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"~f::"'" bisc'U~siandn the dra:tt.iDg of t1l8 Repo.r..t~

Mr. NISOT(Belgium) asked whether Members wished the Report

to bS l6hg orsho~t. '.

The Cr-tAIRNAN. replied . that the Heport Sh9Uld include the

decisidnstal~en anc1the voting ~ the reservations made and any

ott);le discussions' which would 'help in the interpretation of
. .. , .

. the texts . adopted •.'

l-'lr. NISOT(Belgium) said that in accordance with a

decision taken earlier by the SUb-Commission, no individual

reservations would figure in.the Report unless they
. .

werehartde,d in in writing.
1 ••••

.' . Hr. MENESES(Ecuador) thdU,ght that the Report should be as

. detailed as 'possible. '.

rvIr. BORlSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought it

important thatdirectiyes should be given to the' Rapporteur. The

Report should include decisions ,'votingand the opinions of Nembers"

. .. . .:.

2. Piscu.S.§.:hPll :.p( the pr.ger j,...!l.Jitli.ch.:tQ......Q.Qnsi9.e:r_. the Proposals
before .the Sub-Commission~ • . . . .
_~_~ _"_,.....,~ ..~ ....:" .·_._...";'..,........ , ..__ v."_,' .

I

Mi~sMONHOE (United Kingdom) thought that the proposals

submitted by Members should be discussed in the followingorder~'

(1) those dirC?ctly connected with the proposed Declaration

or the proposed Convention;

(2) those c'onnect~d.with defJnition of pX:inciples;

(J) those connected with the machj~nery for implementation~.

. Mr. DANIELS (United. 'States'of America) . thought that the

proposals should be studi~d'ihthe order in which they had been

sUbmitted .. ' .
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Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republ,ics) gaid'that
. ,

as the Articles of the draft Declaration had already been studied,
no proposals relating to those Articles should be disc~ssed.

He felt that his proposal (Document E/CN .lr/Sub. 2/24) shouLd be
considered first, since it came under item 9 of the Agenda and
dealt with urgent problems.

Th~ CHAIRMAN ruled that the discussion sho1~ld be opened
on the first proposal which had been sUbmitted; any other
proposals dealing with the same subj~ct could be discussed at
the same time.

r~~~~~ti~~?6~:tl~~jzr~~~1~m~~:~~1an~1ll110riti~
Nr'. DANIELS (United States of America) s'aid that Documents

E!CN.lt/Sub.2/1l and E/CN.4/Gub.2/l2 dealt wi.th the .same subject
and should be discussed together. He ,thought that petitions
sent to the United Nations 'should bo studied by the S€cretariat

'and, on the basis of urgent 'problems, be brought forward to the
Sub-Commission. 'rhe EJub-Commis!:Jion might set up small sub-
committees to examine these petitions, and they should be
composed o~ nationals bf States not directlY interes~edin the
subjects raised in the petitions. He had aQ.opted the idea of
this machinery from that set up by the League of Nations for
dea.ling with petitions. If'thCj matter of Sta.te sovereignty
should arise, the sub-committees would be unable to act them;.,
selves, but they could report to the Sub_Commission which could,
through the Commission and the Economic and Social Council, bring
a question to the attention of the General Assembly.

It had been, suggested to him that Non":'Governmental
Organiza.ti0ns having consultative status with the United Nations
should be added to. the list of' those permitted to submit
communications to the Sub-Commission as suggested in paragraph 1
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A

If the sub-

Hepropossd that the

He thought that, in such an

He wished to draW' the -attention

but considered that th6y did not go far enough.

machinery had been suggested.

for transmission to the International Court of Justice •

deoide what action should be taken.

event, the Committee in question might forward the petition

with its Repo~t to the Secretary-General of the United Nations

"Mr. MASANI (Indla) drew the attention of the Sub-Commission

to his proposal (Document E/CN.4/Sub.2/27)'·which also dealt with

the handling of petitions. :He agreed with Mr. DANIELS' proposals~

SUb;..Commission should recommend to the Commission on Human

committees were unable to solve a problem raised, no other

of the Sub-Commission to this fact, -but did not :moveit as a

formal .amendment.

Dr. lIl1J (China) supported Mr. DANIELS' proposals, but

.special chamber of the International Court of Justice might

be set up v"hich would arrive at findings ort matters of fact,

and the General Assembly of the United Nations might then

qf DocumentE/CN.l.r/Sub.2/l2.

MJ:. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought

that the procedure reconunended byNr. DANIELS.for h?-ndling the
, . . ,

, .
did not agree to amalgamating them with Mr. 1ffiSANI's proposal.

He thought that Non ... Governmental Organizations should have the

right to submit petitions.

.. E/eN. 4/Sub. 2!SR!12
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Rights the p.ocedure outlined by Mr. DANIELS in documents

,E/CN.l.t-/Sub.:2/11 and 12 to be put into effect immediately,

and the procedure he had suggested in document E/CN.4/Sub.2/27

f'or the futurGi.
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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 6nly, and not to ~ction.

In document E/CN.4/Sub~2/12, it was recommended that the

petitions should be discussed by small Committees. This he

thought would lead to problems being buried. The countries

accused of practising discrimination would assert that the

matter was not within the competence of the Sub-Committees,

just as the South African Government had complained that the

problem of the Indian minorl ty in South Africa was not within

the competence of the United Nations. He objected to the

list of bodies competent to submit petitions as presented in

paragraph 1 of the document and he did rtotconsider that

Specialized Agencies should be given the same rights in that

field as lilernbers of the Uni ted ~atj.ons. Referring to docu.r.1ent

E!CN,4/Sub.2/11, he alleged that the procedure recommended

there would also kill or freeze petitions. 'I'hat procedure

left it to the discretion of the Secretary-General to decide

which petitions should be discussed, and he felt tha.t that task

should be carried out by the SU'b-Commission itself.

Mr. DANIELS'" intention, he alleged, was to bury the petitions

made by National groups, such as the 15 million NegToes in the

Uni ted States of America~

In his own proposal (document E/CfL4/Sub.2/21t) a different

method was outlined. He 1'(:11 t that the Sub-Commission itself

should examine each individual case and decide what steps

should be taken.

Nr. SHAlj'AQ (Iran) supported Hr. DANIELS I proposals and

t houl1.ht that Non-Governmental Organizations should have the"
,"-'

right to submit peiitions.
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last paragraph of document E!CN.4-/Sub.2/11, where Mr. DANIEL$
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She referred to

She approved of the

It was for that reason that the Sub-Commj.ssion hadcountry.

she felt tha,t they were a little premature.

of Human Rights" in Mr. MASANI,f s proposal and pointed out that

the Declaration and the Convention had not yet been completed.

If those words were deleted, she would be prepared to accept

the first paragraph of Mr. MASANI' s proposal, but she considered

that the rest of that proposal should be left until the

matter to the appropriate agency.

Miss,MONROE (United Kingdom) agreed with the principles

behind' the proposals made by Mr. DANIELS and Mr. MASANI but

Mr. DANIEIS (United States'ofArnerica) said that

political propagand~ should not en~er' into a discussion among

experts. He admitted the existence of discrimination in the

Dni ted States of America as well. as in practically every other'

Commission'W'ouldreport cases of violations to the Commission

on Human Rights, \vhich would bring them to. the attention of

the Economic and Socia:l Oouncil which could then refer the

been set up,

He agreed with }J1r. MASANI· that further machinery was'

necessary than he had proposed, and he thought that when an

International Bill of Human Rights was established, the Sub-

Convention had been finally drawn up.

pt'oposed to request the Economic and Social Council to enlarge

its Resolution of 5 August 1947, to give the Members of the

SUb-Commission the same powe'!:'s as the Members of the Commission

itself in the matter of petitions.

Mr. MENESES (Eouador) supported the princip.les of

Mr. DANIELS' proposal, but he felt that it was incomplete since

only provided for setting up a fact-finding body and did not
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He agTeed with the idea

of setting up small sub..commi ttees but consldered the pl'ocedure

was incomplete, since there was no provision for any f''l1.I'ther

action after the SUb-C0111.:ni ttees had made El. report to ths Sub-

Commis 9iono

He .su:qported Mr. MASANI I S proposal for its lcmg-r7lngG view,

but pointed ont thut in paragraph 3 of' that proposa1 t t ~'ias

Rights '\Ilb.tch ·\I.JQuld set up a sui to.bIe CO!Ju:l1i ttee or Comm.:LD ';:,1 on to

scrutinize them. He considered the. t p(~ti';;ions -co:rm(~G ted I'lith

discrimina tion should be referred diroe t to thE:) SUb·nCi'lum:i,ssion,

which would set up any sUb-coID..TlJ.ittees it thonght f'it~

He agreed with the idea of t,onding questioll.s to the

Interna tionctl Court of Justj.ce, but since that might involve

redr8.fting the Statute o.f t~·;-, C'''"',~'rrt it would not be' p:rD.cticable

at the p~esent time.

He Sl':;.g ges ted tha t Mr. DANIELS and Mr. MASANi should consult

together to arrive at a joint proposal.

Mr. McNAlvIARA (Australia) thought that all international

non-goverr.r:cnor.i.:81 'bodies wi th corisl~ltativG· status shouJ.d bp.

~llowed to submit petitions. He thought that d!31ay might be

involved in the pl"Jcedure suggested by Hr. y:: ::l:~T.J3IrS 9 since no

continuous m.achinory had been provided for, and thA Sub··
.,

Commts siO:'l ~_ t,C!,e1.f was only supposed to moot once a YC:3.r 0

. He rot'erred to an informal meeting of somt:J MC:11bors of the Sub-

Commission which had been held in New York. It had there been

agpeed that po:ci tions which had boon with the 8€'Cl'etal~i2t for L1 year

or more l",i thout any action being talwn shm),ld bE) Qealt w:~'::;h as

soon as possible.. It had beGl1 S1J,ggostod that th.3 E:ecrott=.i.rtat
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should transmit to governments a summary of the pe~itions

without mentioning the names of the petitjoners so that

governmt-'mts could send comments or take steps to remedy the

matter. It had also been proposed that the Secretariat should

prepare a document containing the statistics of existing racial

or religious groups and that the appropriate United Nations

bodysho'Uld recommend that special clauses be inserted in peace

treaties to protect minority rights.

He thought the. t Mr. DANIELB, Mr. M.ASANl and Mr. BORISOV

As far as

In the days of the League of Nations the

should consult together about their proposals.

Mr •. BORISOV' s proposal "ras concerned, he did not think it

possible to deal with specific problems at that session and

he felt that the procedure recommended by Mr. BORISOV would not

have any quicker results than that recommended by Mr. MASANI.

Mr. lJIASANI (India) referring to Mis s MONROE t S proposal

to amend paragraph 1 of his document, suggested adding the word

"proposed" before "Declaration".· He would not object if it

,"!ere decidpd to adopt Mr. DANIELS' proposal, together with the

first paragraph of his own proposal~ leaving the remainder of

his proposal until slater date.

Mr. SPANIEN (France) pointed o~t that the Sub-Commission

had abandoned logical ordE":Jr in its discussions? in an attempt

to be constructive. In his opinion~ the question of implementing

pr'inciples could not be discussed before those principles were

formulated. He felt that Mr. DANIELS had recommended giving

permanent work to a body which was not permanent. Mr. DANIELS

had proposed that the Secretariat should sort out the petitions

for d.iscussion., but this would prove a very difficult tasl\:since

the Secretariat would have no documents or definitions on which

to base its decisions.



Treaties on Minorities.

E/CN.4;sUb.2!SR!12
page 9. .

He thought that a preliminary list

should be drawn up defining real minorities as opposed to false

minorities built up 'for political purposes. He agr~ed with

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 Declaration~ Human

Rights had not yet been adopted, it would be prel11t;\ture to attempt

to set up an instt~ent of implementation.

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 wait until the Sub­

Commis sion was in session before submi tting their peti tions?

since they could submit them direct to the General Assembly, the

Economic and Social Co~cil or the Commission on Human Rights.

He said that he did not intend the sub-committees to be simply

fact-finding. bodies but he felt that they should seek a solutio,n

byconcilia tory methods without bringing in political points.

The procedure he had recommended would not end when the sub-
o ..

,
committees made their report to the SUb-Commission, but the'

Sub-Conmiission would pass on that report.

Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that
..

Mr. DANIELS had not proved th~t his pToposal would not deprive

the Sub-Commission of its powe~s, and prevent any action being

taken in' the matter of petitions. He referred to the case of

the petition made by 15 million Negroes r~siding in the United.

States of America which had been left aside 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 thG debate on the Freedom of the Press at the General

Assemb~Yn
, ,

He said that the Soviet Union Constitution contpinedUnique

provisions against discrimination which was punishable by law,

i



afternoon session.

against discrimitiatioh.

had not been political propaganda, but an attempt to fight

His earlier speechwould conserve such prac tices as ~lynching.
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The mee tin~ rose at 1.15p .m.

Miss MONROE (United Kingdom) agreed with the CHAIRMAN that

tho princi~les underlying the proposals were right but that the

pl'op.osals themselves were premature •

.The CHAIPMAN proposod that Mr. DANIELS, Mr. MASANI· and

Mi.ss HONROE should meet and discuss the matter before the

He asked when the Soviet Union citizens at present in camps in

. the British and American. Zones of Germany 'would be allowed to'

return to their own country, and maintained that the majority of

them wished to return to their home country. He did not think

that too much attention should be paid to the isolated

individuals who did not wish to return since, in his opinion,

th~Y might well' have been inspired by poli tical for!ces.

He asserted that the procedure proposed by Mr. DANIELS




