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iavailable •

He cons ider ed' ,tha t it was

There were seven votes in favour,

the text of the composite resolutiQn_
. .

resolution be vdt~d~po~'first.

The. CEfA,IRMAN put the motion to the vote that the composite

. He 'emphasized that' the re.solution of the General Assembly

The CHAIRMAN suggested.that the Sub-Committee should first

. vote upon the· :resolution proposed ·by Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet

. Socialist Republics) as cpntained ind~cwnent E/CN. 4-/Sub. 2/24-.

Mr. JvIASANI(Indip.) proposed that the Sub-Commission should

. vote upon the composite resolution of the Sub...·qonnni ttee (document

E/CN., Y';Sub .2/33, ) prior to Mr. BORISOy IS resoluti£J.:l.

Mr. !:\OlUSOV (Union ot SovietSocial~stRepublics) supported

the Ch§,irman 1 s sugKestion to ,vote up.on his proposal fir st. He
. -; ,',. . . :'

.. said that. there was adfundalnental difference· between his.· text and

, ," . -. "

No. 103, (i) made, i tclearthat i twas the duty of the Sub-Commission

to takeinunediatE:l, and. energetic steps agaiJ.lst discrimination. He

. considered that the Sub... Commission should' a.cc,ordingly d.iscuss both

the·documents in these two petitions and the principles therein

involved ..

, .

cop.$ider.any otherpetitiOT1S if the documentary evidence was
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, the' duty of the Sub-Commission to considerpeti tions' and not to'

sUbmi t them to other- bodies. He pointed out that he 'had proposed

cOh8iderationboth of the Negro problem in. the United States of

,'A~~erica and· of the question of Discrimination of Women because

relevantdtVcuments were available. He said that he was ready to

two against, .and three abstentions.

Mr. DANIELS (United States of America), referring to the

.. coinp~)sito text, said that the word II no tifytl in lino '3 should be

:re:p~aced ,by the word It modifY," ',He proposed the add.i tion at the

end' d'f ,pa;ragraph 1, of pe,ragrapl1s 1 .ap.d 2 of document

.. :E/CN.4-/Sup. 2/11 and' paragrapp.l of. docUmeiltE/CN .4/Sub. 2/12.
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Mr. SHAFAQ (Iran) said that, in his opinion, it was the

duty of the .sub-Commission to discuss the principles laid down by

the Commission, to makogeneral recommendations to the

Commission and to .suggopt methods of their implementation. He

considered that the Sub-Commission had no power to hear petitions

direct.

The VICE-CHAIRMAN felt that it was tho responsibility of the

Commission on Human Rights to draft and adopt both a Declaration

of Human Rights and a Convention of Human Ri.ghts.. This had nQt

yet been done.

resolution.

In his opinion,the Sub-Commission could not hoar

. '

Miss MONROE (Dni ted KingdOm)' referred to hor proposal to .

delete paragraph 2 of the composite resolution. She considored

She supported paragraphs 1,

that it wasprema ture for the Sub... Commission to consider poti tions

,until a Declaration and Convention had provided the Sub-Commission

with adequate powers and criteria.

3 and 4 of the composite resolution.

Mr. MASANI (India) said that ,he had proposed to replace

paragraph 4 of the composite resolution by paragraphs 2 to 5· of '

Ho considorod that the 'Sub-Commission

had no power to pass judgments upon petitions' but that they Gould

act as conciliators.

Dr. WU (China). said that" in his opinion, l t was the duty of

the Sub-Commission to consider measures of irnpler;lsntation but

that it would be premature to forlflulate such WXts:uros in detail.

Ho agreed with the.measures suggested by ,Mr. DANIELS (United

States of Ar,lerica) to' enable Elinori ties to vontilate their
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grievances. Referring, to the composite -resolution, he said that

he supported paragraph 1, but was against paragraph 2; he supported

paragraph 3, as being a practical step; he considered that

paragraph 4 was Ultra vires of the Sub-Conmission. He cOl1stderGd

that there were two effective methods of, imple~Jentatioll; first,

'if fact-finding machinery was required, he supported Mr~ BORISOVI s

;resolution; sGconq.ly, if ,machinery for judging petitions was
, '

required, he supported Mr. MASANI's proposal.

Miss MONROE (United Kingdom) pointed out that the word

"machinery" in 11ne 5, pariagra:gh 4 of the composite resolution

should" be replaced by the words "on such part of that nachinery

as concerns it".

Human Rights. He considered that the Sub~Cor.1mission could have

no wider powers than those already refused to the Commission on

Human Rights. "He sugge,sted that the' Economic and, Sociai Council

should be asked to extE;nd the powers of ,the Comraission.

Mr. DANIELS (United States of America) said that he

.', supported the whole composite, resolution 'i!1cluding his 0I"i1

, '
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In his opinion, it was the duty of the Sub-Commission

to recoml:lend to the Commission on Human Rights principles to be.

applied against discrimination. He considered that the Sub-

Coi~nission would be no oore than a drafting body unless' they

recommended machinery for the impler;lenta tion bf such principles;

to that extent, he did not consider that measur~s now undertaken

would be premature.

Mr. MENESES (Ecuador) said that, in his opinion, paragraph 2

of the' composite resolution omitted the means of implementation,

for example, the International Court of JusticE~. He supported

only paragraphs 1, 3 and 4.'

The CHAIID1AN put to, the vote paragraph 1 of the composite

resolution. There were ten votes in favour,one against and one

abstention.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote Mr. DANIEL's motion to insert

paragraphs 1 and ,2 of, document E/CN. 4-/S11D .2/11 in the compo'si to,'

resolution. There were three votes in favour, five against, and

four abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN put to the votEJ Mr, DANIEL/; I notion to i:Clsert

paragraph 1 of document E/CN. It/Sub. 2/12 (with the 'word 11 including" '

in line 5, amended to the word "ace epted") in the cornp'0si te

resolution. He said that if the motion .wasadopted, the Sub-,

Cormnis sion might consider 'Hr. McNArVUI.RA 1 s amendments later. There

were five votes in favour, and seven against.

The CHAIRNl'..N said the. t Hi', McNAMARA's amendments would no

longer be effective.

Mr. DANIELS (United States of AF18rica) said that'paragraph
• '.. I

2 now appeared ineffective, 'becaus~ the SUb-Con14J.ission could not

r$ceive any contrnuriica tions relatingto petitions.

The CliAIIWlAN put to, t,he vote Miss MONROEi S motion' to delete

paragraph '2 of' the' composite,res()lution. ' There were nine votes

in favour, and three against.
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 3 of the composite

resolution. There were eleven votes in favour, and one abstention.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote Mr. MASANI's amendment to

paragraph 4. "

There were rivc votes in favour, six against, and

one abstention.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 4- of the compostto

resolution. There were eight votes in favour, 'two against and

two abstentions.

The CHAIRHA.N said that the Sub-Commission would discuss tiThe

amendments concerning the handling of petitions submitted"

(document E/CN.t~Sub.2/31) after they had voted upon Mr. BORISOV:S

resolution, contained in document E/CN.4-!Sub.2/24-, as anendod by

Mr. MASANI (India).

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) considered that tho Sub-Cotllnission could

not study new proposals, as thoy had rejGcted the consideration of

petitions.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the SUb-Comnission should discuss

the text and if possible reach a conclusion.

Mr" DANIELS (United States of America) pointed out that the

second half of Mr. MASANI r s proposed amendment was 1l14"Jost identical

with his own proposal which had been reserved for a later

discussion.

Mro BORISOV (Union or Soviot Socialist Republics) proposed

that the Sub-Commission should vote on documont E!CN.4/Sub.2!24

as it was not cOl1nocbJd wi th th,~ composite resolution.

Mr. MASANI (India) said that, in his opinion, a study by the

SUb-CoJJmission of the problems both of the Negroes in theUnttQc1

States of' America and of colonial peoples would be hindered by the

absence of any officia.l pt:Jtitions or other documents before them.

He adcled that his proposed amendment would procure for the SUb-
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h(~ Ind adopted the idea expressed by Mr. DANIELS in docwnent

E/CN.4/Sub.2/ll j- that a study of problems of discrinination should

be general and not linited to colonies.

Miss MONROE (United 'Kingdom) supported Mr. MASANI' s proposal.

She considereu that it was the duty of the SUb-COfJmission to promote
. .

• I' •

in all vrays the welfare of coloured peoples, but that it would be

invidious, in her opinio'n, to give priority of consiL1oration to

. the particular groups suggested or to any other colou.red minorities.

She said that she could not support paragraph (a) of Mr. MASANI's

amendment because she consid~3red that the Sub-Commission could take

no effectivG action untj.l a Declaration and Convention hao.been

te

entionlf

and

t ··'.J

.nd

"The

:sov::s

Commission official documents as a basis of study. He said that·

;,
I·

c'Juld ;

,(J<[1 of'

liscu,ss.

: thG

~ C' .....~

1o"l.~~ .~,i.

adopted.

Mr~ SHAFAQ (Iran) suggested that the SUb-Commission shoul~

first consider principles and then recommendations, in~luding

Mr. MASANI's amendment.

Mr. MENESES (Ecuador), referring to paragra.phs 1 and 2 of

. docun,3nt E/CN.4/Sub.2/24, doubted that the Sub-Corsmlission cou,ld'

take any nction concerning the Negroes until a Declaration had been.

adopted. He suggested that territories other than colonies should

be considered. "He pointed out the. t, for examp.le ~ there WC:3re 30

million Indians in Latin-America, who were in great need of social

and political reform. He submitted statistics of these minorities

and described in some detail the bad concU tions of theirex.istence.

He proposed that in line 3 of paragraph 2 of document

E/cN. 4/Sub. 2/24 the word· 11 colonies" be replaced by the words "the

various countries of the world".

Mr. DANI1IlLS (United States of Amer'ica) said that he was

aware of the problem of the Negroes in the United states of

A~erica, and that th~ Presiden~ ~ad himself authorii~d a

cOIJprehonsive investigation of this problem•. He suggestoc1that

d
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it would be invidious to take isolated action in this particular

problem and he supported the setting up of machinery for the receiyt

by the SUb-Commission of petitions from all types of minorities.

The meeting rose at 6.45 p~m9
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