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‘Hjﬁf?”f Discu551on on. the draftlnF of the Report
_ Mr.-NISOT (Belgium) asked whether Members w1shed the Report
to be long or short ‘1.' ; ' | |
!‘ The CHAIRMAN replled that the Report should 1nclude the .
."deoisions taken and the votlng, the re ervations made and any R
of the discu551ons whlch would help in the 1nterpretatlon of

the texts adopted.:pwo97tu

Mr. NIoOT (Belglum) said that in accordance with a
| decision taken earlier by the Sub—Commi551on, no 1nd1v1dual _
opinions or reservations WOuld flgure in. the Report unless they .

. were handed ih 1n wrlting.

hr. MENESES (Ecuador) thouvht that the Report should be as

detailed as p0551b1e.«‘”‘/

L Mr. BORISOV (Unjon of' ooviet 8001a1ist Republics) thought it
important that dlrectlves should be glVen to the Rapporteurn‘yihe‘g

' Report should 1nclude de01slons, votlng ‘and the Oplnlons of Members°

2. Dlscusslon of the order in whlch to con31der the Proposals
| before the Sub Commlsslono , . :

‘Mlss MONRO (United hianom) thought that the proposals
submitted by Nombers should be dlscussed in thv follow1ng orders
ﬁx\”‘ (1) ,those dlrectly connootcd with the proposed Declaration ’a
| | for the proposed Conventlon7 o | |
‘j(é) those oonnected with definition of prin01ples,

_3(3)' those‘conneotedlwlthethe maohlnery for 1mp1ementation;;j

. Mr. DANIELS (Unlted States of America) thought that the o
proposals should be studled in the order in whlch they had been HLTL
submitted . E o -
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Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Ropubllcs) gaid that,
as the Articles of the draft Declaration had already been studied,
no proposals relating to those Artlclos should bhe dlscussed.'-

He felt that his proposal (Document B/CN.4/8ub.2/24) should be
considered first, since it came under item 9 of the Agenda and

dealt with urgent problems.

The CHAIRMAN ruled that the discussion should be opened .
on the first proposal which had been submiﬁtedv any other
proposals dealing with the same subject could be dlscussed at
the same time.

3. Handling of Petitions on Dlscriminatlon and Minorities.
(Documents B/CN.4/Sub.2/i1. 10, o5 57.)

Mr., DANIELS (United States of America) said that Documents
E/CN.4/Sub. 2/11 and E/CN.4/8ub.2/12 dealt with tha,same subject.
and should be discussed to&eth@l. He thought that petitions
sent to the United Nations should be sgtudied by the Secrctarlat
‘and, on the basis of urgent ‘problems, ba broughb forward to the
Sub-Commisgion. The aub—Commis sion might set up small sub-
comnittees to examine these petltlons, ‘and they should be |
composed of nationals of States not directly int@rested in the
subjects raised in the petitions. He had adopted the idea of
this machinery from that set up by the'League Qf Natiohs for
dealing with petitions. IF the matter of State sovereignty
should arise, the sub-committees would be unable to act them-
selves, but.they could repért to the Sub-Commission which could,
through the Commission and the Economic and Social COﬁncilg bring
& gquestion to the attention of the General Aésembly,

It had been sugaeoted to him that Non-Governmental
Organizations having COn°ULLdthL status with the United Natlons
should be added to.the list of tho e permitted to submit |

communications to the Sub-Commission as suggested in paragraphﬂl‘
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of Documenb B/CN.M/Bub.2/12.  He wished to drav the -attention

‘ of the Sub- Commlssion to this fact ‘but did not move it as a

formalwamendment,‘

Mr. MASANT (Indla) drew the attentlon of the Sub~Comm1531on
~ to his proposal (Document E/CN, % /Sub. 2/27) which also dealt with
the handling of petitions. He agreed with Mr. DANIELS' proposals,
 put considered that they did not go far enough., If the sub-
committees were unable to solve a preblem ralsed, no other
machinery had been sﬁgge“ted° He thought that, in such an
event the Committee in questlen mlght forward the petitlon
with its Report to the Secretary General of the United Natlons
for transmission to the International Court of Justice. A
~speclal chamber of fhe.lnternationel Court of Justice might

e set up which would arfive at_findings on matters of fact,

and the Genefal Assembly of the United Nationg might then
declde what action should be teken, He propossd that the
Suthommissibn should recommend to the Commission on ﬂuﬁan
Rights the ppocedure outlined by Mr. DANIELS in documents
fE/CN.#/Sﬁb.Q/ll and 12 to be put into effect immediately,

- and the procedure he had suggested in document E/CN.l/Sub.2/27

for the future.

Dr. WU (China) supported Mr. DANIELS' proposals, but
did not agree to amalgamating them with Mpr, MASANI's proposal.
 He thought that Non- Govnrnmental Organizatlono should have the

right to submlt petitions.,

~ Mr, BORISOV (Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics) thought
that ‘the procedure recommended by lr. DANIELS for handling the .
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urgent problem of petitions would involve much delay and,‘
like that set up by‘the League of Nations, would lead to
discussion only, and nct'to action." |

In document E/CN.4/Sub.2/12, it was‘recommended‘tnat-the‘
'_petitions should be discussed by small Committees. "This he
thought would lead to problemv beinc‘buried° The‘countrles
accused of practising discrimlnation would asaert that the
matter was not within the competence of the cub Commlttees,
just as the Scuth Afrlcan Government had complelned that the.
problem of the Indlan minority in South Afrlca‘was not w1th;n _‘x‘
the competence of the United Nabions. He objected to the |
list of bodies competent to submit petltlons ae preqented in ‘
paragraph 1 of the document and he did not congider that
Speclalized Agencles should be given the same r;ghts in that |
fleld as Members of'the United‘Natjone. RLbeTlng Io document
E/CNQM/Sub,2/ll he alleged that the procedure recommcnded o
there would also kill or freeze petitions. That Drocedure |
left it to the discretion of the Secretary-Genoral to de01de :
which petitions shou]d be discussed, and he Telt bhdt thnt task .
should be carried out by the Sub Commission 1tself.
Mr. DANTELS"intentlon, he al]eged, was to bury the petltions
made by National nroups, such as the 15 million Negrocc in the ! ‘
United States of America. . | | " ;

In his own proposal (document B/CN.4/Sub.2/2k4) a different
method was outlined., He felt that the Sub-Commission itéelf tflt
ehould examine each individual case and decide what Steps, '
should‘be.teken.

Mr. SHAFAQ (lran) qnpported Mr, DANIEL“ ptopoga]: and
thought that: Non—Governmental Orﬂanlzations ohould have the

right to submit petltlons.
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Mr, DANIEIS (United States of America) said that
‘polltlcal propaﬂanda should not enter into a discussion among
experts. He admitted the ex1stence of discrimination in the
United States of Amerlca_as well as in practlcally every other
country. It was for that reason that the Sub-Commission had
beernn set Up. | |

He agreed with Mr. MASANI that further machinery was
necessary than he had proposed, and he thought that when an
Intérhational Bill of Human Rights was established, the Sub-
Cbmmission.mould*report cases of violations‘to the Commission‘
on Humen Rights, which Qould'bring‘them to the attention of
‘the Economic and Sociai Council which could then refer the
matter tc the appropriate agency.

Miss,MONROE (United Kingdom) agreed with the principles
behind the proposals made by Mr. DANIELS and Mr. MASANI but
she felt that they were a little premature. She referred to
the words - “formulated in the Declaration and the Convention
of Human RnghL s in Mr. MASANI's proposal and p01nted out that -
‘ the Declaration and the Conventlon had not_yet been completed,
If those words were deleted, she would be prepared to accept
the firsy peragraph:of Mr,_MASANI's.proposal, but she considered
that the rest of that proposal should be left until the
Gon&ention had been finally drawn up. She approved of the
last paragraph of document E/CN.4/Sub.2/11, where Mr, DANIELS
- proposed to redquest the Economic and Social Council to enlarge
its Resolution.of 5 August 1947,'to give the Members of the
Bub-Commission the same powers as the Members of the Commission -
1tself in the matter of petitions.

Mz, MENESES (Ecuador) supported the principles of
MrQ DANIELS' proposal, but he felt that it was incomplete since

‘it only provided for setting up a fact-finding body and did not
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deal with the preblem of enforcement. He agreed with the ldea
of . setting up small sub-committees but considered the proqedure
was incomplete, since there was no provision for any further
aétion after the sub-committees had made a report to the Sub- .
Comuis8ici.

He Suppbrted Mr. MASANT's proposal for its long-range view,
buf pointed out thet in paragraph 3 of that proposal it was
‘Twmwmmmﬁ@@d that petitions be referred to the Divislon of Human
Rights which would set up a suitable Committee or Commis:zlion t©o
scrutinize them, He considered that petitions -cornnected with
discrimination should be referred direct to the Sub-Cramission,
which would set up any sub-committees it thought fit,

He agreced with the ldea of sending questicns to the
Inter.au* nnl Court‘bf Justice, but since that might involVe
redrafting the Statute of th~ Tmuirt it wonld not bé practicable
at the present time, | |

He suggested that Mr. DANIELS and Mr., MASANL should consult
together to arrive at a Jjoint proposal,

Mr. McNAMARA (Australia) thought that all international
‘non—goverhmental;bodies with consultative status should be
allowed to submit petitions. ' He thought that delay might be
involved in the p:ocedure suggested.by Mr, ZANCELS, since no
continuous machinery had been provided for, and the Suk-
4Comm1>sion ‘ts if was only supnosed to meel once a voar,

 He referved to an informal meeting of some Mecubers of the Sub-
Commissipn‘which‘had‘be@n hald in New York. It had there bsen
agreed thét petitions which had been with the Secretariat for & year
or more without any action being taken should be dealt with aé

- soon as possible. . It had been suggested that the S sciatariat

1
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should traﬁsmit to governments a summary:of the petitions
without mentioning the names of the petitioners so that
goternments could send comments or take steps to remedy the
matter. 'It had also.been,proposed that the Secretariat should
"prepare a document containlng the etatistlcs of ex1st1ng racial
or religious groups and that the appropriate United Nations
body should recommend that special clauses be ilnserted in peace
treaties to protect minority rights, |

He thought that Mr. DANIELS, Mr. MASANT and Mr, BORISOV
" should consult together about their broposals. As far as
Mr,-BORISOV'S proposal was concerned, he did not think it
’possibWe to deal with specific problems at that session and
ho felt that the procedure recommended by’Mr. BORISQV would not
have any qulcker results than that recommended by Mr MASANT .

Mr. MASANI (India) referring to Miss MONROE's proposal
: to amend paragraph 1 of hlS document9 suggested adding the word
“proposed” before '"Declaration". . He would not ObJect if 1t
were dec1ded to adopt Mr. DANIELS' proposal, together with the
first paragraph of his own proposal,_leav1ng the remainder of
his proposal until a later date, |

Mr. SPANIEN (France) pointed out that the Sub-Commission
had abandoned logical order in its discussions, in an attempt
~to be constructive, In his opinlon, the question of implementing
principlee could not be discussed before those ﬁrinciples were
formulated. He felt that Mr., DANIELS had reCOmmended giving
| Permanent work to a body whlch was not permanent. Mr. DANIELS
"had Droposed that the Secretariat should sort out the petitions
 for élscu951on, but this would prove a very dlfflcult task -since
the becretarlat would have no documents or definitions on which =
to base its decisions, In the days of the League of Nations the

.eSecretarlat hqd had pre01se texts to refnr to, such as the



E/CN N/Sub 2/33/12
page 9,

Treaties on Minc)rities." He thought that a preliminary list
should be drawn up defining real minorities as opposed to false
minorities built up for political purposes, He agreed w1th
Mr, MASANI that a Section of the International Court of Justice
should be asked to define minorities from ‘the legal point of view.

The CHAIRMAN said that since the Declarationcf Human
Rights had not vet been adopted9 it would be premature to attempt
to set up an’ ingtrument of implementation. ‘ _ S

Mr DANIELS (United States of America) said that there need ‘.
not be any delay if the procedure he had proposed was adopted
It would not be necessary for people to weit until the Sub—
Commis sion was in session before submitting their petitions,
since they could submit them direct to the C-eneral Assembly, the' )
Economic and Social Cou.nc:Ll or the Comm:.ssion on- Human Rights. . |
He said that he did not intend the sub~comm1ttees to be simply
fact- finding bodles but he felt that they should seek a solution _
byconciliatory methods Without bringing in political pomts. o
The procedure he had recommended would not end when the sub-— N
commlttees madc their report to the Sub Commissmn, but the .
Sub-Commission would pass on that report._ _

Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that
Mr. DANIELS had not proved that his proposal would not deprive
the Sub-Commission of 1ts powers, and prevent any action being ,
“taken din the matter of petitions. He referred to the case of |
the petition made by 15 million Negroes re51ding in the United
States of America which had been left a51de for two years without
being discussed., Liberty in the United States of America was,
he alleged, the privilege of a small group as had been proved
during the debate on the Freedom of the Press at the General
Assemblyu - | | _

- He said that the Sov1et Union Constitution contained unique

provis:l_ons against discrimination which was punishable by law,
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',He‘asked when the Soviet Unién‘citizens at present in-camps inr
'”thezBfitish and American.ZQnes of Germany'would’bé allowed‘tO'
return to their owh country, and maintained that the majority of
‘them wished to return to their hbmeIQOuntry.‘ He did not think.
that too much attention should be paid to the isolated
individuals who did not wish to return since, ia his opinion,
‘ﬁhey might well have been'inspired by political fOrpes.‘

He asserted that the proéeduré proposed by Mr. DANIELS
would conservé $udh‘practicés as?lyncﬁhing° His earlier speech
- had not been political propaganda, but an attempt to fight |
against dlscrimlnation. | |

M15> MONROE (United Klngdom) agreed with the GHAIRMAN that
| the principles underlylng the proposals were right but that the
proposals_themsel#es were premature. |

\The CHAIPMAN pfoposod that‘Mr; DANIELS Mr, MASANI‘and
Miss MONROE should meet and discuss the matter before the B

'aftcrnoon seusion.

The‘meeting'rose‘at'l.lE'ﬁ;m.





