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1., CiLalDaR OF ConFERERCES FOR 1950 (Item 47 of the Council ..gendsz)
(Documents E/146L, E/1370, E/1371 - .nnex V, E/1402/idd.1,)
(Continued)

Economic Comnission for ssiz and the Far East.

The CHiIRkN reminded the meeting that the next sessiocn of
the Economic . Conmission for isia and the Far East hed been
tentatively fixed for QOctober 1950.

kr, YATES, secretary to the Council
questions put by the representative of India, that he was not in a
position to say whether there had been any decision to meet in 1950
elsevhere than at the headquarters of the Commission at Bangkok.
As regards the wish of the Commission that it should meet later in
the year, it appeared to be fully within the competence of the
Co—ordination Committee to discuss the question of the dates of
meetings, and moke any recommendation it thought fit to the Council.
However, up to the present the nature of the programme of the
Economic Commission for Asia and the Far East had made it difficult
for the Commission to bring its sessions inte line with the normal
schedule, and he undsrstood that that would certainly be the case as
regards 1950,

* Mr. SEN (India) referred to Document £/1370, page 2,
regarding the considerations affecting the holding of meaiings away
from Headquerters, and suggested that it would be better to record in
the calendar either that nothing had been decided or that the place of
meeting would be Bangkok. As regards his second point, he wished to
reconmend thot all the regional comnissions should meet, if at all
possible, before the summer session of the Council so as to be able

to present their Reports to that session.

The CHAIRMAN formulated the Indimn proposal as follows:e

"Hoeovonus that tosiennl ernnomie gomuisesions should cim at
adinsting their programmes so that the s:esions of the
commissions take plac. uelore the session of the Council

preceding the regular session of the Jem..cl Assembly".

He thought thiat it should be made zl.zr Uiat it wes not intended
that that reccmmendation should apply immedianzly, since there might



15t chuidgh wort bo justify the regional commissions in holding

T:te in 1950 tn comply with it.

viia) ngreed thet the Chairman's point should be
sol uotuslly included in the resolulion,

- - B
’

q comiscies unanimously agreed to recommend that the Economic
i : NANIMoNSLY AW At LR )

ooand the Far Bast siould be held in Octgber 1950 dn

o hodebe and plece tentativae).
ToanitLew ndopted the Indian draft resolution quoted above
fres U T8l T raninded the meeting that it had been proposed
v Freedom of Information and of the Press
Cdune in hontevideo. (Document E/146L). The
cvemsed that the date be brought forward
ivy from the Bragilian representative as to
i
olon pad last mst and what report it made,
Bl MUY, Director of the Division of Human Rights,
«Lormigsionts last scaslop nad Leen held ab Lake
o L4 June L94%, and that 1t nad recommended the
| ' entevides, There had been some
i 1n the first hall of ~pril but, in view of
x tasion For lLatin .mericn was also to
ssvn sugpested that vhe Sub-Tomuaission
Tollowing the session of the latter body,
74 2 oaeet 11 January, the Secretariat would not have
: weenizilon, especially in view of the
Loenseqbly,
(Hnited Btates of imerica) supported the Danish
. .y oWitt the Jecretariat!'s wishes with regard to the
S s, he was willing that the Sub-Commission
..... vl lober then Jamuary 1950 bub in any case in time
= ’ 3 rb te the second 1550 session of the Council.,




He supgested thet it meet immediately before the cconomic Comiission

for lLatin imerice, that was from 15 %o 26 M2y 195C.

mr, HUMPHREY, Dircctor of the Division of Huwmen dights,
pointed out that under the six .€eks rule reports w«ould nave vo be in
the hands of the Council by 23 hoy. If the dublowmisslen was copven
before the Economic Commissi-: for Latin America, its session would
come at a time when the Division of Human Rights was particuiarly busy

with the Comulessicn on the Status of Women, Either solution oresented

difficulties.

Mr. MaCHaDU (Brazil) suggested that o certain latitude
might be allowed with regard to the interpretation of the six weeks
rule, for example, the Council might tcke the Sub-Commission's
Heport at the end of its session, thus giving ample time for?

governments to study it.

Mr., BORISOV (Union of Sovict Socialist Republics) considered
the six weeks rule inapplicable in the present case, since it was a
question of a Sub-Commission responsible to & Comilssion, and not

directly to the Council.

Miss 54LT (United Kingdom) supported the Danish proposal
and pointed out that in practice the Sub~-Commission did report direct
to the Council, The work of the Sub-Commission would suffer
considerably if it had to overlap with olher Commissions serviced
by the same Division of the Secretariat, It might be better to hold
the meeting in January, and to ask the Secretariat to do the best it
could in respect of documentation, 3Jhe reminded the meeting that any
chenge of date would call for consultations with the Govermuent of

Uruguay; that could perhcps be left to the Secr:tary~Gonoral in eonsult-

ction with the Int-rip Committoc on Programme of Mectings.

Mr. AMANRICH (France) observed that the Comnittes wzs meeting
a lot of difficulties; whilc the Danish proposal seemed satli:Tactory
from the point of view of the six wecks rule, it would oblige the
Comnittee to make a complete change in the Calendar of Conferinces for
1950, Would it perhaps be possible to hold the session of the

Sub-Commission on Freedom of Information and of the Fress one week



ariler, Yhot was from 12 June onwards, and not from.1l9 June as plannod,

{ thzi change were made it would be possible to avold both the

by

-

“rawtoons of Lhe Jamish pro_ooeal and the difficulties envisaged by the

f tho Sub-Commission's session being held

roaotas Commission for Latin Jmerica.

.Jnited States of america) was disposed to favour
vegpuenl, ne he wished to avoid submission of documentsg to

tig ° o afuer it had begun its session,

mre HULFHRREY, Director of the Division of Human Rights,
hel the yuestion of documentation was very important,
ly a3 the services ol certain members of his Division would be
“eel dr comnection with the discussion of the Draft Convention on
wiool lodurmstion "n o Lhe General Assembly. Moreover, if the

Coswisslon met 1n Jarvary, it would clash with the Sub-Commission

tiop of "“Tiosimination and Protection of Minorities, 2lso
=yeiged by kls Division, If it met in the first half of April it would
LU b Tousissicoa on Hunsn Rights. The French proposal
S Wl aonngueole from that poinmt of view,

ey 1]

{indis) felt that it should be _eft to the Secretary-
sRheTas Lo Lune ohe declslon, and, if necessary, temporarily ta transfer

additdons ! oersornel bo tha NDivisian on Homan Righta,

oy joséd that Lhe Council should express its appreciation of
the ol wi extepded by the Goverrment of Uruguay to the Sub-

Commission 2n Yreedom of Information and the Press to hold its next
sessicn al Monbevideo, and should request the Secretary-~General to
enter nte negotistizna with that Gevermment in order to determine, in
—Sonsuitaiion with the Interim Committee on Programme of Meetings,
I w be at all possible to convene the Sub-Commission in
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The CH.IRMiN recapitulated the pro.osals before the
meeting:

the Danish proposal that the Sub-Comuiission on Freedon of

Inforination and the Press meet in January;

the Indian amendment that the Government of Uruguay be consulted
in that connection;

the United States proposal that the Sub-Commission meoet
inmediately before the Economic Commission for Latin .merica;

the French proposal that it meet on 12 June; and

the proposal contained in the Cnlancer of €onfir.ncus for 1950,

pr. YaTB3, Secretary .o the Council, pointed out with
regard to the French proposal, that the possibility should be kept in
mind that the session of the Economic Commission for Latin imerica
might last for more Yhan & fortnight; it would, therefore, be safer to
suggest 15 June rather than 12 June,

Mr, DAHLGAARD (Dermark) withdrew his propes~” in favour of
that of the Indian representative,

The Comnittee adopted the proposal of the Indian representative
by 7 votes to 2 with 5 abstcptions.

Economic and Social Council

After a short discussion in which Mr. MACHADO (Brazil) and Mr.
RODRIGUEZ (Chile) took part,

The Comnittee decided to recommend to the Council that the Spring
session of the Hconomic and Social Council, opening on 7 February
1950, should be scheduled to last six weeks.

The CHAIRMAN stated that since the Indian proposal was to
be considered not as a separate reseolution, but as a paragraph in
Document E/iC.204/W.28, that document slould now be considered as
approved as anended in the courss of the discussions on the calendar
of conferences for 1950,

The Committes roved the draft cele Document E/146L) as

amended, for recommendation to the Couwncil.




Mr, HYDE (United States of America) reminded the mecting
of the United States reservation with regard to Document E/1370,
and proposed that the following text be adopted either for insertion

in Documenl 5/4C,24/W,28, or as 2 separate resolution;

"The Economic and Social Council calls the attention of its
Functional ond Regional Commissions to the principle that
inasofar aa their terms of reference permit all sessions
should be held at their headquarters, except in cases wherd
special considerations ouilwelgh the administrative and
budgetary advantages",

Mr, AMANRICH (France) asked whether the proposal submitted
by ihe United States representative was relevant to the consideration
2f Ivem 47. If it were, he would have certain remarks to make,

The CHALRMAM ruled that the United States proposal was
in ordeav, e it leid down gencral principles arising out of the
corsideration of the 1950 calendar,

Mr, AMANRICH (France) rscalled that during the discussion
oi Ivem 3L of the Council igenda ths Committse had reached agreement
n certain prineiples which were to govern the location of the
heedguarters of the specislized agencies, Following a vote by
rollecell, the Committea had imade a recommendation on the subject,
sihich appeamed in Documert. R/1470, and he wondered whether it would

nob be advisable to adopt 2 sluilar wording in the present case.

Te reenneile the various peints of view, the French delegation
thought it should swbmit n fresh text which differed somewhat from
Unftaq ¥ofop progoesal, bub came gsarer the Committee!s original

recammendatisa:

——— "The Legnamic and Social Cuvuncil draws the attention of the
functional and regionsl commissions to the fact that insofar

an their temms of referenee permit, they should hold their
seseicns at thelr Headquarters, it being understood that spscial
or ¢ver~riding considerations may outweigh the administrative
and budgetary edvantages of holding sessions at Headquarters®,
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Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socielist ftepublics), refsrring
to the Indian proposal just adopted, suggested that in implementing
it the Secretary-General should take into zcecunt the negotiations he

had already held with the Governuent of Uruguay.

He saw no necessity for adopting the United States draft rssolution
now that the discussicon of the calendar had beee campicted, Was it
intended to re-open the debate? The Committee had in fect considered
each case on its merits, and enunciation of gensrel principles sesmed

unnecessary at the present juncture,

Mr. RODRIGUEZ (Chile) asked for clarification of the terms

"functional commissions" and "commissions technigues";  the former

appeared in the United States draft resolution, and the latter in the
French amendment thereof.

The terms of the resolution submitted by the United States
representative scemed to suggest that the functional and regions
commissions vf the Council shouldthold their sess® .s ai their
respective headquarters, which would meen thet practically all ths

1950 sessions should be held at Lake Success and not 2t Gensva.

If that interpretation was correct, he was in favour of the drali
resolution, but he would prefer it to bc voted upon separately and

not regarded as an amendment to Document E/AC,24/w.28.

In view of the fact that the Calendar had been approved, he
wondered whether it would not be necessary Lo provide that the

resolution, if adopted, -should not come invo effect until 1951.

Mr, HYDE (United States of iumerica) felt that it was mere
important for the Committee t¢ complete its work than to discuss his

resolution; he therefors withdrew it,

1

Fr, AMANRICH (France) accordingly wilhdrew his =lterpative

1
i

draft.,

The CHalRMAN drew attentiocn to the fact that the Sscretariat
would cormunicate the programme to Leke Success for observations befope
it was presented to the Council., He.azlso expressed the appreciation
of the Committes for %he work of the Inkerin i ~e on Pregrawie of
Meetinge, in presenting a draft which had nccessitated little change,
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2, RZIPORT OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL ON RELATIONS ~ITH INTEZR=-
COVERNM:NTAL ORGANIZATIONS (Item 43 of the Couneil Agenda)
(Resumed from the forty-third meeting)

(a) Resolution on Internstional Penal and Penitentiary Commission
(Documents 3/AC.24/W.29, E/AC.2L/W.30/Rev.1) (Resumed from
the forty-third meeting)

Miss 3.LT (United Kingdom) introducing the United Kingdom
amendment (Document E/AC.24/W.30/Rev.l) to the United States draft
resolution (Document E/AC.24/W.29), pointed out that the United
Kingdom was proposing the deletion of the second paragraph of that
resplution, since it tended to close the door to further negotiations,
which, she knew, was far from the intention of the United States
delegation,

The suggested new fourth paragraph was intended to givd some
indication as to where negotiations should start. A time limit had
been inscrted, since comments were more likely to be rec.ived if a

definite date were stipulated for their reception.

Miss KERNOHAN (United States of ~merica) accepted the
United Kingdom amcndments contained in Document E/AC.24/W.30/Rev.l.
She anticipated the matter would be referred to same future session
of the Social Commission to enable the latter to review the plan for
inbeégrablun Ly cunnscilion with Lhe priority of tne Jommission in the

field of prevention of crime and the treatment of offenders.

Mr. SEN (India) also supported the United Kingdom

amendment .

He suggested, howev:r, that the words "Having taken note of"
should be replaced by the words "Having considered".

Mr, CUMES (Australia) preposed the insertion in the last
paragraph of the United States draft resolution, of the words "of the
United Nations or of the International Penal and Penitentiary

Commission' after the words "Member Governments".

Mr. SEN (India) thought that.the iustralian amendment might

create an undesirable precedent

e Miss KERNOHAN (United States of fmerica) being assured by

@amm that many precedents existed within the United Nations for
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the Australian amendment, stated that she would not necessarily
oppose it.

4ith rcgard tn the Indian amendment, she felt that the Committee
had not.in fact considered the Intermational Penal and Penitentizry
Commission's Resolution in substance, and that the expression "Taking
note" might therefore be more appropriate. However, she had no

strong feelings in the matter,

Miss HAMPTON {New Zealznd) pointed cut that support for the
United States draft resolution was based on the- assumption that there
was complete duplication of function in thﬁ field at issue, Negotiot-
ions had been initiated in 1947 becrusz it had been realized that thdre
was, in fact, a danger of overlapping, but subscquent discussion 2t the
time of the General .ssembly had demonstrated that a ocasis for co-oper-
ation did exist. It had become apparent, however, when the matter came
before the present Cammittee, that some delegations preferred integr-
ation to co-operation. The New Zealand delegztion did not believe
integration was essential, or that -it was desirable for the United
Nations to assume primary responsibility in the field, even though it
was called upon to consider certain socizl aspects of the matter.

Referring to Sir Raphael Cilentol!s statement, she pointed out that
neither the general feeling in the International Penal and Penitentiary
Commission, nor the terms of its Rcsolution,were conducive to integr-

2tion. Co-operation was the rel-tionship that they themselves preferred.

Turning to the United States draft resolution she said thst if it
were to be acceptable to New Zealand two amendments would be requirzd.
It seemed to her that the fourth paragraph fulfilled the intention
of the United States delegation to keep the door open for future
negotiations, but the third paragraph scemed purcly an expression of
the United States point of view. She therefore proposed deletion of the
third paragraph. She further proposed that in the new fourth paragraph
suggested by the United Kingdom delegation, the words 'Secretary-Gencral
to enter into' be replaced by the words !'Socizl Commission to continue!,
and the words 'the eventual integration within! in the fourth line be
replaced by 'further co-operation between!, the remaipder of the
paragraph being deleted.



Miss CZARKO {Poliand) referrsd to the fact that Poland had
original 1y baen appossd to ary cu~operation between the Internaticnal
Penal 7 Penitentiasry Commission and the United Nations, not because

vhey disapproved of =n organization working in that field, but

pecavssy Franco Spadn bad been a member of the Internaticnal Penal and
Penitent!ary Commiesivn, and begsuss sf'a certzin lack of activity

cr the paclh o the Commissiun. The sitaation had now changed;

France $pain was no longer a member, and there had been a considerable
incrcaste in the activity of the Commission, which had held three
congresdes in whien counfries not members of the United Nations had
taken part, The Pollish delegation therefure felt that conditions
exisbted fur pusslble co-opercblon, and would oppose the United States
draft resvlutior, which was directed at the virtual termination of

the Commisci o,

Mr, SEN (India) re-iterating his amendment, pointed out that
the Committee could hardly spend so much time on a resclution without
cuonsidering it. is regards invitations tu countrics non-members of
the United Nations, ne felt that the oniy prscedents were those in
which guvernments had been specifically invited by name, and not
en masse. With regaré to the point of view put forward by the New
Zealand and Polish delegations, he thought the meeting could hardly
reverse the whole Lrend of its discussiong, which was, in fact, towards

integratioa

Mr., CORNIL (Belgium) was glad to note that the New Zealand
reprecentative had stressed the need for eco-operation, an idea by
which the International Penal and Penitentiary Commission had constantly
bzeninspired in the cuurse of the recent discussions. He thanked the
representative of Poland for having paid a tribute to the work done
by that Commission in the last three years,

Since 1946 the Commission had constantly been asking to co—operate
with the United Nations; if differences of view existed between the
two orgnnizabions, they must be due simply to a misunderstanding, In
any case thsy had nothing to du with the principle, but only with the

form, of co-~cperatioul.



However, the Ceommission had cursbantly insizted on the need

.“)
-t

preserving its technical charactor: The assistonce of cuuntries
which were not menbers of the United Nablong wms slsv indlspensable

to it, and integration would deprive it of their help.

As for the question of duplication, that appearsd ¢ him still
less justified since the Internatiunnl Penal and Penitentiary
Commission had taken part in the conference hcld in the Palais de

Chaillot, tha cbject ¢of which had been to go-urdinate

The Belgian dclegation girongly supported the New Zealand
amendment.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ (Chile) moved the clusure.

Mr, BORTSOV (Union of Soviet Sucialist Republics) and
Miss S.LT {United Kingdom) having spiken against the motion,

it was put to “he vote and defent :¢ by 9 votes to 3 with 1

abstention,

Mr. BORISOV (Uniun of Soviet & cialist Republics) expressed his
surprise at the introduction of the: United States draft resclotion,
which meant virtually the liguidation of the International Pensl and
Penitentiary Comnission and the transfer of its assets and functions
1o the United Nations, The revised United States draft resclubion was
substantially the same as the originnl une, and tock no acecount of any
progress made in the discussiouns; Sir Raphael Cilentc nad made it
clear that the Internaticnal Penid and Penitentiary Commission had
not agreed ic the original "nitod States resolutiun, which it had
rejected ty £ voios Lo 0, and c.uld therefure hardly be expected to

find the revised draft acceptzble.

He felt; noreover, that the United Nations would be assuming
unnstural functions in taking over those of the Internaticns]l Penal
and Penitentirry Commiseion, which was 2 budy ungeged in nighly
technical and scientiflc researcs inmto the prublems of eriminology

and the treatment of delinquents; the assumptiun of any functions

not in keeping witn its naturs wovid naturally mean additicnsd, unjustle

fied expenditure for the United Nations
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The Internativnal Penal and Penitentiary Commissiun included a
number of countries which were not members uf the United Naticns,
In spite of that, huwever, the United States draft resclution sought
to create what was a very dangerous precedent for the United Nations,
that of impousing its own wishes on an organization, and ignoring
completely those of the organization itself,

If duplicaticn existed, it must be because the United Nations
was trespassing on the territory of the Commission in question,
particularly as the matters with which the latter dealt were far from
restricted tu the soejal field, 1In short, he considered that the
United States proposal raised a question beyond the competence of
the Committce, The Committee should merely take note of the situation
without adopting a resolution. He would therefore oppose the
United States draft resolution as amended by the United Kingdom
delegztion.

Mr, M\CHiDO (Brazil) maintained that it was clear that the
United Nations was duing identical work, and could not be expected to
relinquish its project pecause an organization which was largely
Eurovpean in scope was covering the same ground. The United Nations
could nvt, of course, determine the integration or liquidation of the
International Penal and Pemitentiary Commission, but, on the other
hand, it could not share its responsibilities in the field or abandon
its own prugramme. The organization in question should be treated in
exactly the same way as the other sixty-nine organizations were being
treated, He moved the closure, so soon as the list of speakers was
exhausted.

The motion was adopted without objestion.

Mr., M'RTIN HILL, Director of Co-ordinatiun for Specilalized
Agencies and for Beonomic and Soeial Matters, replying to the
eriticism that no action had been taken by the Secretary-General in
reply to the original letter of the International Penal and
Penitentiary Comnission in 1946, stated that the requests of that Com-
nission hadbean pefarred to the Social Commission which, for reasons
indieated by the representative of Poland, had advised against any
consultations being initiated; that deecision had been approved by the
Cuuneil in March 1947 and again in March 1948, On the latter



oceasicn, however, the Council had considered that the ziange in

the situation referred tou by the Polish representative made it
possible for the Social Commission to enter inta sonsuliaticns wits
the International Penal and Penitentiary Commission, Since the Touncll
had already begun discussion of the generzl issue of the formal
relationships to be established with inter-governmenial orpanizations,

the Social Commission had confined its consultations to the uostis

53

of establishing guod working relationships. The results of these
consultations had been deseribed by Sir Raphael Cilentc,

He was anxious for a clarification of the terms of refsrance
under which the Secretary-General was expected to negutizte under
the United -Kingdom amendment, Unless he were corrected; he would
assume, first, that the Secretary-General should take into account
not only the principles emnunciated in Section 2 of the Commission's
Resolution and the views expressed in the Comittee and Council, but
also any comments that might be received from governments Memhers of
the United Nations and the Incternational Penal and Penitentiary
Commission; secondly, that negotiatiens should “e carried out within
the framewcrk of existing United Nations machiner (he reminds? the
meeting that the seventh sescion of the Council hat » _.ested the
Secretary~General to convene a group of internationatly reccgrisen
experts on the question of prevention of ¢rime); and thirdly that,
taking into account the variety of views expressed by representatives
and the fact that the principles formulated by the International
Penal and Penitsentiary Commission might not all be fuily consistent
with the idea of integration as fureshadowed in the iinited 3tates
draft resolution, the instruction to "take into account™ those views

and principles must be very broadly interprated.

He also asked with reference to the suggestion made by the
United States representative, whether it was desired that the
Secretary-General should present his plan to the Social Commission

beforz reporting to the Council.

Miss KERNOHAN (United States of America), replyisz to the
last point, thought that it should be left to the Segcretary-General
to determine, in the light of the stage negotiations had rcached,
to which organ his proposals should first be referred. she would
leave it to ths good judgnent of the Secretary-General o s=femuiard
the prerog=tives of the Social Commission 1n the matter.



Srie accoptod the Indian amendment, but folt that ihe New Zealand
intervention raiscd the fundamental issue, that of co-nperation as
orpescd £~ s L3147 intugration, which made it impossible frr her to

acc:ph it,

She weuld hove no difficulty from the technical standpoint in
proving o T..ovicn of function by a reference to the work programmes
of the “we bedics, 1f the Committee wished her to go into the matter.
The M w Zeaiznd nmendmant, suggesting that reference be made to the
30¢it Comalsslien, was unacceptable, since that organ had undertaken

the *onh oan oarlier etn e, and the arrangement had been found

ve-dreroting the Unlted States standpoint that it could not give
wa oy the question of eventual integratinn, she informed the m:=eting,
e Tobornoebaonsl Fennl nd Penitentiary Cemmission had already
vecn informed, thin the lnited States probably would not continue its
whribubion £ 't Crmwission beyond 1950, and that that action was
ichert ol .3 By a desire to sce the anthority of the United

Grtions, ne fi- dowe in Counceil Resolution 155 (Vv1I): C, properly

She eonoiudsd thet the resolutiw: vefore the Committee continued
to Xoows 1 S cdon of declision as to its future work with the

Intoruariensd T nal »nd Penitentiary Commission in the first and last

‘r. A4 COMMINLS (France) recalled the United States represent-
ative's stol et that the Soelal Cprmmission had concluded that the
wors of Uhe Toat.rnationa) Penal and Penitentiary Commission and that
ef thy Tollsd Netdops Gupiicstsd 2sch other.

Jonn Lhe puelty boscretical standpoint, that statement might be
Eewo, B® bhefo 2 doese"on wes taken, would it not be well to ensure
thnt the techediconl ebevartep of the International Penal and Peniten=-
Theieny e o could o safeguarded?

fartooroore, was the Committee sure that every effort had been
megs Ly oronch agreoment.?

T Ltog Kingdom represent-tive had pointed out that the
In: voters Pt and Penitentisary Commissicn had been waiting for



three years for proposels to that end, and that there wes ne r.nson to

believe that it would be oppesed to an agreement.

The French doelcgrtion considered therifore thzat it should be laft
tec the Sceretary-Gencral to ncgotiate with the Internaticnal Pinal and
Penitenti=<ry Commission on precise =2nd detalled bases with a view to
determining by mutual agreement whother integration or co-~operation
could be achieved, without accuriment to the technical work ol the
Commission.

When the na2 hsen com

n)l et ad and
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communicated their views, the Secretary~General would be in a pesition
to form a judgement, but the Committee should take the greatest care

not to influence that judgement.

He proposed that in the third paragraph of the United States draft
resolution (Document E/AC.24/W.29) the wnards "Continuesto believe"
should be replace” ' . .e words "Considers it desirable to examine
wnether, "

#ith regard to paragraph 2 of the United Kingdom amendmont. hs
proposed that the expression "a plan for the eventual Lulogruiizn®
should be replaced by thz words "a common plan for clese collaboration

or possible future integration'.

In that way the Committee would leave the door open for fresb
nagotiations, while expressing the desire that they should result in

a final agreement.
Miss KERNOHAN {United States of America) regretted that she
could not accept the French amendments.

The Committec rsjected the New Zealand amendment,to delete the

L W ™

third paragraph of the United States draft resclution, by 10 votes iz

5 with 1 abstention.

The Committce rejected the first French amendment by 8 votes to

2 with 5 abstentions.

The Committec rejected the Now Zezland amendments, to the lUnited
Kingdom emendment to the United States draft rgsolution, by 9 votes %o
3 with 4 abstentions.




———The Committee rejected the French proposal to reword the l‘ouﬁﬁ
Egragréph by 9 votes to 2 with 5 abstentions.

The Committec adgpted the .ustralian proposal to ins:rt the words

"of the United Nations and of the Intcrnational Penal and Penitenti-ry

Cormission! after the words "Invitas Member Governments' in the last

two paragraphs by 6 vetes to 3 with 5§ abstentions,

The Committec adopted the United States draft resolution as
amended by the United Kingdom and Australian proposals and by the

Indian proposal to replace the words "Having taken note of" by "Having

considered” in the first paragraph, by 10 wvotcs to 5 with 1 abstention.

(b) Resolution on International Relief Union (Document E/AC.24/7).

The CH'IRM/N drew thc attention of the Committee to the
letter received from the Prusident of the Intcrnational Red Cross
Committee {circulated as Documecnt E/AC.24/%) asking that discussion
be re-cpened on the decision already taken by the Committee regarding
the Intsrnational Relief Union. |

4#WTSGHHIG (Uﬂiﬁed States of smerieca) thought that due
e —ii s
weight must be attsched to the source of the request, and” proposed
that the question be re-opened, but not necessrrily to enable a

decision tc be taken at the present session.

Mr. de COMMINZS (France) supperted the United States

proposal.

The Commhttee sgreed by 8 votes to 2 with 4 abstentions to re-open

the question of the decision taken with regard to the International
Relicf Union.

CALEND/AR OF CONF R'NC.1S (resumed from the earlier part of the mecting)

The CHAIRM N called the attention of the Meeting to the new
text of the Resolutions circulated in Document Z/AC.24/W.32, and to

the revised draft calendar of eonferenees,

Mr, BORISOV (Union gf Soviet Socialist Republies} preferred the
retention of the priginal mention of the Sub-Coammission on Employment
and Economie Stability in the revised calendar af conferences,
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feeling that any other action would prejudge the decision of the

Council,

The CHAIRM'EN zgrzed that only chongis mede Ly toe Toancil

would be final,

fie added that ho had been asked for an ilnterprot-tion of the
secoend paragraph of th: promosal of the represunt Live of Indin on
the meeting of the Sub-Commission on Fre:dom of Inlor~tlon {(reoro-
duced as the last paragreph of the first resolution in Docum:nt
3/.C.24/W,32). He believed that it was open to only <one int:rprat-tien
though he did not think that that inteppretation rogresinted Lhe

intention of some of those who had voted for it.

He ruled th-t it meant that the mecting wou!d bte held ir any
cage in Montevideo, and that the negotiations would be dirsctzd Lis
det 2rmining whether the Governmont of llraquay would be prepar.d tco
defray the increasscd expens.s involved in holding a mesting in

January and thereby make such a mecting possible.

The Comthittee accepted the Chairman's ruling without fissont,

The Committee unanimously adopted the Resolution contsinsed iv
becument E/AC.24/W.32.

The mecting rose at 2.5 p.m.






