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1. Mr. D'SOUZA (India) said that his delegation
approved the letter and the spirit of the joinl dralt
resolution (AFC.3/L.162) and welcomed the initialive
ol the representative of France, 3 country which had
always contributed to social progreas in Lthe world, and
in the under-developed cowntrics in particular.

2, He would vole for the jpoint dralt resolution, which
provided a general definition of objectives in the social
ficld, The additional restriclion pro by the Uni-
ted Kingdom delepation {A/C.3/L.163) should not be
inserted in poragraph 1 of the operative pari as il
would weaken the drafl resolution. On the other hand,
it was essential 10 underline the necessity of preventing
any overlapping between the social work of the United
Malions and that of the specialized agencies and non-
povernm. nial organizations and the necessity of taking
sccount of the work done by those agencies and organi-
7ations ; he would therefore suppont the sccond point
of the United Kingdom amendment. It was true that
the joint draft resolution referred 1o the co-operation
of the specialized apencics, and its sponsors might per-
haps advance that fact as an argument for nol accep-
ting the United Kingdom amendmenl.  He hoped that,
if that was the casc, it would be possible 10 expand the
idca already expressed by mentioning, alter the refe-
rence to specialieed agenciss, the non-governmental
organizations and other bodies dealing with social ques-
Linns.

3. He supporicd the: principles of the various points
of the USSR amecndment (A/C37L.160), which sel
farth =~ list of social problems the imponance of which
no onc would dispute. MNevertheless, the first para-
graph of the prcamble proposed by the USSR was
unacceplable mince it stated that “the Economic and
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Social Council and its Social Commission have ignored
importanl social problems”. whercas the social ques-
tions listed in the text of the USSR amendment had
been examined by a number of specialired agencies.
such 2z the International Labour Organisalion, the
World Health Organization and the United Notions
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, wor-
king in collaboration with the United Nations and more
particularly with the Economic and Social Council.

4, He agreedd that it was necessary t0 lake sicps o
promole social progress in the under-developed coun-
wrics. MNevertheless, as thal principle was already embo-
died in the joint dralt resolution, it was unneccssary 1o
make it the subject of a sccond resolution.

5. Mr. ALHORNOZ (Ecuador) supponcd the joint
drali resolution, which would make it possible o solve
the greal social problems of the modern world and
thereby create the stability and well-being necessary for
the maintenance of lasting peace, to which Article 55
of the Charter referred.

6. He preferred the origina) text of the firal paragraph
of the prcamble. which defined the functions of Lhe
commissions of the Council. Like the United States
representative, he could have wished that paragraph 1
of the operative part had also requested the specialized
agencies to consider the =ocial work of the United
Mations in detail.

7. He did not think that the “resources asailable”
could have any bearing on the consideration of werk
undertaken by the United Mations in the social field.
as the first United Kingdom amendment appeared 1o

SUggest.

8 He would vole for the Lebanese 2 vendment (AS
C.3/L.164), which clarified the draft resolution. He
could not suppoert the USSR amendment, which would
limit the scope of the Council's studics and throw dis-
credit on the specialized agencies, and mighl involwe
overlapping between the work of the Council and that
of the agencies. He siressed, howewver, that the social

blems listed in the amendment were those which
shouwld be studied with special care in countries which
were und=rgoing rapid cultural development,
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9. Hc would abstain when the vole was taken on the
Afghan amendment (A/C.3/L.165), because he consi-
dered that the joint dralt resolution implied that social
reforms were most necessary in the under-developed
countries, which had not yt achicved the indepen-
dence to which they were entitled under the Chaner.

10. Mr. DEMCHENKO {Ukrainian Sovict Socialist
Republic) said that the lowering of the workers' stan-
dard of living 25 a rosult of increased Laxation and the
rising prices of consumer poods, was one of the most
serious social problems in - modern world. As an
organ with special responsibility for the study of social
questions, the Counzil should have investgated the
causes of that trouble and the means of remedying it.
It had, however, deliberately omilted the question from
its agenda and lrom the agenda of s commissions.
Chapter 1V (“Social Questions™) of the report before
the Committee, did not deal with the causes of the
lowesing of the workers' standard of living. means of
assisting unemployed workers and their familics, or
oustanding problems of so<ial insurance and secial
welfare.  The USSR delcgation had  submitied s
amendment (A/C.3/L. 160) to the French draft reso-
lution in opder to emphasize that shameful inertia,

11. 11 was essential that the Council should study
means of helping the unemployed ; their numbers were
increasing continuously since the flow of goods under
the Marshall Plan resulted in the closing of many fac-
torics. Maternity and child wellare, free and compul-
sory primary cducation for all and various systems of
social insurance against sickness, old age, and disablc-
ment should also Le included in the Ecomomic and
Social Council’s programme of future work. It should
be placed 'on rccord that many capitalist countrics
were wsing all or part of the funds hitherto allocated 10
aocial welfare services for their armament programmes.

12. The French drzlt resolution 1ook no account of
the nced 1o safeguard the worker's social rights and
was intended to divert the Council's atlention from
the real social problems of the modem world.  Several
representatives had alecady pointed out thal the dralt
resolution was obscure, contained no concrete proposals
and did not indicate what the main objects of the
Council's work should be,

13. The USSR amendment, en the ~*her hand, listed
most of the pressing problems in the world, and it
was noteworthy that representatives whe had spoken
against it had not darcd 1o deny that thosc problems
existed.  As they were afraid of public censure il they
stated their open oppesilion 1o the amendniznts,
however, they had put forward various arguments, cach
more specious than the other.  They had said, for
crample, that the problems were already covered by
the draft imernational covenant on human righis and
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,  #1ovwever,
the covenant had not yet been compleied » . the
Declaration, as iis name implied, was theorsticai and
did not include any measurcs of implementation.

14. The opponents of the USSR amendment also
argued that the secial problems in question had alrcady
been studied by the vicious speciolized agencies. It
was common knowledge, however, that the specialized

agencics never succeeded in carrying their tasks to a
successful conclusion and that the best way of burying
a question was to refer it 10 one of them. If the
argument had been valid, the joint draft resolution
(A/C.3/L.162), 10 which the US5R amcndment also
applicd, would ilsell be pointless since, if the specialized
agencics were alrcady dealing with all social questions,
the Councils action would be superfluous and there
would be no purposs in making any recommendations
1o it .

15. The only conclusion that could be drawn from
the discussion was that the sole purpose of the sponsors
of the dralt resolulion was lo persuade public opinion
of the conlinuing interest of the Unitcd Nations in
social problems while avoiding any discussion of such
problems.

16. He would voic for the USSR amendment.  Unlike
the other proposals, it gave the Council specific indi-
cations about the dircction of its fulure work.  Anyone
who was genuinely inlerested in improving the living
conditions of the working classes could not but suppon
the USSR amendment.

17. Mr. VALDES ROIG (Cuba) said that the diffe-
rences of opinion between members of the Committee
referred mare 10 the letter of the joint draft resolution
than to its purport.  All agreed that it conflormed to
the purposes of the United Nations and the Fcoromic
and Social Council,

18. NMevertheless, some members were  submitting

amentdments which were tantamoun, 10 votes of censure

on the Council and the Social Commission. The Cuban

delegation entirely agreed on that point with the Chilean

represcatative ; il belicved that the Council had already

gtnn; imporant work, although there was still much to
one.

19.  The criticisms of the speeialized apencies by the
representatives of the USSR and Poland appeared
ncither justified nor necestary. Many of the apencies
merited every assistance from the United Hations.

20, Cuba would vole for the joint draflt resolution.
It stated clearly the policy which should guide the work
of the United Nations and the specialized agencics ia
social matters and which would cnable the aimosphere
of co-operation cssential for a rapid improvement in
the standzeds of living of the peoples of the under-
developed countries 1o be created.

21. Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) said that onder
the terms of the joinl dralt reseiution, the Coun-il's
future work would be catremely modest, if not isi-
gnificzol

22, That awitude appeared to be justified. It would
KIve No purpose o slalc once again whal members
wished to sce done when nobody knew whether the
United Nations or the Council would have the necessary
capital and raw materials.

2). Il those resources, were lacking, there would be
no point in framings social proprammes, and the work
of the Uniled Nations cowld only be superficial and
waig,
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24. Nevertheless, the delegetion of Saudi Arabia hoped
that the joint drafi resolulion would enable positive
results to be achieved, and would vole for il

25. The USSR amendment mercly cnemerated a
onumber of social problems, bul 10 be of use a list ought
to be complete. A more general teal. such as that
of the joinl draft resolution, was better than an incom-
plete lList.

26 He would vote font the Afghan amendment
{4, C.37L.165), which stressed the need for assistance
to the under-developed countries.  He  proposed
(ASC3/L169) the addition of the world “and the
MNon-Sell-Governing  Territories™ al the end of that
amendment.  The addition had been accepted by the
Afghan delegation and would therelore not require a
separate volc.

27. His delegation had alse submitted an amendment
(A 37168, consisting in the deletion of the words
“those wrgent™ and the word “early™ in paragraph 1
of the operative part of the joint draflt resolution.
Important social problems might not be of an urgent
nature, and their solution mught tequire time.

28, The United Kingdom amendment [A/C.3/L.163)
to paragraph | of the operalive part appearcd to be
bascd on a somowhat eacessive pessimism. He could
not scc why il should not be hoped that the majer
Powers would agree 1o contribute 1o the social progress
of the small and under-developed countries, 11 the
major Powers stopped the armamenis race and ogreed
1o devote 10 social programmes the funds which were
being used for the military cccupation of sovercign
countries, and il they agreed to promole the rapid
development of the Non-Sell-Governing Territorics, it
would be ible to undertake not only the lasks
enumerated in the USSR amendment (A/C.3/L. 1603,
but a programme ten times as extensive,

29. The delegation of Saudi Arabia could not vote
for peint 2 of the United Kingdom amendment as it
stood.  Some members of the Social Comnussion and
the Council were not represented in the specialized
agencics, and would therefore be unable 1o judge which
activities were being unnecessanily duplicated. Lt should
also be noted that in both theoretical and practical
mallers il was sometimes impossible 1o avoid du-
plication. The delegation of Saudi Arabia would,
however, ascept that teat if the Commitlee agreed 10
make it clear that what was referred to was “unnecessa-
ry~ duplication. Specifically, the representative of Saudi
Arabia proposed (ASC.A/L.170) that in point 2 of the
United Kingdom amendment (A/C.3/L.162) the word
“duplicating” should be replaced by the words “unnc-
cessary duplication of ™.

30. It was 1o be hoped that the major Powers would
agree o pool their resources, capital and technical
knowledge, which would thus become the property of
all.

11, Mr. BEAUFORT (Mctherlands) supporied the
jeint dralt resolution (A/C.3/L.162), a3 he had sup-
ported the French draft resolution (A/C.3/L.154), and
inlicated the position of his Government with regard

1o the amzndments thereto submitted by the delegalions
of the United Kingdom (A/C.3/L.163) and the Unitcd
States of Amenica (ASCISLU1GT).

32. The first point of the United Kingdom amendment,
copsisting in the addition of the words "and of the
resources available™ in paragrah 1 of the eperative patt,
did not appear 1o him calculated to Limit the work of
the Uniled Natious unduly, It would cnable the
General Assembly 1o show that it was aware ol s
responsibilitirs. In any event, the word “resowrces”™
mecant not only funds, but also, for example, personnel
and experts.

33. The intention of the second point of the Unijted
Kingpdom amendment was to prevent duplicalion in
social work, and the United States amendment under-
lined thzat point. . Both amendments merited support.

34, The thrid point of the Uniled Kingdom amend-
ment might be vague, Lot it war doubtful whether s
effect would be to put off examination of the pro
gramme 10 the remote future.  [13 intention was merely
lo prevent the Social Commission from being presscd
for time ; the Netherlands delegation would therefore
support il.

15, Mr. ALEMAYEHOU (Ethiopia) said that his
delegation supported the joint draft in principle, together
with some of the amendmenis proposed by other
delepations.

36. The USSR amecndment oupht, in accordance with
rule 129 of ihe rules of procedure, to be a scparale
resolution. I was unacceplable, first, on account of
its preamble—for it was oulrageous 10 say that the
Economic and Secial Council had ignored important
social problems—and, secondly, because it made no
mention of the work done by the specialized agencics.

37. The writ poinl of the amendmenl proposed by
the United Kingdom would involve the risk of resiric-
ling the scope of United Mationt work, and it was
thereferc difficult to support it. He would vote [on
the szcond point of the amendment with the addilion
of the word, “unnecessary”™, as propotsd by Saudi
frabia. He would support the third point of the
amecncment, since the Social Commission should be
given all the time it requind,

38. He had not had time to swwdy carclully the
smendment submilted jointly by Afghanisian and
Lebanon (A/C.3/L.172). I appearcd accepiable, but
he would stale his position on it later,

39.  Mr. COATON (Union of South Africa) said that
the debate had shown that there were 1wo schools of
thought. The first was suspicious of budgetary conside-
rations, which il held should be studicd at the proper
tume bul not introduced inte a draft resolution bocause
they would risstroy its liberal spirit. The second was
more realistic and wished the draft resolution 10 express
disapproval of duplication and over-ambitious budgets.
The enthusiam of the delegation of the Union of
South Alrica was tinged with realism, and so his dele-
gation supporied the second school of thought, Nt
could therclore not support the jomt draft resolution
(A/C.2/L.162) unless it was modifed as proposcd by
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ths Uniled Kingdom (A/C.3/L.163) and the United
States of Amenica (A/C.3/L.166/Rev.1).

40, Mr. KUSOV (Byeloruasian Soviet Socialist Repu-
blic) said that he would not votc for the joint dralt
resolution, as it mecommendations were not copcrete
enough 10 guide the work of the Economic and Social
Council and the Social Commission,

41. The only concrete proposals which could help
to lesscn the poverty and suffering of the loiling masses
were those contained in the USSR amendment {A/C.3/
L.160). They would enable the Social Commision
10 Jeave the realm of the absiract and put a stop 1o
the Council's policy ol not paying the lcast altention
to vital contemporary problems.  Those problems exis-
1ed for the majority of the capitalist countrics, where
the standard of living was falling as a direct result of
the armaments race.  Furthermore, uncmployment was
increasing in the consumer industries in the counirics
signatory to the North Atlantic Trealy as a result of
the arrival of goods imported under the Marshall Plan
on their domestic markets. The working class was
therefore Taced with the dilemma ol hunger or war.

42, In 'he frst paragraph of the operative part «i
its eat, the USSR delegation propased that the urgenl
problems constituted by unemployment, maternity and
child wellare, education, and medical assistance and
social insurance, should be studied That dralt satis-
fied his Government’s concern with .he needs of man

in society and with aid to the under-develo coun-
trics, The Byclorvssian S5R  requesied dclegations
which the USSR amendment had pul in a delicale

silualion with respect to he peoples they represeated,
not to remain in a false position and to votc for 1he
USSR amendment.

43, Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) inroduced the admend-
ment which he was proposing jointly with the represen-
tative of Afghanistan {A/C.}/L.172). It consolidaled
parts of their respective amendments (A/C.3/L.164
and ASC.I7L.1S5).

44, The joint amendmenl inc ated the Saudi
Arabian amendmenl (A/C.3/L.168) proposing the
climination of the words “those wrgent™ and “carly’,
but not the amendment adding the words “and the
Non-Sell-Gaverning Temitories™ (A/C.3/L.169). How-
cver, il the Saudi Arabian representative maintained
the latter amendment, the Afghan and Lebanese dele-
gations would doubtless support him.

45. With segaid fo the amendments proposed by other
delegations, he regrette< that the important queitions
listed in the operative part of the US5R amendnrent
were presented in an unacceptable manner.  In any
casc, a list involved the oblipation of introducing so1e
sort of priority, and henze it involved also limitalicn
acd exclusion. Thus, as the USSR delcgation hid
subgaitted its text as an amendment to the joint dralt
resolution (ASC.3/L.154) and had therefore kept -::ll:
of that dr=fi resclution, it would appear that the United
Mations should devole its cfforis to the questions
cnumer=: .d in the USSR text (A/C.3/L.16U). He
believed, however, that it was nod necessary for the
United MNations o confine itscll 1o cecain questions.

He also found It a matter of regret that the USSR -
drall did nol take account of the work of the specialized |
-;:n-:i:r. |
45, The point of the Uniled Kingdem amendment .
relating 0 “the resources available™ might appear |
harmiess, since in fact the Organizalion had never

beyond its resources and kad no power to run 4
into debl,  Mevertheless, the question was fundamental |
In order to undsrstand it, U was necessary to ask
whenee the resources came and how they weis allo-
cated. The budpet of the Uniled Mations consisted
of contribulions varying in amount in accordance with
the fiscal periods, and there was no fized principle lor
the allocation of funds. As a result, il the United
Kingdom amecndment were adopied and other organs
succceded in copenng a large part of the budpet, the
bodics dealing with social aflairs would not be able to
protest bocause the General Assembly itsell would
have uwsed the words “in the light of the resources
available™. Thus, the Third Commitice would itsclf
have conlributed 1o the reduction. and perbaps cven
to the climinaion, of the social work of the United
Maltiuns,

47. Mr. PAZHWAK {Afghanisian), replying o the
Saudi Arabian representative. gave some caplanations
concerning the joint Alghan und Lebaness amendment
(ASC. YL 172) which incorporated the Saudi Arabian
amendment {(A/C 3/ L.168) proposina the deletion of
the words “those urgent™ and “carly™ in paragraph 1
of the operative part of the drft resolution.  With
regard to the Saudi Arabian amendment in document
ASCI/L16Y, consisting in the addition of the words
“and the Non-Sell-Governing Territories™ at the ead of
the Afghan amendment {A/C.3/L.165)—and, consc-
quently, at the end of the joint amendment—he pointed
out that the underlying idca was confained in the joint
amendment : the poinl al issue was, indeed, the various
social tasks assigned to the Council under the Charer,
Articles 73 and 74 of which dealt with Non-Sell-
Governing Territories.

48. Mr. KAYSER (France) remarked that the joint
draft resolution had been judped demapogic by some
representatives and too absiract by others, The wo
accusations, which incidenlally were contradiclory,
scemed devoid of foundation. Demagogy would consist
of proposing, as ccrlain represenlatives had indeed
done, work which it would be impossible to carry out
during the period over which the social programme
under discussion would calend.  The avthors of 1tha
joinl drafl resolution had 1aken good care not 10 commit
that error.  In addition, their dralt teal did not deserve
t> be considered purcly academic, since it was [ounded
on a highly concrele document—ithe Secial Commis-
sion’s programme ol work for the period 1951-1953,
contained in tne Commission’s report.”

49. Referring to the USSR amendmert (A/C.3/
L.160), he observed that the USSR dralt resolution® oo
which the amendment was based had nel been simply

1 5ee (Ofivial Recondr of the Economic and Sociel Counril,

Thivirerth Seaion, Supplemienr No. 13, annen’ M.
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rejected by the Social Commission and the Economic
and Social Council, Tt would in fact be seen from
paragraph 644 of the Council’s report and from lool-
note 22 to chapter TV of the samc report that the
Social Commission and the Council had taken inlo
account the USSR draft resolution. In particular the
question ol matcrity and child wellure had been given
attention and was included in the Social Commission's
work programme.

50. He had nothing more to add after the Lebanese
representative remarks on the subject of the point of
the United Kingdom amendment (ASC.3/L.163) consis-
ting in the addition of the words "and of the resources
available™ after the word “considerations™.

51. With respect to the amendmenis submilted by
the United Kingdom and Uniled States delcgations with
the object of avoiding duplication of the activitics of
the United Nalions and those of the specialized agen-
cies, he would prefer the compromise proposal suggested
by the Chilcan representative at the previous mecling.
That could be done by iodicating, afler the worus
“necessary aclion™, in paragraph I of the operalive pan,
that the responsibilities of the specialized agencies and
other bodics dealing with social affairs should be 1aken
into consideration. He would be glad if the Chilcan
representative could submit his amendmenl in writing.

52, Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Saviet Socialist Repu-
blics) explained that the USSR amcndment (A/C.3/
L.160) was intended to ensure a General Assembly
recommendation that the Economic and Social Council
and the Social Commission should stwdy a certain
number of clearly delined problems in 1952 and 1953,
The problems were among those with which the Charter
reguired the Council to deal. He was opposed 1o the
United Kingdom and Uniled 5tates amendinents, oand
ook particular exception to the argument of duplica-
uon of work. There ~as nothing to prevent the United
Mations from dealing with social problems relerred
1o the specialized agencics, sinee under the Charter the
Economic and Social Council was expressly entrusied
with those problems.

53, The arpument of duplication of activitics was a
maneuvre, aimed at modifying the Charter and at
abolishing the Tunclions of the Economic and Social

Council aod of the Social Commission by eliminating
important questions from their mmes. He
belicyrd that the United Kingdom amendment propo-
sing the addition of the words "and of lthe resources
available™ tended 1o tie samec end.

54. As was shown by “he opposition which the USSR
drafl resolution—on whizh the USSR amcndment was
based—had encountered o the Social Commission, the
United Kingdom and e United States of Amenza had
always endeavourcd 1o limit the social work of the
United Nations. The representatives of those 1wo
Powers had voled in the Social Commission against
the adoption of programmes for medical care, social
insurance and free educalion. As the Economic and
Social Council had taken no action to remedy that
situation when it considered the Social Commission’s
report, the USSR-delegation was justified in staling that
the Council had kft important problems to one side.

55. The French draft resolution (A/C.3/L.154),
which had developed into the joint draft resolution
(AJC.3/L.162), was based on sound principles, but
did not draw all the obviously concrele consequences
from them.

56. Generally, no onc was opposed to the objectives
enumerated in his amendment—objectives which were
in any casc those of the Charter—but some delegations
refused to apply the principles underlying it by voting
for it. The argument that the social programme of
the United Malions would be limited if particular
objectives were defined was also invalid. The USSR
amendment was intended 1o avoid exclusion of any
social activity and to give the Council exact dircctives.

57. He urgently requested the Third Committee, in
the interests of the prestige of the United ‘Nations and
in order Lo sparc the Organization the fate of the League
of Nations, to continue the social work envisaged by
the Charter and not to deprive the labouring masses
of the hope of a beiter lot.

$8. Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) moved the ad-
journment of the mecting.

The motion war adopted by 19 vorey to 11, with
12 absientions.

The mecling rose at 6.15 p.m.

Frioted io Franoe
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