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Adoption of the agenda (E/2163 and Add.l, 
E/L.314 and E/L.315 md Corr.l) 

[Agenda item 2] 

INCLUSION OR EXCLUSION OF ITEMS 

1. Mr. KOTSCHNIG (United Statts of America) 
had three proposals to present with regard to item 15.1 

2~ First, he proposed that, in accordance with rule 15 
(a) of the Council's rules of procedure and in keeping 
with' Council resolution 277 (X), all new allegations 
regarding infringements of trade union rights which re­
lated to States that were members of the International 
Labour Organisation should be transmitted to that body 
for consideration. 
3. Secondly, he proposed that allegations that con .. 
cerned States which wete not members of the ILO 
should h1! discussed by the Council at the appropriate 
timei l?referably after the discussiott of the ILO Report. 
Thus Item 15 would n6t be removed from the agenda 
but would be limited to allegations concerning non­
membet States of the ILO. 

1 "A1legations regarding infringements of trade union rights 
received under C~ncil resolution 277 (X)." 

5 

4. His third proposal was that documet1t E/2222, 
which had been submitted by the Sectetary•General in 
reply to a request by the United States delegation, 
should be induded in the docuntentatio11 covering item 
15. 
5. Mr. ARKAbYEV <Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) declared tllat Ius delegation could not accept 
the Umted States proposal that certain of the a1legations 
regarding infringements vf trade: union rights should be 
transmitted to the ILO for consideration and should 
not be discussed in the Council. There was no justifica­
tion for such a proposal, which was clearly designed to 
deprive the Council of the opportunity to discuss fully 
one of the most important items on its agenda. It was the 
Council's duty, under the Charter, to deal with econornic 
and social problems a11d questions concefning human 
rights and fundamental freedoms, which included trade 
union rights. Yet the Couflcil had so fnr done nothing to 
counter the systematic infringements of trade union 
rights that were happening in so many countries of the 
world : it could, and indeed should, improve its record 
by giving the whole question a thorough examination at 
the present session. 
6. Of the forty-nine complaints "'hat awaited the Coun• 
cil's consideration, forty-two concerned countries that 
were members of the ILO. Thus, the adoption of the 
United States proposal would mean, in effect, that thC! 
Council refused · to ·ifl.terest itsel£ in the matter o£ in­
fringetrtents of trade union rights but preferred to shelve 
the whole question by referring it to one of the special­
ized agencies. It was common knowledge that the mem­
bership and political trends of the lLO were such as to 
ensure that the complaints in question would not receive 
an objective consideration but were more likely to be 
buried irt the ILO archives. Since its establishment in 
1950, the ILO Fact-Finding and Conciliation Commis" 
sion had, in fact, a record of complete inactivity : it had 
rtot adopted any effective recommettdations, nor had it 
cor1sidered au.y complaints. It was hardly to he ~pected 
that it would now begin to give active. eonsideration to 
the new cases brought to its atten~ion. Wh~n it was con­
sidered that among the complaints that wauld be trans .. 
mitted to the ILO, should the United States proposal be 
adopted, there were four w deb concerned irtfringetttetits 

E/SR.571 



6 Economic and Social Council-Fourteenth Session 

of trade union rights in the United States, it would be 
seen at once that the purpose of the proposal was to pre~ 
vent any discussion of those flagrant violations in the 
United States. 

7. The complaints in question were addressed to the 
Council itself and not to any vague international organ­
ization. To refuse to consider them would therefore con­
stitute a violation of the Charter and of the various de­
cisions of the General Assembly and the Council. Fur­
thermore, the result of the United States proposal would 
be to give States that were members of the ILO an op­
portunity to discuss complaints concerning non-members 
of the ILO, while the latter would be deprived of any 
voice in the discussion of alleged infringements in coun­
tries that were ILO members. That would 1e, to say 
the least, a strange situation. ' 

8. In submitting its proposal, the United States dele­
gation showed clearly that it feared any public discus­
sion of ilnfringements of trade union rights and any or­
ganized protection for those rights. That was an attitude 
the USSR d(~legation could not allow to pass unchal­
lenged. Tradt' union activities were a matter of vital 
interest to millions of persons throughout the world 
and the Council could not disregard such an important 
issue. The USSR delegation therefore opposed the 
United States proposal and urged that item 15 should 
remain on the agenda and that every allegation of in­
fringements of rights should receive the full considera-
tion of the Council. · 

9. Mr. NOSEK (Czechoslovakia) associated his dele­
gation with the observations of the USSR representa­
tive. It was indeed the right and duty of the Council to 
deal directly with allegations of infringements of trade 
union rights in any country. The fight for the rights of 
the workers was directly connected with the implemen­
tation of basic human rights in general and with the 
fight for thf! improvement of standards of living as a 
result of economic development. The Economic and So­
cial Council could not fulfil its functions without devot­
ing seriot&s consideration to the question of the infringe­
ment of trade union rights and the economic and social 
aspects of that question. 'Fo transmit the question to an 
auxiliary organization would be not only to diminish the 
importance of the Council but to impede the analysis of 
the question, with its accompanying economic and social 
problems. 

10. The Czechoslovak delegation had constantly 
stressed that point of view at all previous sessions of the 
Council and had opposed any suggestion to transfer the 
question to the ILO or to the Fact-Finding and Con­
ciliation Commission the ILO had set up for that spe­
cific purpose. 

11. A glance at the ILO procedure for dealing with 
the question was enough to show how wrongly the Coun­
cil would be acting if it decided to transfer to that body 
the complaints it received. According to the resolution 
adopted by the Gover.aing Body of the International 
Labour Office at its llOth session, setting up the <;om­
mission, the members of the Commission were to be 
nominated by the Governing Body from 14specially qual­
Hied persons who would perform this function under the 
condition of complete impartiality". 'l;he. Governing 

Body's interpretation of the term Hspecially qualified'' 
was significant: the members nominated for the 111 th 
and 112th sessions were representatives of high diplo­
matic and judicial circles, having no relations whatever, 
or very negative relations, with trade unions. Despite 
the fact that both the United Nations and the Interna­
tional Labour Organisation were in official contact with 
trade union circles, there was not a single trade union 
member on the Commission. Thus a body composed of 
members who were either partly or totally anti-trade 
union was to deal :with individual complaints, using as 
an arbitration basis the' point of view of the very gov­
ernments accused of infringing trade union rights. It 
was quite clear that the purpose of the Commission was 
to impede the consideration of complaints, which were, 
in effect, judged before they were even given a hearing. 
To transmit to the ILO the complaints received by the 
Council was therefore tantamount to their silent liquida­
tion. 

12. The United States proposal was but another proof 
of the trend of United States politics to suppress funda­
mental human rights and to smash the movement of the 
workers. The complaints received of the violation of . 
trade union rights testified to the fact that the militari­
zation of the economy of capitalist States, by order of the 
United States ruling classes, was directly connected with 
the ever-increasing terror of the fight of the workers 
and their trade unions against the war-mongering policy 
of their governments. Action against the workers in­
volved not only the prohiilition of trade union organiza­
tions but also the murder of workers, the imprisonment 
of trade union leaders and the application of terrorist 
methods for the suppression of trade unions. ro take no 
stand on the matter in the Council, to make no effort to 
ensure and develop trade union activities, and to make 
the solution of the problem impossible by transferring it 
to the ILO was tantp.mount to abandoning the workers 
to the mercy of the capitalist ruling classes and to 
tacitly accepting murder and terrorism, together with 
the policies of those who, by suppressing trade union 
rights, assumed the right to bring about .more destruc­
tion in the interests of increased monopolist profits and 
opposition to the wishes of the broad masses of. workers 
throughout the world. 

13. The Council could not avoid taking a stand on tt-..ose 
problems : it was its duty to give them full consideration, 
in accordance with the tasks and objectives. for which 
the United Nations had established it. The Czechoslovak 
delegation urged, therefore, that the Council should re­
ject the United States. proposal and should retain item 
J 5 on its agenda in full. 

14. Mr. BIRECKI (Poland) declared that the United 
States proposal was an obvious m~.noeuvre and a CQn., 

tinuation of that delegation's attituc!e at the Council's 
twelfth session, when it had ardently advocated the idea 
of separating complaints regarding infringements of 
trade union rights into two categories and transmitting 
to the ILO any complaints regarding infringements· in 
countries members of the ILO. The aim of the proposal 
was to avoid any public discussion of the position of 
trade unions in the United States and thus enable 'the 
United States to conceal from public opinion the flagrant 
violations of trade union rights by agents of the United 
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States Government and the campaign conducted against 
the righcs of the working class. 

15. His delegation, which had always championed the 
cause of trade union rights, opposed the transmission 
of any complaints of violations to the ILO. The com­
plaints were addressed to the Council and it was the 
Council's duty to examine them. The freedom of asso­
ciation of trade unions was a fundamental right and the 
Council was responsible, under the Charter, for ensur­
ing' that it was not violated. The decision to refer a 
large number of the complaints to the ILO would make 
it possible for certain governments to divert public opin­
ion from the question and to ensure that the complaints 
were considered in an atmosphere favourable to those 
who were accused of infringer.:tr.nts. 

16. Outlining the complicated procedure by which, 
under Council resolution 277 (X), complaints regarding 
:violations of trade union rights were referred through 
the Governing Body of the International Labour Office 
to its Fact-Finding and Conciliation Commission on 
Freedom of Association, he pointed out that under that 
procedure it was possible at every step to block further 
action in the matter. In none of the cases so far sub­
mitted to it had the Commission decided that the com- · 
plaint should be referred back to the Governing Body. 

17. He quoted three complaints of violations of trade 
unioil rights, one in the Sudan and two in the United 
States, in which no action had been taken ; such exam­
ples were sufficient to demonstrate the so-called "im­
~artia1ity" of the Fact-Finding and Conciliation Com­
mission. While he understood the United States Gov­
ernment's efforts to avoid public discussion of those 
matters, it was inconceivable that the Council should 
support such a manoeuvre. 

18. Mr. KOTSCHNIG (United States of America) 
said that the three foregoing statements were charac­
terized by their disregard for the Council~s resolutions 
a:.nd its agreements with the specialized agencies. Resolu­
tion 277 (X) was perfectly clear and the United States 
proposal was merely an attempt to apply it to the com­
plaints received. Moreover, if the Council did not trans­
mit to the ILO a matter which was obviously within the 
latter's province, it would come perilously near violating 
the Agreement between the United Nations and the In­
ternational Labour Organisation. 

19. There was no foundation for the suggestion that 
his delegation wished the question to be transferred to 
the ILO and there shelved and forgotten. The Umted 
States proposal was that the complaints should be re­
ferred to the ILO under rule 15 (c) of the rules of pro­
cedure, which provided that the specialized agency 
should report on its work to the Council. That meant 
that when the ILO submitted its repo~t, the Council 
could review its findings. The United· States GOvern­
ment would have no objection whatever to the Cbuncil 
discussing any specific allegation regarding infringe­
ments of trade union rights in the United States, either 
now or later, should the Council wish to do so, since the 
United Ste~:tes had nothing to hide. 
20. It was not true to say that no consideration had 
b~en given to earlier allegations of infringements of trade 
union rights iri the United Stat.t~ which had been trans-

mitted to the ILO. The USSR, on the other hand~ had 
so far completely ignored two requests by the Secretary­
General for its consent that complaints of viola.tions of 
trade union right$: in the USSR should be brought be­
f<>re the Fact-Finding and Conciliation Commission. 

21. In conclusion, he emphasized t}:lat the sole purpose 
of the United States proposal was to put into effect the 
Counca's rules and regulations; if the Council wished 
to discuss the action taken by the ILO it would hli.ve 
every opportunity to do so later in the session. 

22. The PRESIDENT pointed out that since Japan 
had recently become a member of the ILO, its observa .. 
tions on allegations regarding infringements of trade 
union rights in Japan (F./2175/Add.l) would also be 
referred to the ILO, should the United States proposal 
be adopted. 

23. He put to the vote the first United States proposal 
that, in accordance with rule 15 (a) of the rules of pro­
cedure and Council resolution 277 (X), all new allega­
tions regarding infringements of trade union rights in 
countries members of the ILO should be referred to the 
ILO. 

The first United States proposal was adopted by 14 
1.1otes to 3. 

.24 .. The PRESIDENT put to the vote the second· 
Umted States proposal, that other allegations concern­
ing States which were not members of the ILO, which, 
he pointed o,,t, would include those relating to infringe· 
r.nents of tra~:..: union rights in Spain, the Free Territory 
of Trieste and the Saar, should be discussed by the 
C:oundl at an appropriate time, preferably after discus­
sion of the ILO report. ' 

The second United States proposal ·was· adopted by 
14 votes to none, with 4 abstentions. 

25. The PRltSIDENT p~t to the vote the thilrd 
United States proposal, that document E/2222 should 
be included in the documentation for item 15. 

The third United States proposal was adopted by 14 
votes to none, with 2 abstentions. 

• 
26. Lord SELKIRl{ (United Kingdom) declared that 
his Government was greatly alarmed by the length of 
the Council's agenda arrd the fact .. hat~ despite the lim­
ited duration of the session, a latge 11umber of che sup­
porting documents were not yet available. TJ.:,e United 
Kingdom Government attached gteat importrt ace to the 
work of t.he Council, which, as a body of responsiblte 
statesmen, should be in a position to expreS!'I the official 
views of governments ; to be unable to do so would con­
siderably weaken the force of its discussions. 

27. Despite the rule adopted in paragraph 8 (f) of 
Council resolution 414 (XIII) that documentation t:>n 
the various items on the agenda must be circulated to 
governments six weeks in advance of the session, o1~1ly 
eight of the sixty documents for the present session had 
been available on 1 April. While he understood the d!iffi­
culties of the hard-pressed Secretariat, he felt that, the 
Council could not discuss items upon which adeq1Ltate 
documentation was not available. 



8 Economic and Social Council-Fourteenth Session 

28~ The United :Kingdom delegation, though con .. 
vinced of the advisability of a shorter and less ·1aried 
agenda; would) with some reluctance, support the agenda 
as it stood, on the understanding that it was free to pro­
pose the deletion of any item upon whjch, whert the time 
came for its discussion, there was not sufficient docu­
mentation. 

Th.e agenda (B/2163 and Add.1) was adopted. 

ALLOCATION OF ITEMS TO COMMENCE IN COMMITTEES 

29. The PRESIDENT suggested that; in addition to 
the Sta£1ding Committees, the Council should set up 
Economic, Social and Co-ordination Committees of the 
whole, as at previous sessions. 

It was so decided. 

30. The PRESIDENT invited the Council to consider 
the United States proposal (E/L.314, section VI) to 
establish a small worldug group to consider item 352 

and report to the Council at a plenary meeting. 

31. In reply to a question· by Mr. ARKADYEV 
(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), Mr. YATES 
(Secretary of the Council) said the working group 
Wottld consider amendments consequent on the re-or­
ganization of the Council and commissions (resolution 
414 (XIII), paragraph 9), amendments consequent on 
the Council's recommendations regarding methods for 
inter-agency consultation (resolution 402 (XIII), 
annex, paragraph 39), and amendments to the rules 
concerning records and concerning financial implica-

2 "Amendments of the rules of procedure of the Cot.tnd~ and 
the functional commissions." 

tions, to be proposed by the Secretary ... General (General 
Assembly 'resolution 533 (VI)). 

The United States proposal was adopted. 

32. The PRESIDENT suggested that he, should nom­
inate the members of the working group after consulta­
tion with delegations. 

It was so decided. 

33. Mr. LUBIN (United States of America:) pointed 
out that at its thirteenth session the Council had agreed 
that as many items as possible should be discussed in 
plenary session rather than in committee, in order to 
avoid duplication of work. In that connexion his dele­
gation. suggested that items 6, 7, 17, and 19, which it 
was proposed to allocate to committees, should instead 
be. discussed in plenary meetings. 

~4. Lord SELKIRK (United Kingdom) endorsed the 
United States .proposal, pointing ottt, however, that as 
documentation for items 6 and 7 had only recently been 
distributed, debate on those items should be postponed 
until the second week of the session. 

The Council decided t-hat considerati.;n of tlte items 
listed in paragraph 4 of doc,ument E/L.315 and Corr. 1 
should commence in committee, as suggested, with the 
exception of items 6, 7, 17 and 19 which would be ta-ken 
up, i-.: ~he first instance, in plenary meeting. 

35. The PRESIDENT drew attention to the provi­
sions of rule 81 and invited non-governmental organiza­
tions in categories A and B desiring to request consul­
tation regarding items on the agenda to apply in writing 
within the next forty-eight hours. 

The meeting rose at 4.50 p.m. 
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