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RF.POHT OF THE SIXTH SESSION OF THE SUB-COf.l'-fiSSION ON PREVENTION OF DISCRIMINATION 

AND PRCT8CTION OF i4INORITIES : DRAFT RESOLUTI ON A: STUDY OF DISCRIMINATI ON IN 

EDUCATION (E/CN .4/703 ; E/CN .4/L .)60, 361/Rev . 2,· 365 and )67 /Rev .1) (continued) 

The CHAI RNAN said 1-hti\. 1-ilere wex·e no further speakers on the list f or 

the discussion on the Sub -Commission ' s draft resolution A and the amendments 

t hereto. He proposed that t he following order shoul d be adopted before the 

Commission voted on t he various texts : 

Preamble of draft resolution A (E/CN .4/703, annex I). 

Paragraph 1 of the United States draft amendments (E/C N.4/L . 361 / Rev . 2) . 

The text was identical to t hat of the first paragraph o~ t he United Kingdom 

draft. amendments (E/CN .4/L . 365) except that the word "modification" in t he 

English t ext of the United States draft was in the singular . 

P.mendment.s pr()pnst=-<i by t .he llni t ed Stat es 8.nd the United Kingdom to Section I 

of resolution B. 

PmenQ~~nts pyoposed by the United Kingdcm to Section II ~f resolution B. 

~nendroent propose d by t he Unit ed Kingdom to Section III of resolution B. 

Joint amendment orooosed by Chi.na: F.gypt.; Paki~t.::ln smn t.hP Phil inninM~ t .n 

draft r esolution A (E/CN .4/L. 367/Rev . l) . 

Amendment proposed by Lebanon t o the operative part of draft r esolut ion A 

(E/CN .4/L. 360 ). 

Paragraph 2 of t he United States draft amendment t o draft resolution A; 

1'--lr . HOARE (United Kingdom) pointed out that t he four-Power joint amendment 

had been ;}ubmitted last and dealt \.rith a general question. The Commission should 

not vote on that amendment until it had t aken a decision on t he various amendments 

t o t he progr<?.Ililllf' of work outlined in resolut i on B . 
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Mr. \-/HITLAM (Austt·alia ) thought t hat t he order p.coposed by t he United 

Kingdom representative would be more logical, especially as the attitude of 

some representatives towards the joint d.caft amendment might depend on \vhether 

t he second part of the Uni t ed States amendment was adopted or rejected . 

The CHAIRMAN r ecalled that the Egypt ian .cepJ.·esentat i ve had stated that 

t he four -Power amendment should be regarded not as replac ing the other amendments 

but as an addit ional provi sion . 

four -Power draft amendment last . 

The Corr.mission would, hoHever , vot e on the 

A vote ,.,as taken on the preamble of d::caft r esol uti on A. 

The preamble of draft resolution A was adopted unanimously , one member being 

absent Hhen the vote was taken . 

Mr . rliOROZOV (Union of 3oviet Socialist Republics ) , supported by 

Mr . ORTEGA (C hile), pointed out that the first parag.!'tiph of the United St ates end 

United Kingdom draft amendments was simpl y a prefatory sentence and that i t would 

therefore be pr eferable either to vote on t he first United States amendment as a 

whole or t o vote first on the substant ive proposal folloHing that introductory 

sentence. 

Mr . HOARE (United Kingdom) had no objection to the Co~nission ' s voting 

first on the first United States amendment as a whole, on condition that i t t hen 

voted on t he United Ki ngdom amendments , regardless of the decis ion it had taken 

on t he Un i t ed St ates amendment and on the understanding that the prefatory sentence 

applied to each of t he United Kingdom amendments . 

Mr . MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics ) proposed t hat the 

Commission should not vote ou Lhe prefatory sentence until i t had voted on each 

of the Unit ed States and United Ki ngdom amendments ; t he word "modif i cation" in 

the English t ext would then be put into the plural if necessary. 
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Mr. H<)J\lTh: (Un:i.ted Klngdcrn) felt that t hat pr·ocedure was logical . 

Ptir~raph l of t he Unit ed States amendment was adopted unanimously by t he 

!Dembcr s present . 

The first United Kingdom amendment t o s ection I of reso:l..u.tion B 1·tas rejected 

by 8 vot es to 8, with 1 abstention. 

The se~2nd Unite?- Kingdom amendment t o section I of resolut ion B was re ,jected 

by 8 votes to 7. with 2 abstentions . 

The first Unit e d Kingdom amendment to section II of r esolution B was rejected 

by 9_.votes to 7, ~-ith 1 abstent i on. 

Mr . GHORBAL (Egypt) requested that t he second United Kingdom amendment to 

section TT of r esolution B should be voted on in parts. He would like t he 

Commission to vote first on the \-lOrds " in each instance" and then on the phrase 

" and those resulting from a policy evidently intended to orig inate, maintain or 

aggravate :;;uch pract ices". 

';{'he F-~ t.o delete the wor ds " in each instance" was re,jected by 9 votes 

to 8 . 

The proposal to delete the last phrase of sub -paragraph (a) (iv} was rejected 

by 9 votes to 7, with l abstention. 

The origi~Unfted Kingdom proposal to delete sub -paragr aph (a) (iv) in 

sec~.~on_ II of._r_esol ut ion B was rejected by 10 votes to 7 . 

!_he t l?J£<1 UnJ.ted Kingdom amendment t o section II of r es olution B was re,i ected 

b~, __ ~g-~vot~-~~y_§_t-T'~i t h 1 abstention. 

At the request of th~- r epresentative of t he United Kingdom , a vote was taken 

~;:L_!OLl -c~'1:1-d_ ,?E:_!:h<:, f ourth United Kingdom amendment to section II of resolut ion B, 

£l..~:P~).y, _ _!~~E.-~.?.:?_e:rtion of t he wor d "general" after t he word "such 11 i n sub -paragraph 

(b) ( H ) of secti9u II . 
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Turkey, having been drawn ~<?_t by the -~l:ai~~-~- -~'::'1.~:; - 5:~.~-~pon to "ot c 

first. 

In favour : 

Against: 

Absent: 

Tur key, United Kingdom of Great Bri t ain and Northern 

Irel and, United States of America, Australia , Bel gium, 

Egypt , France , Greece . 

Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, Ur uguay, Chile, China, Ind~a, 

Pakistan, Philippines , Poland . 

Lebanon . 

The fourth United Kingdom amendment to section II of resolution B was 

r ejected by 9 votes t o 8, one member being absent whe n the vote was taken. 

The f ifth United Kingdom amenGn1ent to section II of r es ol ut ion B was adopted 

by 11 votes to 3, with 3 abstentions . 

The United Kingdom amendment t o s ection III of resol ution B was adopted 

unanimously by t he members present. 

The ·prefatory sente nce : "Considers t hat t he study of discr imination i n 

education should be carried out in t he manner described in resol~t iop B, with the 

following modifications" was adopted. unanimously . 

The CHAIRMAN called upon t he Commi ssion to vote on the second paragraph 

of draft resolution A and the Lebanese amendment thereto (E/CN.4/L .360) . 

The Lebanes e amendment was adopted unan~mously . 

The second paragr aph of draft r esolution A, as am~d, was adopt ed by 

12 votes to 4, with 1 abstention . 

The CHAIRMAN called upon the Commission to vote on par agraph 2 of t he 

United States amendment . 
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Mr . CHENG PAONAN (China) requested that the two sub-paragraphs of the 

paragraph should be put to t he vote separately. 

Mr. WHITLAM (Australia) pointed out that if t he two sub -paragraphs were 

put to the vote s eparately and t he second sub-paragraph was rejected, t he f irst 

having been adopt ed, the English version of the text finally retained would 

conclude with the words " and th~refore". That being s o, it would obvi ously 

be necessary t o attach those words to t he second sub-paragraph when the vote was 

taken. 

Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed out that t he 

essence of the amendment lay in the second paragraph, the first paragraph being 

only a kind of introduction . If the second paragraph were to be rejected after 

l-bc= first had been adopted, i t was hard to see what the Commission's final decision 

would amount to . Furthermor e, even supposing t hat the first paragraph could 

stand al ooe , votes aga.inct that pa:..-agraph mi ght be taken to mean that the 

delegat i ons so voting wanted confusion to be created} a supposition which would be 

manifestly absurd. He himself int ended, if the two paragraphs were put to the 

·.·vt.: 5c:!Jcu a.\.c:ly , i.u vo't.e aga1nst the first paragraph, not because he was an 

advocate of confus i on but because in reality the Sub-Commiss1on 1 s resolution 

provided only that two parallel studies should be made - one on discrimination in 

education and the ot her on specific questions r el ating t o national minorities . The 

Sub -Corr@ission certainly did not advocnte t ha t the two problems should be mer ged . 

That being so, t here were two alternatives : either the two paragraphs should 

be vot ed on toeether , or - if its parts were voted on separately - the amendment 

should be regru:·ded as having been rejected ~s a whole if the first paragraph was 

adopted and the s econd rejected. He was not making a formal proposal to that 

effect but he thought the Commiss i on should take care not to adopt a procedur e 

witich might result in i ts making a meaningless decis ion. 
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Mr . ORTEGA (Chile) shared the USSR repr esen-t c..t i ve 1 s opinion. The first 

paragraph was only a kind of preamble and if i t alone were adopted t he result 

would be an absurdity . He was therefore of the opinion that the two paragraphs 

should be put to t he vote simultaneously. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out t hat according to rule 59 of t he rules of 

procedure Parts of a proposal should be voted on separately if a m·3mber so 

requested . 

Mr . MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialise Republics) pointed out that t here 

was anot her possibility: the Commission could vote first on the second paragraph ; 

i f it were adopted, a vote could be taken on the first paragraph; if it were 

rejected, t he first paragraph would be automatically rejected . 

Mr . CHENG PAONAN (China) sai d that i n view of t he Chilean r epr esent ative ' s 

observations he withdrew his r equest that the two parts of the proposal should be -

voted on separately . 

Mr . MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) was of t he opinion t hat 

the most l ogical procedure would be to vote f irst on the second paragraph, which 

was , as it were , the operative part of t he text. He therefore formally proposed 

t he adoption of that procedure . 

Mr . ROUSSOS (Greece) pointed out that according t o rule 59 of the rules 

of procedure, if all the operative parts of a proposal had been rejected, the 

proposal should be considered to have been r e jected as a whol e . Consequently, 

whatever voting procedure t he Commission adopted, the first paragraph woul d be 

automatically rej ected if the second paragraph was rejected . 
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~~s . LORD (United States of Pmerica) was prepared to accept any procedure, 

but she pointed out that the t wo paragraphs were closely connected and should be 

voted on together. 

The CHAIRMAN t hought t he Commission should vote on the USSR 

representative ' s proposal t hat the second paragraph should be voted on fi rst. 

~bile r ule 59 stipulated that parts of a proposal s hould be voted on separately i f 

a member so requested, it made no pr ovision for t he possibility of reversing the 

order of the various parts of a text in voting . He therefore put t he USSR 

proposal to t he vote . 

The proposal was r e j ect ed by 7 votes to 5, with 5 abstentions . 

The CHAIRMAN put the whole of paragraph 2 of t he United States amendment 

Par~~raph 2 of the United States amendment was r eiected by 8 votes to 7, with 

2 e!"Jstentions . 

Mr . GHORBAL (Egypt) said that , in view of the observations made at t he 

~...,.,,..,,li n~ mPPrine:; r!hi.na: Egypt .. Paki stan and the Philippines had decided to 

withdraw their joint text (E/CN.4/L .)67/Rev .l) . 

The CHAIRMAN put to t he vote draft resolution A, as amended. 

Draft resolution A, as amended, was adopted by ll votes to 4, with 

2 abstention::; . 

~~s . LORD (United States of America) said she had had scme hesit ation in 

vot ing in favour of draft r esolut ion A. She was sorry the amendments proposed 

with a view to corr ecting t he defects of the resol ution had not been favourably 

received :md she pointed out that some ':lf thP. Uni ted Kingdom amendments 

(E/CN .4/L . .?65 ) had been rejected by a small majority on~y. St1e hoped the 

suggesticns and ccrr::ments made during t he discussion would be brought to t he attentioJ 

of the Sub-Commission and the Special Rapporteur, for them t o bear i n mind . 
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l'ir. ROUSSCS (G-ceecc ) said his delegation 1 s vot e :lEw. bc0n prc.r:-.pteu by 

t he desire t o define the Speci al Rappor teur ' s area of investigation and provide 

him vri t h spe cific t erms of reference . The- study of d iscrimination in educat ion 

was intended t o be a "pilot study" and he thought the United Ki ngdcm (E/CN.4/L . )65) 

and United St ates (E/ CN .4 /L . ) 6l/Rev . 2) arne ndments h ad suggested useful and 

const ructive changes . S l nce some of t he most important of those <:1mcndments iwd 

been r ejected, the Greek delegat ion had abstained f rom ve> t :i.nG on cl1·aft resolution A 

as a vlhol e . At any rate he was convi nced that, despite t he imperfect ions of the 

text adopt ed, Mr. Ammoun would successfully discharge the task vrh ich !lad been 

entrusted to him . 

Nr. JUVIGNY (France) recalled that during the general d i scussion the 

French delegat ion had said i t did not Hish to re -open discussion e n t he principle 

of using special .rapporteurs. He had abstained from vot ing, however, OHing t o 

the rc j ect:ion of i mpor t a nt amendments whi ch not only concerned t he subst ance of 

draft resoluti on A but we r e desi gned to facilitate the Special Rapporteu.c 1 s work . 

He hoped the Spec ial Rapporteur would display more moderation t han had the ma j ority 

of t he Commi ss i on i n discha r g ing the task entrusted to him. 

Ml' . HOARE (United Kingdom ) said t hat , ns l1e had expl ained dur· i ng the 

discussion, his reasons f o r voting against d1·aft t·esolution A as a vhol e had not 

b een that he disapproved of a study of discrimination in etluc at ion, of the .idea 

t hat the study should be compl ete , or of its be ing e ntrus t ed to a Special Rappor t eur . 

He pointed out, however, that the rejected United Kingdom amendment s (E/CN .4/L . )65 ) 

had dealt \·Ti t h important points of princi ple 1 part i cularly the amendment p roposing 

t he deleti on of sub -par agraph (a) (iv) of section II of the Sub -Ccmmission1 s 

r esolution B. The retention of the sub -paragraph wa s a violation of Article 2, 

paragraph 7, o f t he Charter. He regretted, teo , that t he Commi ssion had been 

unwilling to add t he word "general" in sub -paragraph (b) (ii) of section II, thus 

agree ing t hat t he conclus i ons and proposals that t he Special Rapporteur Hould 
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s ubmit mi~ht be of a particular nature, in wt1ich cas~ they would go beyond t he 

limits laid down 1.n Art icle 2, paragraph 7, of the Charte1', He vas bound to 

concluclc that t he Corrunission had deliberately decided, though by small majorit ies, 

U~':l.t t be stud:~es shou.lrl be removed from thP. s<":npe 0f Art, i c le 2 (7 ) of t he Charter . 

In those c i rcumstances t he Government of tlle United Kingdom reserved t he righ t to 

ensu·ce that t he p:copose d study was in fact global ::.n character and should r e late, 

if t~1e conditions in particula-c countries were to be examined, to all the 

t e 1-ritories of t he world, without regard to thej r constitut i onal or inte rnat ional 

status . Lustly, in connexion with sub -paragraph (a) (vi ) of section II, the 

United Ki.nc;dcm delegatton, though it had not obj ected t o the general t erms of 

that sub -pa ragrap h, cUd not t hereby in any way accept t he use of report s of any 

bodies whose est ablishment they considered t o be illegal . 

Mr . MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said he had vot ed in 

favour o.l the amended draft r esolution A as a whol e and against most of the 

linite d ki ngdom ~u~~t.~udJuent:.s, particularly t he one p roposing the insert ion of the 

wo cd "general" tn sub -paragraph (b ) ( ii ) of s ection II. In his view, the 

... 'e j ect ion of t hat amendment in no way rendered the text of t he sub -paragr aph 

';<Jntrary to t he Chm'ter. 

Mr . HOARE ( United Kingdom ) remarked that i n the English language the 

opposite of "general" was "particular". 

Mr . \.<JHITLAI'-.1 (AustJ:·alia) sai d t hat i n voting against draft resolution A 

as i t had t he Austral ian delee;ation had ·had no intention of underestimat ing the 

Sub-Ccmmission1 s ri?pOi't or its resolution B but it had seemed important to his 

delegation that the Commission should consider the Special Rapporteur 1 s t e rms o f 

refere nce very c arefully. The Australian delegation 'd0tlld have liked the 

3p·-··~ i n. L ~~:1pport.P.u -t s a. ·ea o f investigation to be mol·e clearly defined: an end 

to..rurds v1lticl1 the Unitecl Ki.ngdom amendment had been direc t ed . It was su.t:r:y 
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the Cc~mission had adopted a text providing excessively wide te~ms of reference 

and in particular allowing the Special Rapporteur to consider particular cases. 

He supported the United Kingdcm representative 1 s stand on the woTd "general". 

He would like to say that, despite the apprehension which his delegation had 

expressed, it had no doubt that Mr. Ammoun would discharge his task in a way 

which would meet with general approval. 

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) wished the fact that the Belgian delegation had 

voted against draft resolution A to be mentioned in the record. 

Mr. RAJAN (India) said that in voting in favour of draft resolution A 

his delegation did not consider that it had in any sense infringed Article 2, 

paragraph 7 of the Charter. The Sub-Commission, when it adopted unanimously 

the resolution on which resolution A was based, was evidently convinced that it 

had acted consistently with the Charter; by so doing it had merely acted in 

accordance with the clear conclusions of the General Assembly when, at its 

seventh session, by a decisive majority, it had voted in favour of creating a 

special body to study a specific problem of discrimination in a specific area 

of the world. 

Mr. ORTEGA (Chile) said he had voted in favour of the first United States 

amendment and the United Kingdom amendments of form but against any amendment 

whose effect would have been to change the method cf work the Sub-Commission had 

outlined. He considered that the adoption (;f such amendments would have had a 

deleterious effect on the quality of the Sub-Commission 1 s work. 

The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the Philippines, expressed 

his delegation 1 s satisfaction at the adoption of draft resolution A. He was 

confident that the Special Rapporteur would discharge his task without feaT 

or favour but with justice, modeTation and a high sense of responsibility. 

The meeting rose at 12.25 p.m. 




