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Reports of the A d  H oc  Committee on the Organi
zation and Operation of the Council and its Com
missions (E/1995 and Corr.l, E/1995/Add.l to 4, 
E/2021, E /2062): report of the Co-ordination 
Committee (E/2129 and Add.l) (continued)

1. The PRESIDENT drew attention to the note 
(E/2129/Add.l) by  the Secretary-General on the draft 
resolution contained in the report of the Co-ordination 
Committee. His observations related mainly to the 
organization and operation of the Council itself.

2. After some discussion Mr. OVERTON (United 
Kingdom) urged that the organization and operation 
of the Council should not be taken up until delega
tions had had time to study the Secretary-General’s 
observations thoroughly, and Mr. KOTSCHNIG (United 
States of America) expressed the hope that the operation 
and organization of the Council’s regional economic 
commissions would not be discussed first.

3. The PRESIDENT having ascertained that no repre
sentative would object to the Council’s proceeding forth
with to discuss the operation and organization of its 
functional commissions, invited comments on section В I 
of the draft resolution in the Co-ordination Committee’s 
report (E/2129) and the amendments submitted thereto 
by the Polish dele gation (E/L.284) and jointly by the 
Indian and United Kingdom delegations (E/L.286).

4. Miss KALINOW SKA (Poland) said that the purpose 
of the amendment submitted by her delegation (E/L.284) 
was to make it possible for the Commission on the

Status of Women to continue to meet annually. She was 
opposed to the Co-ordination Committee’s recommenda
tion that the Commission should meet only once every 
two years, since that would act as a brake on the Com
mission’s work, which was very important in that it 
helped to raise standards of living and spread respect for 
the dignity of the human person. Those were two of 
the Council’s most important tasks. In many countries 
women did not at present enjoy equality of status with 
men. If they were granted such equality, new sources of 
effort would become available, and with them new 
prospects of economic and social development, as events 
had shown in countries such as the Soviet Union, the 
People’s Democracies and others, where women had 
attained equality of status with men. By making use 
of those countries’ experience, the Commission could do 
much to promote economic and social development, 
particularly by spreading an awareness of the reasons 
why women should enjoy equality of status with men. 
Discrimination against women prevented a sufficiently 
rapid rise in standards of living ; that was why the Polish 
delegation laid great stress on the principle of equal pay 
for equal work for men and women workers. There was 
still discrimination against women in several countries, 
and the Council should do all it could to help bring about 
its elimination.
5. She wished to support the amendment submitted by 
the Pakistani delegation (E/L.285) to extend the mem
bership of the Commission, since that would enable it 
to benefit from experience gained in countries which 
were not at present represented on it.

6. Mr. INGLÉS (Philippines) said that in the Co-ordina
tion Committee the Philippines delegation had voted 
against the discontinuation of the Economic Employ
ment and Development Commission and of the Sub
Commissions on Freedom of Information and of the 
Press and on the Prevention of Discrimination and the 
Protection of Minorities, fully explaining its reasons for 
so doing. The Council should not discontinue subsidiary 
bodies which were engaged on vital work without making 
specific provision for the continuation of their work. It 
was not sufficient to make general provisions, as the



Co-ordination Committee recommended, to the effect 
that the functions of the above-mentioned Commission 
and Sub-Commissions should be taken over by the 
Council or new ad hoc bodies or existing standing com
missions. If the Council decided that the work of the 
Economic, Employment and Development Commission 
or of either of the two Sub-Commissions should be 
continued by a new ad hoc body, it should also forthwith 
decide the membership and the terms of reference of that 
body. No representative on either the Co-ordination 
Committee or the Ad Hoc Committee on the Organization 
and Operation of the Council and its Commissions had 
questioned the importance of the subjects with which 
those three bodies dealt.
7. The Co-ordination Committee had recommended that 
if the two Sub-Commissions were discontinued, inquiries 
should be made into the best way of continuing their 
work; that would be putting the cart before the horse. 
He was opposed to the recommendation of the Com
mittee that the functions of the Sub-Commission on the 
Prevention of Discrimination and the Protection of 
Minorities should be taken over by, for instance, the 
Commission on Human Rights, since until that Com
mission had concluded its work on the draft International 
Covenant on Human Rights it would have no time to 
discuss anything else. The Council should not discon
tinue the two Sub-Commissions, although it would be well 
advised to discuss means of making them more effective, 
possibly by altering their composition or terms of 
reference. The main purpose of the review of the 
organization and operation of the Council and its com
missions was to relieve the Council of some of its burden 
of work; but the adoption of the Co-ordination Com
mittee’s recommendations would have the opposite effect 
and increase that burden.

8 . The discussions in the two Sub-Commissions might 
have been unpalatable in certain quarters, but the 
important problems with which they were concerned 
could only be solved by facing up to them and not by 
following the escapist solution recommended by the 
Co-ordination Committee. The work of the two Sub
Commissions could not be evaluated in material terms; 
but they had been most useful in spreading respect for the 
dignity of the human person, a concept which held an 
important place in the United Nations Charter. He was 
strongly opposed to the Council’s accepting the Co-ordi
nation Committee’s recommendation that the Sub
Commission on Freedom of Information and of the 
Press should be discontinued after it had held a final 
session, without making specific provision for the con
tinuation of the Sub-Commission’s work. The resolu
tions (E/2110) adopted by the Council earlier in the 
session on the report of the Committee on the draft 
Convention on Freedom of Information to protect foreign 
correspondents against unjustified persecution, could not 
serve as a model for action by the Council in the field of 
freedom of information because they represented at best 
a piecemeal approach to a global problem. In view 
of the fiagrant violations of the liberties of the Press in 
many parts of the world, it would not do for the Council 
merely to wait for incidents which would provoke the 
righteous indignation of a great Power before beginning

to study means of remedying abuses against the 
Press.
9. He was opposed to the discontinuation of the 
Economic, Employment and Development Commission 
because he considered that representatives of under
developed countries which were not represented on the 
Council itself should participate in work done under the 
Council’s aegis to promote the economic development of 
those countries. The General Assembly wanted as many 
countries as practicable to share in the work done under 
the Council’s direction. Thus discontinuation of the 
Commission would be contrary to its wishes.

10. Mr. MOROSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
said that he wished to refer in the first place to the 
Co-ordination Committee’s recommendation that the 
Sub-Commission on the Prevention of Discrimination 
and the Protection of Minorities should be discontinued.
11. As would be seen from the note (E/AC.34/2) of 
8 March 1951, from the United States Government, it 
considered that the Sub-Commission on the Prevention 
of Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities, should 
be discontinued. At the ninety-second meeting of the 
Co-ordination Committee the United Kingdom repre
sentative claimed to have forestalled the United States 
delegation in making that proposal. In the Co-ordination 
Committee the proposal for the abolition of the Sub
Commission had been introduced by the representatives 
of France and the United States of America. Thus, the 
United States, United Kingdom and French delegations 
were vjdng with one another in their efforts to secure the 
discontinuance of the Sub-Commission.
12. The Sub-Commission on the Prevention of Discrimi
nation and the Protection of Minorities had been set up 
by the Council on the initiative of the Soviet Union 
delegation for the purpose of co-operating with the 
Economic and Social Council in carrying out the task 
assigned to it— namely, to promote universal respect for, 
and observance of, human rights and fundamental 
freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, 
language or religion.
13. During its existence the Sub-Commission had met 
only three times, notwithstanding the exceptional 
urgency of the task assigned to it. Its meetings had 
been postponed owing to the fact that a number of 
delegations, especially that of the United States of 
America, had been undermining its work. Members of 
the Council would recall that at the seventh session the 
United States delegation had been extremely obstinate 
and persistent in its efforts to prevent the Sub-Commis
sion from holding its regular session. The policy 
followed by the United States representatives and their 
supporters in the organs of United Nations was in fact 
the main cause of the almost complete inactivity of the 
Sub-Commission. Since its establishment the Sub
Commission had not prepared any concrete recommenda
tions that would help to do away with the widespread 
discrimination existing in a number of capitalist countries. 
However, even in that form the continued existence of 
the Sub-Commission was undesirable, especially for the 
United States, United Kingdom and French delegations. 
In order to demonstrate to the Council the real reasons



behind the United States, United Kingdom and French 
delegations’ demand for the discontinuance of the Sub
Commission, he (the Soviet Union representative) would 
again refer to the statement appearing in the New York 
Times of 7 September, which threw considerable light 
upon those reasons. According to the statement, the 
real reason why the United States and other western 
Governments wished to discontinue the Sub-Commission 
on the Prevention of Discrimination and the Protection 
of Minorities, as stated in private by representatives of 
non-governmental organizations, was that those Govern
ments feared that the unsatisfactory situation in their 
countries with respect to discrimination and the protec
tion of minorities might be exploited by Soviet propa
ganda.
14. From that statement published in the New York 
Times it would be clear to all members of the Economic 
and Social Council that the very existence of widespread 
discrimination in the United States against negroes, 
Mexicans and members of other nationalities, was the 
reason why the United States delegation was striving 
to secure the discontinuance of the Sub-Commission. 
The widespread discrimination against the indigenous 
population in the British, French and other colonies 
explained why the United Kingdom and French represent
atives appeared among the sponsors of the proposal to 
discontinue the Sub-Commission. For reasons that 
could be well understood, none of the sponsors of the 
recommendation to discontinue the Sub-Commission 
could openly admit that the real reason for their insistent 
demands for its abolition lay in the widespread discri
mination existing in their own countries and colonies. 
The demand for the abolition of the Sub-Commission in 
the Co-ordination Committee had been camouflaged by 
suggestions that the problems in question could be dealt 
with by the Commission on Human Rights and by the 
Economic and Social Council itself. From the note of 
the Chairman of the Sub-Commission, which members 
of the Council had before them, it was abundantly clear 
that those suggestions were only a means of concealing 
the real objectives of those who were striving to secure 
the discontinuance of the Sub-Commission. The refer
ence to the Economic and Social Council was a mere 
subterfuge, because the Council had in any case to deal 
with all important questions.
15. It was important to point out that the United 
Kingdom representative, in replying to the Mexican 
representative, had suggested that the question of the 
prevention of discrimination and the protection of 
minorities was super-Utopian, thereby revealing to the 
Committee his real attitude to that task. The Economic 
and Social Council ought not to subscribe to such views. 
The task of preventing discrimination and protecting 
minorities was not Utopian, but one of the most important 
functions, for the fulfilment of which the United Nations 
itself had been created.
16. The Council should reject the Co-ordination Com
mittee’s proposal, since the existence of the Sub
Commission would serve to remind the Council that 
the struggle against discrimination and the protection 
of minorities were among its most important tasks. 
The Soviet Union delegation expressed the hope

that the Council, after rejecting the proposal for the 
discontinuance of the Sub-Commission, a proposal 
which had been adopted by a negligible majority, would 
then proceed to the creation of the necessary conditions 
to enable the Sub-Commission to fulfil the important 
tasks assigned to it.
17. A  number of delegations, in particular those of 
India and Uruguay, had declared their approval of the 
discontinuance of the Sub-Commission for other reasons, 
adducing the necessity of more effective measures. 
However, the draft resolution submitted by those 
delegations, as had already been pointed out in the 
Committee by the Mexican representative, contained no 
concrete measures and envisaged no more than a study 
of the problem. What results would be obtained from 
such a study it was impossible at the moment to predict, 
but, with regard to concrete measures by the Economic 
and Social Council, they merely consisted at the present 
session in a proposal for the discontinuance of the 
Sub-Commission on the Prevention of Discrimination 
and the Protection of Minorities.
18. Pie supported the amendment submitted by the 
Polish delegation to the effect that the Commission on 
the Status of Women should continue to meet annually. 
The Council should not restrict work aimed at spreading 
recognition of women’s rights.
19. But, on the other hand, the Council should not 
adopt the recommendation that the Fiscal Commission, 
the Population Commission, the Statistical Commission, 
the Commission on Narcotic Drugs and the Transport 
and Communications Commission should be continued. 
They should be dissolved since they were duplicating 
work done by other bodies and since they frequently 
dealt with problems which had nothing to do with the 
aims and purposes of the United Nations. If the 
Council decided that those Commissions should continue 
in existence indefinitely, the defects in the organization 
and operation of the Council and of its subsidiary bodies 
would remain uncorrected.

20. The PRESIDENT, noting that the statements of 
the representatives of the Philippines and of the Soviet 
Union had shown that it was difficult to discuss section 
В I of the draft resolution apart from sections В II 
and В III, declared that the discussion was extended to 
the latter as well as to the amendment proposed by the 
Pakistani delegation (E/L.285).

21. Mr. KOTSCHNIG (United States of America) 
said that when the review of the organization and 
operation of the Council and its commissions was begun 
several months ago, the United States States Govern
ment had hoped that it would lead to decisive changes 
which would make the work of the Council and its 
Commissions more effective. At that time there had 
seemed to be general agreement, so far as the functional 
commissions and sub-commissions of the Council were 
concerned, that the organization of the Council and its 
subsidiary bodies was top-heavy, that the Secretariat 
was spending too much time preparing for or servicing 
sessions of commissions and sub-commissions, and that 
several of them should consequently be discontinued. 
But the review had resulted in a recommendation that



only one commission and three sub-commissions should 
he discontinued. He regretted that there was opposition 
even to so slight a reduction. The United States delega
tion would press for it, not only because it wished the 
organization of the Council and its subsidiary bodies to 
be simplified and the Secretariat to devote more time to 
substantive work, but also because those bodies had not 
succeeded in doing what was expected of them. Free
dom of information and the prevention of discrimination 
and protection of minorities were too important to be 
handled by sub-commissions working on the fringe of 
the Council’s activities.
22. The Sub-Commission on Freedom of Information 
and of the Press had produced practically nothing 
concrete. The draft conventions relating to freedom of 
information had been prepared by the Conference on 
Freedom of Information held in 1948 and not by the 
Sub-Commission.
23. The Sub-Commission on the Prevention of Dis
crimination and the Protection of Minorities had also 
failed to produce much of practical value. Indeed, it 
might be argued that its existence had provided the 
Council with a ready excuse for not taking sufficiently 
effective measures to combat discrimination and protect 
minorities. His remarks were not intended as a reflection 
on the individual members of those bodies ; indeed many 
of them, and in particular the Chairman of the Sub
Commission on the Prevention of Discrimination and the 
Protection of Minorities, were devoted and brilliant men; 
but there was little they could do in sub-comnfissions 
which were on the periphery of the Council. The 
responsibility for the important problems entrusted to 
the two Sub-Commissions should be moved nearer the 
fulcrum of the Council’s activities and that was why he 
was ready to vote in favour of sections В I, II and III 
of the draft resolution without any alteration. If those 
sections were adopted, the problems would not be 
neglected, as the Soviet Union representative had 
wrongly asserted; on the contrary, more effective work 
would be done on them.
24. He was opposed to the Polish amendment. The 
United States delegation’s support of the Co-ordination 
Committee’s recommendation that the Commission on 
the Status of Women should meet normally only once 
every two years was not due to lack of appreciation of 
the subject’s importance. His delegation agreed that 
it was very important; but it was undeniable that the 
Commission on Human Rights or the Commission on 
Narcotic Drugs had a far greater volume of work than 
had the Commission on the Status of Women. Even if 
the subject with which the latter was concerned were 
more important than the subject matter of the other 
two Commissions, that importance would not justify 
its meeting more frequently as long as its volume of 
work was smaller. If the recommendation were adopted 
and the Commission on the Status of Women met norm
ally only once every two years, the Secretariat concerned 
would be able to spend more time in preparing for meetings 
and in offering more substantive documentation. He 
did not doubt that, if at any time there arose “ special 
circumstances ” necessitating the holding of a session of 
the Commission the following year, the Secretary-General

would take steps to convene the Commission, in accord
ance with the safety clause included in paragraph 7 of 
section В I.

25. Mr. STERNER (Sweden) appreciated the force of 
the Philippines representative’s arguments that adoption 
of paragraph 4 of section В I would entail the scrapping 
of a certain type of machinery without creating new 
machinery to take its place, and that the Commission 
on Human Rights already had such a full programme 
that it would not be in a position to deal effectively with 
the problem of discrimination. Though he understood 
the position of the Philippines representative, he never
theless could not draw the same practical conclusions. 
The United States representative had rightly asked 
whether the Sub-Commission on the Prevention of 
Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities was 
adequate to its task. The problem of discrimination 
was extremely complex and could not possibly be solved 
overnight.
26. Although the Sub-Commission, as far as he had 
been able to discover, included many highly-qualified 
members, it was unfair to expect that they should do 
adequate work, since they were not employed on a full
time basis. It would scarcely be possible for them to 
solve the problem only by meeting for a few weeks every 
year. He confessed, however, that he was also not 
quite happy about the procedure suggested in section В II. 
The action proposed in paragraph 1 thereof was unduly 
cumbersome. Real and positive action was proposed 
in paragraph 2 whereby the Secretary-General was 
requested to submit his own suggestions to the Council. 
He (Mr. Sterner) hoped that those suggestions would 
provide a basis on which a decision could be taken 
regarding the setting up of better machinery. The 
experience he had acquired through participation in 
extensive studies on racial discrimination had shown 
him that scientific studies conducted by highly-qualified 
personnel were of fundamental importance. He would 
ask the Secretary-General to keep that point in mind 
when he considered what suggestions he would wish to 
put before the Council. If such investigations were to 
be undertaken by the Secretariat, the question of the 
need for an "  umbrella ” would arise. The Commission 
on Human Rights might itself serve as an “ umbrella ” 
and provide the necessary cover. If, however, its other 
commitments prevented it from fulfilling that function 
at the present time, one might ask whether the Secretary- 
General could not operate without an “ umbrella ” to a 
greater extent than he had considered himself able to do 
in the past.

27. Mr. NOSEK (Czechoslovakia) said that in the 
Co-ordination Committee his delegation had voted for 
the Mexican proposal that the Sub-Commission on the 
Prevention of Discrimination and the Protection of 
Minorities should be continued, a proposal which had 
been rejected by 9 votes to 7. His delegation would 
again vote in the same sense. Discrimination did exist 
in the United States and in the British and French 
colonies; the fact should not be brushed aside by the 
adoption of the proposal to discontinue the Sub-Com
mission. The same applied to minorities. He appealed



to all members to vote against paragraph 4 of section В I 
and thereby show that they intended to fight against 
discrimination and for the protection of minorities. He 
supported the Polish amendment (E/L.284) and shared 
the views expressed on the subject by  the Polish repre
sentative.

28. Mr. TSAO (China) was in general agreement with 
the views expressed by the Swedish and United States 
representatives, who had very rightly pointed out that 
a decision to discontinue any particular body did not 
imply failure to recognize the importance of the task it 
was engaged'upon. The Council, in its role as co-ordinat
ing organ, was in a better position to handle the problems 
entrusted to the two Sub-Commissions.
29. Turning to the Polish amendment (E/L.284), he 
recalled how, in the Co-ordination Committee, very good 
reasons had been given in favour of annual sessions of 
the Commission on Human Rights and the Commission 
on Narcotic Drugs. A  decision that the other Commissions 
should meet only once every two years did not signify a 
lack of appreciation of their work. Furthermore, the 
provision in paragraph 7 of section В I provided the 
necessary safeguard.
30. As to the joint Indian and United Kingdom amend
ment (E/L.286) on the Sub-Commission on Statistical 
Sampling, he considered it to be superfiuous if, as was 
to be assumed, section В II would be implemented only 
as from 1 January 1952.

31. Mr. CALDERÓN PUIG (Mexico) began by recalling 
that his delegation had in the Co-ordination Committee 
expressed its complete readiness to collaborate in the 
re-organization of the Council and its intention not to 
oppose the discontinuation of certain commissions, 
provided their work could be satisfactorily taken over 
by other bodies.
32. On certain points, however, the Mexican delegation 
found itself obliged to dissent from the majority; that 
applied in particular, and notwithstanding the arguments 
put forward by the United States representative, to 
paragraph 4 of section В I of the Co-ordination Com
mittee’s draft resolution.
33. That paragraph provided for the discontinuation 
of the Sub-Commission on the Prevention of Discrimina
tion and the Protection of Minorities, “ its work being 
taken over by the Council, the Commission on Human 
Rights, the Secretary-General or ad hoc bodies, as 
appropriate ” .
34. The Council was already overloaded with work, 
and if it had to handle the problem itself, its sessions 
would last for several months, no doubt without producing 
anything in the way of results. As for the Commission 
on Human Rights, its activity must perforce be concen
trated entirely on drafting the Covenant. Finally, it 
would be inadvisable to ask the Secretariat to deal with 
a problem involving far-reaching political implications.
35. The question of the protection of minorities did not 
arise in the Latin American countries where all citizens 
enjoyed the same legal status. Nevertheless, Mexico 
was bound to acknowledge the fact that in various parts 
of the world there existed a serious problem of discri

mination based on race, sex, religion or political opinions, 
and that effective measures must be taken to eradicate 
that social evil. It was true that the Sub-Commission 
had been unable, during its short life, to solve so complex 
a problem, but surely its discontinuation would hardly 
help to produce more positive results.
36. Accordingly, his delegation would vote against 
paragraph 4 of section В I ; it regarded the question as 
one of principle.
37. The Soviet Union representative had referred to 
discrimination against Mexicans in the United States. 
The territory of the United States was so vast that in 
certain areas where cultural development had failed to 
keep pace with economic development, some discrimina
tion did in fact exist against the nationals of Latin 
American countries. However, he was happy to inform 
the Council that the United States and Mexican Govern
ments had adopted measures to eliminate it.
38. That, of course, was not a sufficient reason why 
Mexico should dissociate itself from the general problem, 
the solution of which should be sought in the first place 
by educating the masses.
39. All the members of the Council were agreed on the 
need for eliminating discrimination: they only differed 
as to method. The Co-ordination Committee’s decision 
to propose the discontinuation of the Sub-Commission 
had been adopted by only a small majority and his 
delegation hoped that the Council would reject the 
proposal.

40. Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) recalled how, in the inte
rests of efficiency and speed, her delegation had for some 
time favoured the reorganization of the work of the 
Council and of its commissions. That did not imply, 
however, that it necessarily supported all the proposals 
of the Ad Hoc Committee and of the Co-ordination 
Committee for the suppression of certain bodies. Reor
ganization, in her delegation’s view, should be carried 
out so as to avoid creating serious gaps which would 
make it impossible for the Council to take action on 
fundamental questions entrusted to it by the Charter. 
Thus, while supporting many of the proposals, it could 
not endorse others.
41. The work entrusted to the Sub-Commission on the 
Prevention of Discrimination and the Protection of 
Minorities was so important that it could not without 
serious prejudice be passed on either to the Commission 
on Human Rights or to the Secretariat. The Commission 
on Human Rights had on its agenda many items still 
untouched, and the Secretary-General himself had 
indicated that he could not take over the work of that 
Sub-Commission, unless an organ of the Council or the 
Council itself gave him the necessary directives. Neither 
the Council nor the Commission on Human Rights, in 
view of their workload, would have the time to formulate 
such directives. In her view, therefore, if the Sub
Commission had not produced the results expected, an 
effort should be made to help it to function more effi
ciently. It had been said that its work could not stand 
comparison with the work of other like bodies. Surely 
it was impossible to compare results without at the same 
time weighing the efforts required to produce them, and



the nature of the problems dealt with. The Sub-Corn 
mission on the Prevention of Discrimination and the 
Protection of Minorities and the Sub-Commission on 
Freedom of Information and of the Press both dealt with 
problems closely related to basic and conflicting political 
doctrines and, consequently, there could be no question 
of comparing the results they produced with those of 
other organs.
42. Her delegation had introduced an amendment to 
paragraph 4 of section В I (E/L.287), since it considered 
that it would be only logical, should that paragraph be 
adopted, if the arrangements made for the Sub-Com
mission on the Prevention of Discrimination and the 
Protection of Minorities at the twelfth session of the 
Council were maintained, as had been done for the 
Sub-Commission on Statistical Sampling, each holding 
a session between the thirteenth session of the Council 
and the next session of the General Assembly. Her 
delegation would vote against paragraph 4, even if its 
amendment were adopted.
43. Turning to paragraph 5 of section В I, she recalled 
that in the Co-ordination Committee her delegation had 
pointed out that the situation with regard to freedom 
of information had deteriorated very considerably since 
the Sub-Commission on Freedom of Information and of 
the Press had been set up and, still further, since the 
Council at its twelfth session had agreed to postpone 
its decision on the suppression of that Sub-Commission. 
Again, the Council at its present session had rejected a 
recommendation of the Committee on the draft Conven
tion on Freedom of Information that a conference of 
plenipotentiaries should be convened. The adoption of 
paragraph 5 would thus leave the whole subject untouched 
at a time when there was urgent need for building up 
defences to protect that freedom. Her delegation would 
therefore vote against paragraph 5.
44. As to paragraph 6, her delegation would support the 
Polish amendment (E/L.284). While the United States 
representative had stressed that the question of the 
workload rather than the question of the value of the 
subsidiary bodies was the main consideration, it should 
be noted that the workload of the Commission on the 
Status of Women, confronted as it was by three major 
tasks, was no less heavy than that of the Commission 
on Human Rights. Moreover, it had responsibilities for 
sending out questionnaires to governments on the rights 
of women in the political, economic, social and cultural 
spheres. Governments were replying to those question
naires each year. Replies to an important questionnaire 
were due at the end of 1952. If the Commission were to 
meet only in 1954 and decide on action to be recom
mended to the Council, the results would be appraised 
by the Commission in 1956. If, therefore, that Com
mission were to meet biennially, the results of its work 
would be long delayed, and it would then not be able 
to act upon the Council’s decisions more or less imme
diately.
45. Again, there was a definite connexion between the 
work of the Commission on the Status of Women and 
that of the Commission on Human Rights. A covenant 
adopted by the latter would presumably purport to 
protect human rights, that had been granted, but were

not being respected, but it was difficult to see how the 
United Nations could adopt such a covenant when 
about a third of the world’s population, that was to say, 
most of the women of the world, had not been given 
certain inalienable rights. The fact was that the Com
mission on the Status of Women had been set up for 
much the same purpose as the Commission on Human 
Rights under Article 68 of the Charter, so that there 
could be no reason why the one should meet less often 
than the other. If the Polish amendment were rejected, 
her delegation would ask for a separate vote on the 
application of paragraph 7 of section В I to the Com
mission on the Status of Women.

46. Mr. HESSEL (France) said that the Co-ordination 
Committee had endeavoured to create a new structure 
for the various organs of the Council and the balance of 
that structure must be maintained. That comment 
applied particularly to the Polish amendment (E/L.284).
47. It was true that the Commission on the Status of 
Women had rendered great service. The Chilean 
representative had pointed out that its programme of 
work was very heavy and that a decision that it should 
meet only once every two years might result in delajdng 
the submission of important reports. However, a 
detailed study of that Commission’s programme by the 
Co-ordination Committee had shown that its future work 
would be largely based on the replies of governments to 
certain questionnaires. It was well known that govern
ments were slow to reply and that documents must be 
carefully studied if positive results were to be achieved.
48. A  serious flaw in the work of the United Nations 
had been a too common tendency to reach conclusions 
hastily and without sufficient preparation. For that 
reason the French and other delegations had proposed 
that certain commissions should be convened once 
every two years. Far from impeding the activities of 
the United Nations, such a provision should help to give 
the resolutions which would be adopted more finality 
and more strength.
49. Experience had shown that the method of entrusting 
certain tasks to sub-commissions had yielded somewhat 
unsatisfactory results and the French delegation accord
ingly considered that, by reason of the very importance 
of the questions entrusted to such sub-commissions, the 
Council should not retain the method but should start 
on a new course. The provisions of sections В II and 
В HI of the draft resolution seemed to be excellently 
adapted to that end and his delegation would support 
them.
50. If the Council adopted the amendment of the 
Chilean delegation (E/L.287) which helped to clear up 
an important point, the Sub-Commission on the Preven
tion of Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities 
would meet in 1951 for one further session and the Council 
would, the following year, consider the steps to be taken 
on that problem. In that way, there would be no break 
in the continuity of United Nations activity on the 
question.

51. The PRESIDENT pointed out that, when the 
discussion on sections В I, В II and В H I was termin



ated, the debate would be closed and the vote on those 
sections of the draft resolution would be taken at a 
later stage, any further discussion being limited to conse
quential amendments arising out of decisions of the 
Council.

52. Mr. CABADA (Peru) said that in voting his delega
tion would be guided by the principle that the Council’s 
work should be reorganized in the direction of centraliza
tion.
53. After a period of analytical work, characterized by 
the multiplication of specialized bodies and an abundance 
of documentation, the moment had come to achieve a 
synthesis. For that reason, the delegation of Peru would 
vote for discontinuing certain commissions and would 
be obliged to oppose the amendments to the draft resolu
tion.
54. While the problem with which the Sub-Commission 
on the Prevention of Discrimination and the Protection 
of Minorities had to deal was very important, it could 
not be said that its work had been very effective. In 
the Latin American countries, where all citizens were on 
an equal footing, the problem did not arise. If, however, 
minority problems existed in other areas, there were 
bodies, such as the Organization of American States, 
capable of settling difficulties.

55. Miss KALINOWSKA (Poland) maintained that the 
Commission on the Status of Women had a wide task 
to fulffl and that the problems of human rights, status 
of women and the protection of minorities must he 
tackled, because discrimination did exist and because 
the United Nations had not yet taken the necessary 
steps to eliminate it. Furthermore, since the Commission 
on Human Rights had an extremely heavy programme of 
work and had not solved its own problems, it was difficult 
to appreciate the point of the suggestion that it should 
take over the work of the Sub-Commission on the Preven
tion of Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities. 
Since libraries and the world Press were full of material 
on discrimination, to argue that more information was 
necessary was tantamount to shelving responsibility. 
At the third session of the General Assembly the Soviet 
Union delegation had proposed that an article should be 
included in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
ensuring the right of nationals and minorities to their 
own culture and their own language (E/800); on the 
initiative of the United Kingdom delegation the matter 
had been referred to the Sub-Commission on the Preven
tion of Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities 
which had been selected as the appropriate body to deal 
with the problem because a number of governments did 
not wish to see such an article included in the Universal 
Declaration. Consequently, to suggest now that the 
Council could deal effectively with it was merely to try 
and postpone decisive action.
56. In the Co-ordination Committee, the United States 
delegation had boasted of its active participation in the 
Sub-Commission’s work. Surely, if it was so active, it 
should have been able to collect a majority and so 
ensure the adoption of its proposals. The record of the 
United States on the issue of discrimination was revealed 
in the Southern States. But it was essential that the

United Nations should have a good record and should 
not disappoint those who looked to it for a lead.
57. Last but not least, the peoples who suffered from 
discrimination had set out on the road to freedom and 
would sweep aside all obstacles. Moreover, they had 
the right to expect the United Nations to help them 
in so doing. For those reasons, any attempt to view the 
problem of the prevention of discrimination as Utopian 
was doomed to failure.

58. Mr. OVERTON (United Kingdom) said he had no 
intention of replying to the derogatory comments made 
by certain delegations. He would merely make it clear 
that the leader of his delegation had not said that the 
question of discrimination had anything to do with a 
super-Utopia.
59. He agreed with those members who considered 
that the whole question was one of organization and that 
the future procedure should be as laid down in sections 
В II and В III of the draft resolution. He also asso
ciated himself with the remarks of the French represent
ative on the method of inquiry by questionnaire, which 
was necessarily a slow one. His delegation deplored 
the growing tendency to ffood governments with ques
tionnaires on every conceivable subject; they were far 
too many.
60. The joint Indian and United Kingdom amendment 
(E/L.286), filled a gap which had been mentioned in the 
Co-ordination Committee but which, through pressure 
of work, the latter had omitted to fill. The solution 
proposed in the Secretary-General’s note (E/2129/Add.l) 
to the effect that section A I should be amended by 
the addition at the end of paragraph 3 or paragraph 4 
of the words “ In 1952, for the purpose of rule 19 the 
first meeting of the first regular session of the year shall 
be regarded as the first meeting of the year ” , seemed to 
be appropriate. He therefore believed that the joint 
Indian and United Kingdom amendment and the Chilean 
amendment (E/L.287) were necessary.

61. Mr. STERNER (Sweden) shared the view that the 
prevention of discrimination was extremely important 
and must be a major concern of the United Nations. 
Although the Sub-Commission on the Prevention of 
Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities had not 
done sufficient work in the past and although the pro
cedure now proposed was still inadequate, it would be 
possible under section В II for the Council to obtain 
useful suggestions as to how the problem should be 
tackled.

62. The PRESIDENT declared the debate on sections 
В I, В II and В III closed, and pointed out that, in 
addition to a vote on each of those sections, the Council 
would have to vote on the Chilean, the joint Indian 
and United Kingdom, and the Polish amendments.
63. He then requested the Council to consider two 
proposals closely connected with the three sections the 
Council had just been considering. They were the 
Pakistani amendment (E/L.285) and draft resolution D 
in the report of the Social Committee on the report of 
the Population Commission (E/2062), the one proposing 
that the membership of the Commission on the Status of



Women should be increased to eighteen, the other that 
the membership of the Population Commission should be 
increased to fifteen.

64. Mr. OWEN (Assistant Secretary-General in charge 
of the Department of Economic Affairs) stated that the 
proposed increase in the membership of each of those 
two Commissions would entail additional expenditure 
estimated at 1,800 dollars every time either of them met.

65. Mr. A t w a r  HUSSAIN (Pakistan) considered that 
the Commission on the Status of Women had done 
useful work in the past and that it was desirable to 
strengthen it. His delegation’s proposal was'based on 
the consideration that, when that Commission had been 
established the membership of the United Nations had 
been forty, whereas its membership was now sixty, and 
that, in the light of General Assembly resolutions 207 (III) 
and 208 (HI), it was desirable that the functional com
missions should be as widely representative as possible. 
The Assistant Secretary-General’s remarks with regard 
to the financial implications of his delegation’s proposal 
were reassuring and he commended it to the Council.

66. Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) considered that, as the 
membership of the United Nations had increased, and as 
certain organs were likely to be discontinued, there was 
good reason for increasing the membership of the 
remaining commissions. The additional financial burden 
would not be an obstacle.

67. The PRESIDENT declared the discussion on those 
two proposals closed, and requested the Council to turn 
to section В IV , which also dealt with the functional 
commissions of the Council.

68. Mr. MOROSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
said that, as his delegation had pointed out on previous 
occasions, the procedure whereby members of functional 
commissions of the Council were recruited from experts 
was contrary to the organizational principles of the 
United Nations. The proposal on the subject which 
the United States delegation had submitted to the 
Co-ordination Committee had been criticized by  many 
delegations, and amendments to it had been carried; 
nevertheless, the substance of section В IV  of the draft 
resolution remained the same as that of the United 
States proposal. The procedure in the past had been 
for members of functional commissions to be appointed 
on the basis of geographical distribution, their nomina
tion being a matter for the governments concerned. 
But the United States proposal which had been adopted 
by the Co-ordination Committee aimed at making the 
election of members of commissions dependent on the 
selection of individual candidates by one country or 
another. That was apparently done to enable certain 
members of the Council to choose candidates and to fill 
the commissions, not in accordance with the principle 
of geographical distribution, but in the light of their 
own ideas and their own judgment of candidates.

69. The PRESIDENT declared the discussion on 
section В IV closed. He then drew the Council’s atten
tion to section С of the draft resolution, relating to 
regional economic commissions in general, and to draft

resolutions A and С in document E/2021 relating to the 
Economic Commission for Latin America (ECLA), draft 
resolution D in documents E/L.260 and E/L.274 relating 
to the Economic Commission for Asia and the Far East 
(ECAFE), and draft resolution В in documents E/L.277, 
E/L.280/Rev.l and E/L.281 relating to the Economic 
Commission for Europe (ECE).

70. Mr. OVERTON (United Kingdom) wondered 
whether it was appropriate for the Council to act upon 
the draft resolutions submitted by Sweden (E/L.281) 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (E/L.280/ 
R ev.l), dealing with voting rights in ECE, since the 
Commission itself had made no recommendations on the 
subject. He recalled that there had been lengthy discus
sion in the Co-ordination Committee on the terms of 
reference of the regional economic commissions, and 
that certain changes in the terms of reference of ECAFE 
had been recommended. Those changes, however, had 
been recommended in the first place by the Commission 
itself, and the fact that the Co-ordination Committee 
had not proposed similar changes for the other two 
regional commissions indicated that it did not attach 
great importance to having uniform terms of reference 
for all commissions. He recalled that the Soviet Union 
representative in the Co-ordination Committee had 
emphasized that the Council should not make changes 
in the terms of reference of regional commissions unless 
those changes had been considered and recommended 
in the first instance by the commissions themselves. He 
wondered, therefore, whether it would not be more 
appropriate to refer the changes proposed in the Swedish 
and Soviet Union draft resolutions to ECE for considera
tion before the Council took a final decision.
71. By saying that, he was not trying to avoid the 
Council taking a decision. When the question of voting 
rights had been raised in ECE, the Commission had 
referred the matter to the Council, since it considered 
that a question of principle might be involved. The 
report of the Co-ordination Committee, however, indi
cated that there was no such question of principle.

72. The PRESIDENT recalled that the Council had 
already decided to consider ECE’s terms of reference 
when it had discussed that Commission’s report. The 
two draft resolutions proposing changes to the terms of 
reference were based on a decision of the ECE to refer 
the whole question of voting rights to the Council for 
a final decision.
73. If the United Kingdom representative wished to 
refer the two draft resolutions to the Commission, he 
should submit a third draft resolution stating that the 
Council requested ECE to take the decision. However, 
the submission of such a draft resolution would not 
preclude consideration of the other two.

74. Mr. STERNER (Sweden) thought that, if the 
Council adopted the United Kingdom representative’s 
suggestion to refer the question of voting rights back 
to ECE, section С II of the draft resolution relating to 
ECAFE would have to be amended in order to make 
the Council’s decisions on the two regional commissions 
consistent.



75. Moreover, his own experience in respect of ECE 
seemed to indicate that referring the matter back to the 
Commission would provoke lengthy discussions within 
the Commission; he felt that the Council could greatly 
facilitate the Commission’s task by taking the final 
decision itself.

76. Mr. KRISHNAMACHARI (India), after briefly 
describing the nature and history of the proposals before 
the meeting, said that he considered that three possible 
courses of action were open to the Council in regard to 
the proposal made in the Soviet Union draft resolution 
to the effect that countries not members of the United 
Nations should be admitted to full membership of ECE. 
It could refer the entire matter to the General Assembly 
for guidance; it could decide the matter itself; or it 
could allow the Commission itself to take the decision, 
as had been the case with ECAFE. There was a great 
deal of difference between those three courses, and the 
question of the propriety of the Council recommending 
any particular one of them had also to be considered.
77. At the seventh session of the Council, when the 
establishment of ECAFE and its terms of reference 
had been under consideration, the Indian delegation 
had taken a position similar to that now defended by 
the Soviet Union delegation as to the rights which a 
country not a member of the United Nations could 
exercise in a regional economic commission to which it 
had been admitted as an associate member, and that 
the United Kingdom delegation had on that occasion 
naturally taken a diametrically opposed view. The 
chairman of the committee dealing with the question 
had asked for a legal opinion. That opinion, when 
received, was to the effect that, unless the Charter of the 
United Nations specifically provided otherwise, right of 
membership in any United Nations body entailed the 
obligations attaching to membership. Hence, if a parti
cular country was not a member of the United Nations 
and was not therefore subject to the obligations that 
membership of the Organization imposed, it would be 
unfair to allow it to enjoy the rights pertaining to 
membership.
78. The position, so far as the Council was concerned, 
was governed by Article 68 of the Charter, which, while 
it authorized the Council to set up such commissions 
as might be required for the performance of its functions, 
simply empowered the Council to delegate certain of its 
responsibilities to the commissions thus set up. And that 
Article might be construed as meaning that the Council 
could grant powers to commissions which it could not 
exercise in its own right.
79. It must not be forgotten, however, that the author
ity of the Council concerning its own operations was 
limited. For example, it could not authorize non-member 
States to participate in its work with voting rights, 
but could only allow them to make their views known. 
Yet the Soviet Union proposal would in effect empower 
a subsidiary body of the Council to admit countries 
not members of the United Nations to membership on 
an equal footing with States Members of the United 
Nations. That seemed to him to be entirely illogical 
and, indeed, illegal. There was no question of attempting

to stretch the provisions of Article 68 to cover the 
case, since it was impossible for the Council to allocate 
to one of its subsidiary bodies powers which it did not 
possess itself. For that reason, the Indian delegation 
was unable to support the Soviet Union draft resolution.
80. Referring to the Swedish proposal that ECE should 
admit to its membership in a consultative capacity 
European States not members of the United Nations, 
and that it should determine the conditions in which 
they might participate in its work, granting them, 
however, the right to vote in the subsidiary bodies of 
the Commission, he felt that the Council should not give 
the Commission instructions regarding the grant of 
voting rights to associate members. It would, however, 
be legitimate for the Commission itself to take its own 
decision in that sense, since it would then itself bear 
full responsibility for the actions of all its subsidiary 
bodies affected by the decision. He therefore proposed, 
in order to avoid too mandatory a text, that the final 
paragraph of the Swedish draft resolution be amended 
to read;

“ The Commission may admit in a consultative 
capacity European nations not members of the United 
Nations and shall determine the conditions in which 
they may participate in its work, including the exercise 
of voting rights in the subsidiary bodies of the Com
mission.”

81. If that amendment were accepted, the Indian 
delegation could support the Swedish draft resolution.

82. Mr. STERNER (Sweden) felt that the Council had 
the authority to take a decision concerning the voting 
rights of nations participating in the work of the regional 
economic commissions, but asked the Secretariat for a 
legal opinion.

83. Mr. OWEN (Assistant Secretary-General in charge 
of the Department of Economic Affairs) stated that the 
Legal Adviser to the United Nations had examined the 
question with the Legal Department and had given the 
following answer:

" The Economic Commission for Europe has referred 
to the Council the question of according voting rights 
to European States, not members of the United Nations, 
who are in consultative status with the Commission 
(E/2002).

“ The question is whether the Council has the com
petence to amend the rules of ECE to accord such 
voting rights.

“ The regional economic commissions were set up 
by the Council under the authority granted by 
Article 68. Neither that Article nor any other pro
vision of the Charter imposes any conditions on the 
composition of such commissions. The Dumbarton 
Oaks proposals contained a requirement that the 
commissions should consist of experts. At San 
Francisco it was felt that it might be desirable to 
appoint governmental representatives to the com
missions, and it was therefore decided to omit the 
proposed requirement and to leave the Council freedom 
to determine the composition of its commissions. 
The implication is that the Council has discretion in 
this matter.



“ This implication has been reinforced by  subsequent 
practice. At the first session of the General Assembly, 
a joint sub-committee of the Second and Third Com
mittees, which considered the recommendations of the 
Preparatory Commission expressed the opinion that 
‘ no limitations should be put on the Council in choosing 
the members of the Commissions ’ (A/16 and A/17). 
In establishing the regional commissions the Council 
utilized its discretion to accord consultative status to 
non-member States in ECLA and associate membership 
in ECAFE.

“ It should also be noted that in another subsidiary 
organ, the Executive Board of the United Nations 
International Children’s Emergency Fund, certain 
non-member States have been granted full member
ship including the right to vote.

" B y  way of contrast, it may be recalled that the 
Trusteeship Council did not adopt a proposal to 
accord voting rights to Italy. (It did, however, request 
the General Assembly to consider the question of 
Italy’ s ‘ participation ’ in the work of the Council.) 
The attitude of the Trusteeship Council was determined 
by the fact that the Charter makes express provision 
for the composition of the Council.

“ In my opinion, the Economic and Social Council, 
having wide discretion in determining the composition 
of its commissions, may accord to non-member States 
the right to vote in ECE.”

84. Mr. LUBIN (United States of America) objected 
to the implication in the second paragraph of the Swedish 
draft resolution that the Council might at some later 
date change its opinion that no change should be made 
regarding voting rights in the Commission itself, and 
stated that the United States delegation could not accept 
the use of the words " for the time being ” in that 
paragraph.
85. He supported the argument of the Indian repre
sentative with regard to voting rights in subsidiary 
bodies o f the Commission, and felt that the proposed 
Indian amendment conformed with normal practice. 
In effect, ECE would be allowed to make its own arrange
ments regarding the consultative status of non-member 
nations, including the question of voting rights, and the 
Council could review the situation at a later stage if it 
had any doubts as to the propriety of the practice 
adopted.
86. Mr. NOSEK (Czechoslovakia) could not accept the 
suggestion made by the United Kingdom representative 
that the matter should be referred back to ECE. The 
United Kingdom delegation had played a leading part 
in the Co-ordination Committee on the question of 
repetitive discussion, yet it seemed that that same 
delegation was trying to force repetitive discussion on 
the Commission, which had already taken its decision 
in the present matter, by referring it to the Council. 
The United Kingdom suggestion, in fact, was no more 
than a procedural manoeuvre designed to defer conside
ration of the subject by  the Council.

87. Mr. STERNER (Sweden) thanked the Assistant 
Secretary-General for reading the opinion of the legal 
adviser, which he interpreted as meaning that the

Council had the legal right to adopt the Swedish proposal. 
He could not welcome the Indian amendment to his 
proposal, for it sought to refer the matter to the Com
mission again, which would simply encourage further 
discussion of doubtful value in that body.

88. Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) thought that the 
misgivings expressed by the Indian representative 
regarding the Soviet Union draft resolution were not 
justified. There was a considerable difference between 
the composition and the functions of the Council and 
those of the regional commissions, and there was no 
doubt that the Council could confer on those commis
sions greater powers than it possessed itself. While the 
composition of the Council was speciffcally limited by 
the Charter, the membership of the regional commissions 
was not thus limited; participation in their work was 
based not upon election, but upon geographical considera
tions, and their tasks were limited to purely regional 
problems. The regional commissions had been created 
because the United Nations had come more and more 
to feel that certain specific problems could only be 
solved by the active participation and co-operation of 
the nations actually and immediately affected by them. 
It was to promote such active participation that the 
Soviet Union proposal had been put forward. There 
were many countries in the European region which could 
play a far more active and important role than they 
were playing at present, but they were excluded from 
membership of the United Nations and, consequently, 
could only express their opinions in the regional com
missions. The Soviet Union draft resolution proposed a 
single change in the terms of reference of ECE, which 
would make it possible for that Commission to fulfil 
its important task more effectively by granting the right 
to vote to all countries which participated actively in its 
work and which wished to exercise that right.
89. He recalled that, at the sixth session of ECE, when 
the question of voting rights had been raised, the United 
Kingdom delegation had stoutly maintained that the 
matter should be referred to the Council for decision, 
since the Council was the Commission’s superior body. 
However, he noticed that the same delegation was now 
maintaining equally ffrmly in the Council that the matter 
should be referred to the Commission, on the grounds 
that the Council should not impose on the Commission 
any change in its terms of reference untü the latter had 
expressed its opinion.
90. He thought that the Swedish draft resolution was 
not entirely logical, for if voting rights were granted to 
associate members in the subsidiary bodies of the Com
mission, why should such associate members not have 
full voting rights in the Commission itself ?

91. Mr. OVERTON (United Kingdom) failed to under
stand why adoption of the United Kingdom suggestion 
would entail modification of the recommendations 
already adopted by the Council regarding ECAFE, as 
had been suggested by the Swedish representative. The 
Co-ordination Committee had concluded that strict 
uniformity between the terms of reference of the various 
regional economic commissions was not absolutely 
necessary. He recalled also that the Swedish repre-



sentative had stated that if the matter were referred to 
ECE, the result would be a protracted discussion in the 
Commission. That, however, seemed a far from valid 
objection, for it was surely hardly correct that the 
regional economic commissions should refer difficult 
matters to the Council merely in order to save their 
own time.
92. The Polish representative had, by implication, 
charged the United Kingdom delegation with inconsis
tency. There was no inconsistency in fact. When the 
question of voting rights had been raised in ECE, the 
Swedish draft resolution had not been before the Com
mission, and there had only been one proposal, similar

to that being moved now by the Soviet Union. The 
latter evidently did raise certain fundamental questions, 
and that was apparently why it had been decided to 
refer the question to the Council. He had been interested 
to see that several delegations present entertained 
serious doubts as to the draft resolution’s legality.
93. Referring to the Swedish draft resolution, he stated 
that the amendment proposed b y  the Indian repre
sentative seemed as if it might meet his delegation’s 
objection to the mandatory text of the final paragraph 
as originally drafted.

The meeting rose at 7 p.m.


