which, from the very fact that it made a contr ibuti:m t? t he 

study of human problems constituted a step f orward . 

Draft resolution D as a whole was adopted unanimously, by 17 vot es. 
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STUDY OF DI SCRIMINATI ON I N ElvJPLOYMENT AND OCCUPATI ON (E/CN. 4/703, paragraph 123; 

E/CN. 4/L.363 and 36 4) 

Mr. GREEN (United States of America) , pr esenting his delegation ' s 

draft r esolution (E/CN.4/L.363), explained t hat the draft referred to resolution C 

adopted by the Sub- Commi s·s i on. He r ecall ed that at its ninth session the 

Commission had approved t he consideration by the Sub-Commi ssion of the procedure 

t o be f ollowed in s t udying discrimination i n the field of employment and 

occupat i on . Alt hough t he Sub- Commission had not seen fit to submit r esolution C 

for the approval of the Commission, it i.;ould appear that the Economic and Social 

Council ' s approval of t hat study woul d be required, since it would call for the 

assistance of the Secretary-General, t he International Labour Organisation, other 

specialized agencies and non- governmental or ganizations . That was the purpose 

of t he United Stat es draft resolution . 

He explained t hat i n t he preamble of t he draf t resolution the Commission 

noted r esol ution C of the Sub- Commission and i n sub- paragraph (a) it recommended 

that t he Economic and Soci al Council approve the proposed study . With regard 

to sub-par o.gr aph ( b) , he drew attention t o t he letter dated 26 March 1954 from 

t he I nter national Labcur Office t o t he Secreta-ry- General ( E/ CN. 4/L. 364) , 

announci ng t hat the I LO had agreed t o undertake the proposed study. He pointed 

r equest t o the ILO, which ;~culd admittedly be retroactive, since the ILO had 

alr eady st arted ,.,.or k on the matter . He thought that it would be well to 

establish a precedent in t hat r espect , s ince the Economic and Social Council 

was responsibl e for co- ordinating a l l the work of the United Nations in social 

matters . Furthermor e, he expla i ned t hat paragraph 2 of the operative part of 

the Sub-Commission ' s r esolution C contained the word "preparatory", but that 

although it was obvious that the Sub- Commission would have the r ight to discuss 

t he proposed study and drai.,r conclusions from it, the word had been omitted t'rom 

s ub-paragraph (b ) of t he United States draft r esol ution, because it was the ILO 

whi ch was to under t ake t he study . 
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With regard to sub- paragraph (c), he explained that it referred to 

paragraph 6 of the uperative part of the Sub- Commission ' s resolution C. He 

thought that , from the very fact that ther e was as yet no vell - established 

procedure , it was better to l eave it to t he Economi c and Soc ial Council itself 

to issue invitations to the organs referred t o in the last par agraph and that the 

material in question should be sent to the ILO alone r ather than to both the 

ILO and the Sub- Commission . 

Mr. CHENG PAONAN (China) thought that it was clear from paragraphs 2 and 

5 of the operative part of the Sub-Commission ' s resolution C that the preparat ory 

study woul d be undertaken by the ILO and then cons idered by the Sub-Commissi.cn , 

which would then submit a report based on the combined efforts of the ILO and the 

United Nations. I f that was so, he suggested that t he word "preparatory" shoul d 

be inserted before the word "study" in sub- paragraph (b) of the United States 

draft resolution (E/CN. 4/L. 363) . 

Furthermore, with reference t o paragraph 7 of annex II of the Sub- Corrillrission ' s 

report (E/CN. 4/703 ) he would like to ascertain f r om the r epresentative of the 

Secretary- General whether, if the Commiss i on adopted t he United States draft 

resolution, it would be possi ble to include the cost of the study in question 

in the 1955 budget , or if that expenditure coul d not be included i n the budget 

of the Publications Board. 

Mr. SCHWELB (Secretariat) explained that paragraph 7 of annex II was 

designed to meet the r equirements of rule 28 nf the rul es of procedur e but that 

incl usion in the 1955 budget was an entirely differ ent mat ter, and, secondly, 

that the Publications Board was a Secretariat organ r esponsible for advising the 

Secretary-Gene~al on publications and had no budget apart f r om thPt of t he 

United Nations . 

Mr . GREEN (United States of Amer i ca ) drew the attent ion of the 

r epresentative of China to paragraph 2 of the operative par t of r esol ution r 0f 

the Sub-Commission, as also t o the lett er of the ILO to the Secretary-G•cneral 

(E/CN . 4/L. 363), and said that he thought t hat the ILO would co- operate vith the 

Secretary- General ~n undert aking the study to oe considered by the Sub- CoiTani ssion 

at its seventh session. 
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The CHATiffi•1AN pointed out t hat i n t he French t ext of sub-par agr aph (a) 

of' t he ope:r at i ve par t of the United States drnft resolut i on, t he vord "t ouchant " 

!3t:ould t e r eplaced _by t he phrase "dans le dornai ne de ". 

Mr . RO[RIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) inquired of the Chairman whether 

t he Spanish t ext of that sub-par agr aph was a. correct ver s t on of the English text . 

He was glad t hat t he corcrr.ents appearing i n t he Sub -Commis s ion 's r es olution C had 

been embcrHed j.o a mor e concrete form in t he Uni ted St ates draft r esolution 

(E/CN.h/L .3(3) , which his delegation would suppor t . 

He s t re:ssed t he i mpor tance of sub-paragr aph (c) of the draft r esol ution, 

whi ch voul d enabl e a large secti on of world public opinion t o be r eached He 

could wish, ho.rever, t hat the mat er i al studi ed mi ght r e f e r particularly t o t he 

l c:Bj s l rrt ion of various Member States, in f orce in bot h the met ropolit an count r ies 

and i~ t he non-self-governing t erri t or ies, and he asked t he Unit ed St at es 

r eprc:-scntat i ve if t he \·lOrding of sub-pa ragraph (c ) of his draft r esolution could 

be i nt er pret ed in t hat sense . 

Mr. NISOT (Be l gi um) sai d that the Bel gi an delegat i on would vot e i n 

f'av')ur of t he Unit ed States dr aft resolut i on; i t was gl ad t hat t he proposed 

sh;.d.y ¥72S now to be undert al<.:en by an or gan of proved competence and authori ty. 

Mr. PIRACHA (Pal<istan) i nquired whether it was necessary for t he 

Corrmissir)n t o ask t he Economic and Social Council f or mal ly t o approve t he st udy 

in quest ion. 

Hr . CEE!'\G PAONAN (China ) , replyi ng t o t he repres ent at ive of Pakist an, 

point~d out that when a subs i diary organ proposed measures invol vi ng expenditure , 

t he authorization of t he Economic and Soci a l Counci l was requ ir ed . 

?-:r . GREEN (Uni t ed Stat es of Arr.erica ), r epl ying t o t he r epresentat i ve 

"Jf UrU(l.l~Y, poi nt ed out t hat paragraph 3 of the opera t i ve part of r esolution C 

of tr~e Sub -Commi s s j on r e f erred t o the gener a l pr inciples adopt ed by t he 

S<:~.c~:::.:~ic:::i ()r; t c gu:i.:!e i;he spt:>t:::ie.l :r:a:pp 0rt.PtJ.! i n T.he preparat i on of t he study 
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of discr imination in t he field of education; furthermore , s ect ion II, 

sub-paragraph (a) ( iii ), of the operat ive part of resol ut ion B r el at ing t o that 

study referred specifically t o t he general trend and development ')f l egis l ati.on 

in that connexion. 

Replying t o t he representative of Pakistan, he aff i rmed t hat t he approvRl of 

t he Economic and Social Council was necessary, since t he pr oposed study r equi.red 

the collaboration of bodies out side t he Uni ted Nations . He s t r essed t he fact 

that the Unit ed Stat es draft resol ut ion would not affect the substance of 

resolut ion C of t he Sub -Commission. 

Mr . BIRECKI (Poland ) had reached t he conclusion that his de l egat i on 

would have to submit amendments to the Uni ted States draft r esoluti on, 

particularly since that draft contained no provi sion r equest ing the Commission 

to approve the proposed s t udy . 

Mr. INGLES (Phi l ippines) poi nted out t hat sub-paragraph (a) of t he 

United States draft resolut ion was not in conformity with the usual pract ice of 

the Commission . As t he Coremission had already approved t he pr oposed study at 

its ninth s ession, wi t hout reference to the Economic and Soc ial Counci l , t her e 

seemed no point in asking the Economic and Social Counc i l t o approve it . He 

t hought t hat i t would be enough if the Commission confirmed the r esolutj.on which 

it had adopted on t hat question. 

Furthermore , he was surpri sed at the United States proposal in 

sub -paragraph (c) of t he draft re.solution, that t he Commission should r ecommend 

t hat the Council shoul d approve certain requests made by the Sub-Co~nission t o 

the Secretary-General . He thought that the Sub-Commission, like the Corr:mission; 

was fully entitled to do that for i tself . He asked for clarification of t he 

legal position from the Secretary-General . 

The CHAIRMAN assured the r epresentat i ve of Ur uguay t hat t he Spanish 

t ext of sub-paragraph (a) of the Uni t ed St at e s draft resolution was an accurat e 

rendering of the English t ext. 

The meeting rose at 5. --:-:. p .m. 




