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Mr. lvIASANI (India) wished to suggest some amendments to the

proposal submitteQ by Miss MONROE. 'These amendments were

• contained in document E/CN.4!SUB.2/36. He proposed that the

words "equality of trea tment" be substituted for the words··

if assimilations which they may wish ll
" so that a distinction might

~e~~~~~.~~~I.~~~@E·e·D~thtprevention of .discrimination and the problem
,!>t> j~ ~:.J!; V

.. , of minoritIes. . Th opposite of discriminati.on was equality.
{hO·. ,.If,IIJ 2 tl 1946 . i,,'d, . . f
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On the

Furthermore,

Non-discrimination and the

Finally, she would prefer to transfer

Their definition should therefore be deferred

The Sub~Commission had been appointed to assist

In any case she had proposed these definitions merely

~istinctive nat~re would jnclude dominant groups.

to the whole of the document.

actual texts.

proposed by Ml;. MASANI met Hr. SHi\.FAQ I s ob·jection.

Mr. SPANIEN (France) could not accept the objection raised

Miss :MONROE (United 'Kingdom) stated that the amendment

Mr. NIS011 (Belgimn) wished to make an objection in principle

Miss JYlONROE (United Kingdom) accepted Hr. J.VLASANI' s amendment.

Mr. SHAFAQ (Ira.n) pointed out that a definit.ion of

minorities as a group possessing basic characteristics of a

of a Declaration or COllvGution.

until the Commission 011 Human. Rights had produced the final text

it.

,
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to define the prevention of discrimination as the recognition of

a minority's right to assimilation would be to characterize as
, .

protection of minorities could only be defined on the basis of

other hand, she felt that if the course recommended by Mr. NISOT

were followed the Sub-Commission would find itself in a vicious

circle.

as a basis for discussion.

the second sentence in the f~ist paragraph to the end of the

second par~graph.

d:i.scril:rl.inution the refusal of a small group to be assimilated by

a dominant group intent on assimilating it in order to eliminate

begin by considering the first sentence' of the first paragraph

only.

by lYir. ]\J'ISO'II.

the main Commission. ~n drawing up the texts by submitting its

opinion on the defj.nition of principles which tl:1e Commi.ssiol1 was
.. . "

reqUired, to define and make known.: It was therefore nbt
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In attempting to draw a

It had been decided the

1 t \rias impossible to give

The present discussion could

ti(mi,~ the It3ss, the Commission on

If th~ Sub...Comii~isGion added that it

t,,,!.1i,Hl th~) probl:::m of discrimination and that of

t:his in v:ll.n~·, th::lr'Jfo!'I,), the S\lb-Comtlis sian I s

'lht:):',; wnsn fundamental difrer~nce betw'een taking

had boon ontrust~d with tho task of eJaborating

should incl1.ld,;: d·!fJ.ni t.i.ons of thQ prine iplos\rlhich

taken on thr: tas!s of final ti'~~xts.

to th': n.rticl,::s adoptc·tl in tht3 course of its meetings •

Nl'. r50hISOV (tTnitm of Soviet Socialist Republics) supported

t'~r. P::'LLAidS (ecu~dor) s t£4 ted the.t in his opinion the text

chy b':fol.'(;) t:io.. t t?hl' t:iub... Cor::r.1ission was not competent to take

..
that from 0. .iur1;Ucnl point of view the prt:sil!nt discussion was

a clcmr d<Jfini tion of tht;s~;; tiarms so long as the Sub...Commission

\~'as ',!,-;norant of thiJ fin.nlform the main CJmmission \lJIOuld give

submitted by lass Nmmo:~ '"ms an excellent workingpllper and

rl,.;cistrmti in rog:lrd to p'.2tit.:ons ,::lod s:l.milar qU,3stions since

deci~;1.mls ::r!}l d(;finior:; prin.ciples.

basiS of discussion.

minoritif,ts, H1s:1 1".ONR03 ha-cl produce.::! a usoful working paper

'0':0111;1 S0rv,;'~s f:l. basis for tho rul!:::3 \"h1ch th::: Commission.

:trrcl.:;vant to <,.:ork outl::finitions.

task.

it would ha ontitl~d to feel that it had performed ~ useful

favoul'~.:!l natiG'~l·:.lr,lnd lntc:rnotional machinery for the prevention,

in prnctic.J, ofliscriminntion anI the protection of minorities,

\>lhi.ch thi:; 3ub... Comm1ssion "fOul1 bi) well advised to take as a

distjnction

should b~ re~ardQd as such.



Dr. \NU (China)· did not think Miss MONROE's proposal could

j;:..~~j: .
.,

Before expressing his views he

She had not meant to draft any final

Miss IviONROE seemed to him to have

Moreover to declare that the word "minority" had

help th8 main Commission.

be adopted as it stood.

the problem.

before the SUb-Commission.

confused prevention of discrimination with prevention of

discrimination against minorities, which was only one aspect of

nO numerical significance led to confusion. All discrimination

a.s ,ontl to work on.

1I1:r. SB'AFAQ (Iran) asked if the word "discrimination" in

this document was meant in a general sense or a pejorative one.

text, but merely to submit recommendations to the Commission.

The Sub-Commission should th(3rElfore regard her document simply

Mr. NcNAMARA (Australia) asked the! Sub-Commission to postpone

its final decision on this proposal till later, because he had

prepared a text· which he thought more complete than thG one

,. . .

was not directed against minorities" and all groups sUbj ected

to discrimination were not minorities.

. Miss MQNROE (United Kingdom) observed that the object of

her proposal, as Mr. SPANIEN and Mr. ROY had realised, was to

would like the Sub-Commission to be in possession of his document t

which the Secretariat was then typing out •.

. Mr. DANIELS CUnitedStates of America) raised a point of

E/CN.4/SUB.2/SR/15
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order. At this, stage of the disCL~ssion proposals on the

the ideas 'lI prevention" and lI.protection ll was not sufficiently

•
subject shOUld be submitted as amendments, not as new proposals.

Mr. McNAMMA(Australia) stated that his document was an

discrimination alreadY in existence. In addition Hiss MONROE's

"Protect1on lt was !3-ction to eliminate

In Miss MONROErs proposal, the distinction between

liP.reventio.n ll was action talren . t t·~ agaIns any discrimina .Ion

amendment.

clear.

before it occurred.



E/CN •It/SUB •2/SR/15
. page ,5

proposal confused prevention of discrimination with the problem

of minorities, mentioned in the same paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN observed that only the first sentence of the

first paragraph wa.s under discussion'.

Mr. McNAMARA (Austr:)]i.8), continuing, said that thj_s

doc'lunent (Miss MONROE's proposal) should be stlldiedin its en-

tirety. It had ohly been brought to his notice that morning

and he had consequently not been able to prepare his amendment

in time. However in order to speed up the discussion he was

ready to withdraw his amendment provided it was inserted in

the Report as a personal reservation in respect of the text

to be adopted. He would therefo~e ~bstain from voting.

Mr. BORISOV (~nion of Soviet Socialist~epublics) thought
,

that in the matter of discrimination on grounds of sex it was

not possible to speak of' assimilating women to men, It was'

premature in his opinion to draw up these definitions before

the Commission had drafted the final text of the Declaration.·

Mr. ROY (Haiti) remarked that in the paragraph in question

the words lfassimilations which they may wish'; had been replac'ed

by "equality of treatment", which could be applied to sex, In

addition he asked that final decision be deferred till the Sub-

Commission was in possession of Mr. McNAMARA's do?Ument, which

might be of great assistance. Lastly he emphasized that the

word "discrimination" had a pejorative meaning and that in

all other cases the words "differential treatment" were used.

Mr. MASANI (India)· stated that after stUdying paragraphs

1 an,d 2 of NI', HcNAMARA I s amendment, ~'lhich had just been cir­

culated to members of the Sub.:..Commission, he preferred Miss

MONROE I S text, Paragraph 1 of 1'11' • McNAIvlARA I s amendment
" , '

differed from :i\1iss, MONROE I S proposal ;Ln twopartj_culars:.
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1. - It added the word "essential" ,before the words

If equallty of treatment li ; he did not see the need for this

addi tion since there was no mention of eq.uality of treatment

in merely'minor matters.

2. - At the end of the sentence it added the words "on

the grounds (;1nt~ aliaL of race, distinctive national o:t'igin,

language, and religion"., This enumeration merely created new

difficulties since it, failed to include all the categories

mentioned in Article 6.

Paragraph 2 of Mr. ,McNAMARAfs amendment contained the

words "whereas 'protection' refers to st'eps taken to correct

such discriminatory, action after it has been originated ll ,

Protection, however,' could also mean the grant of further

privileges to a minor~ty that wished to retain its languago and

culture. The distinction made by Mr. McNA:tvlARA between preven-

tion and p~otection did not therefor0 seem to him a correct one.

Mr. DANIEi,s, (United States of America) raised 11 point of

order. He requested closure of discussion on this paragraph

-.
,

lit" 1 m-ik

and suggested that the Sub-Commission proceed to vote ..

The Sub-Commission accepted Mr. DANIELS' suggestion.

'Decis_:i"Qll.!. The SUb-Commission adopted the first
sentenc60f ,the 'first paragraph of Miss !v'IONHOB IS
proposal by 9 votes to I with 2 abstentions.

2. m.K§Jl1inaj~ion.2J_ Paragra121L2_9J Mis s..11.91m.QF.l r S _'Q:t:Q.posal ~
, . , .

The CHAIRMAN reminded the meeting that the second sentence

of the first paragraph now cawe after the second sUb~p~~dgraph

of paragraph 2.

Mr. ROY (Haiti) asked, in view of the fact that only para­

graphs 1 and 2 of the amendment submitted by Mr., McNAMARA had

been discussed; whether or not the other p~ragraphS of his

amendment should also be regarded as a personal ~eservation.



as such to the m31n Co~~lssion.

Noreove:r

It had always been

The definition of the word

HA himsolf would define a

paragraph 2 raised an oS~H:mtial point"

problem of discrimination.

populn.tion"'.

3. In line .3 aftor thc: ",ord II group" add thi:3 words

n d,.,Jfini tion b'Jt ,d.1d not actually consti tute on~.

E/CN.4/SUB.2!SR/1J
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th~l word Ilr~"d1g1on.u add the words ttpolit1cal

or OtlHH" op1.n1onll •

These :1m,mdments, n.ppm:a.' in document Sub. 2/36.

Hr. Ptl>LL;.HES (Ecuador) supported Hr.. DANIELS. The

document submit t,tul by t'!1ss~iONROE provided the ulements of

\Iwh:lc:h is not ,:1 dooint,,\ntgroup".

4. In 1In.~! ;~ 01" the second sub-paragraph after

held in :ulllJ:rlca thatthf!re ~'as no minority problem, only a

Ilminori tyU propos cd tUJr'J w,ns so wide as to risk covering not

only gonuine 'but '1150 artificial minor1tias.

Hr .. t-il..SANI (ImU.a) proposf:::r1 the following amondmentsl

1. Ad.d, nft(u' th~ lilOI'd lflndlvldualsll, the words

Ubulonging to such trroupstl.

2. ~·l.lt\~r Ul\~ tl.'l1ords "o f n dlstincti,v13 naturel/ to

Mr. Mcl~AhtJ\.'t (Australia) replied that he would submit

!ldist1nguish1ng them from the mnjf.)ri ty of the

Lr. D./..NIEL3 (United Jtn.tus of ...'unerica) thought that

in his opintll!1 (,l!'W ("If the 1mportrt.nt (~lt:mfmtc to he mentioned

preliminary W'Ol.'~(, done in COHiI'ltm, \"hi.ch should bo 5ubmitted

chnract':]rj,stj,cs st.o(Fi out from tho environment in which it

liven an.i rJg ·;rd!:r.l 1. ts<~lr l,S thd subj set of discrimination.

mino'''i ..·v ~. '" !\ """")"n ,.hi· £"\" """~' '''''x'tuu of its cUl turnl or physical~i'.l. ''''lIfl '" '''''-\It- , l't J.. ,"." \"""1-/; 1'.; '!-I·"" >11 " ...J' v.J

r
i' the whole of his doc1U.ljlcnt as a resorvation ..
,



Other members had stre~sed tbe psychologi~al

The CHAIRVillN recognise~ the difficulty of frami~g a

definition. The business of the SUb-Commission was merely

to r.ecommend to the main Commission that it should consider,

among other elements, those submitted to it by tl¥J SUb­

Commission.

Mr. NISOT, (Belgium) supported the CHAIRMAN. In Connection

with the use of the word "assimilation". he drew thEl Sub­

Conunission's' attEmtioh'to the fact that ane. of the clauses

usUally found in minority treaties' dealt with facilitating

'acqu1sition or the country; ~ nationality, and hence, a.ssimilatj.o~

E/CN.4/SUB.2!SR/15
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had none.

Mr. SHAFAQ (Iran) proposed two ,amendments:

1. He would like' to insert the 'word "non.... domin9-nt"

before the word "group" and to delete the words

"whioh 'is not a dominant group" in amendment 3

proposed by Mr. MASANI.

2. He would like the definition of "minorityH to

cbntain the following words: '''which is spon;..

tanecUsly conscious of i tsstate as a minori tyll ,

in order to emphasise the psychological element\

Mr. BORISOV'(Union of Soviet SOCialist R€publics) wished

to know whe,ther the 15 million negroes, the 5 million Jews,

the 5 million Mexicans and the, 77;500 'Chinese in the United

States were not a minority. : Mr. DANIELS could not claim

that other ~ountries had 'minorities wh:tle the United States

element and had spo~en of dominant an,.d non-dominant groups.

The definitions givrn here WOU)..d not, alter' the facts, and

attempts to deal with the problem wlthout considering concrGlte

cases seemed to him pointless.



Mr. SHAFJ1.Q intended to 1'8Vert to the proposal they had made
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pa.ragraph 3 Q .

lv11~. NISOl' (Belgium) proposed. tl1a t ·the follo\ving scmtence

The protection

The wording was as follows:

He would like to know \"hothor Mr. DANI,V.;LS and

them from the majority of the popUlation.

the C'hairLilBn'· s sugges tion.

,Mr. DAN"IELS (United States of An18l'ica) stated that the

reason the groups referred'to by Mr. BORISOV did not constitute

minorities was because they wiShed for assimilation.

Miss NONHOE (United Kingdom) then proposed a riE:lW draft

,text to take into' acc(Junt the observations made by 1'111'. Nr80~~

M;r • PALLAHES and Hr; SHAF'AQ, thEl a!Jl~.ndm ants ~ l' Hr. l'iASANI, and

"Tlle Sub-Cm'11lission submits to the Hurrian Rights Commission

that the final drafting of Articles on the rJrov()~1tion of

discrimination and the protectiOn of minoritiei may be

facilitated by the following consid~rations:

Protection of minorities is the 'protection of non­

dominant gronps which, while wishing in general for

equality of treatment with the hwjority, wish for a

measurG of differential trea'bueht in order to preserve

ba.sic· characteristics which they possess and . which distinguiph

applies.equally to individuals belonging to such groups

and wishing the same protection. 11

The Gnd of' par!:'\graph 2 from the wor'ds lilt f0110\'18 tha tIt

remain unalterGd.. :f!'inally Miss MON.dOE wished to delete

amended text.

. ,

. be added at the end of' pf.U'~graph 2: li1'he foregoing does not

exclude the possibility of making cert.::tin distinctions betwoen

the individuals belonging to the groups in question, according

to Whether thoy, are or ar8 notciti'zens of the,countI'y.tI

l/lr. 3PANIEN (France) stated that he would vote for th8



. Nr.• 1WY (H;:J.iti)st.ated',that he was opposed, to this proposal..

i',','"i'
I'

,; (

'f'i,': ,1·,',"I
,", \",

This not mGaning

He also suggested that the

, ,

" assix\liLltion ior wl'"~ich,they do pot wish.

,to' c1tLzons (whf)"Cher groups or l:ndividuals) against

be 'replnc'ad by the word '''o'bs,erve ll •

E!CN)+/SUb2!SR!15' "
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word "undivided ll after "must Cl-ISH be deleted· for this
" " ' " ,

:tvlr. NONANARA (Austr:.i}i,a) said hr:; would not press for his

Hr', BOiUSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Hepublic s) proposed

the adjourm;lont of, tl18 lllOoting, since the SUb-OOElwis8ion could
• , l • • -. '.

not proceed to. vote b8f,or'u the wri tton texts of the amendments

allegiance was owed 8S much to the Uni ted l~'::J."tions [,as to the

I}avernmen t •

Mr. BoinsQv(Urtion of Soviet Socinlist Republics) ,:Lsked

tha t the vdri~)'tls amel1cl1Lleri,ts prbpos ed by l\ir. SHAFAQ, 1VI11
• NISOT

and lL. }1CNAI'tlAl:iAbe :)ut in writing ..

\ ' '

'1'he text na turally overlapped in part that of Miss '110NROE.' ,

Mr.,lYICNAHARA··'(Australi'o.) snggested ithc:.tin tlfe BH:glish

t~xt the w,ord "owe ll on the' thiI'd line' of SUb-·po.;agraIlh 2

that the dominant "gt6up is riot subjactto the same prote6tion.

A minori ty i,s a rlbn.... domin::mt i~roup 1J.Dssessing basic

'cha.rr~cteristics of a 'dis,tinctive natur'c which is spontaneously

conscious oi' its s'tu tectsa minority."

,reg;J.l">ding tl~e' collection of documents by the Secretariat on ,

tJ;1e ~istirictfonbetweGn genuine and artifi,cialminorities,

,If they desired to irise~t a third paragraph on this point he
, ,

would bl:lvsJ.proposal to put forward.

Hr'~ SHAFAQ wished to 'isubmi tthe following te;x:t regarding'

th(~Ldefinition oiprotec t{on of ll~inorities:

:IIT~he 'ProtuctiC),l10f minorities is the protection extended, ' ,

',wereL~ade available •

" , ,suggostions ~o "be ragnl'ded as 8.tilenc11wnts.·



)ir. FALLARES (Ecuador) thouf?h,t thot .:Hr. NIJOT's amendnwnt

COl~llission taking place the fol1owing,morning~

The eUAIRIvlAN stated that Documents Nos,", 23, 13, 17, 29,

,31 and i terllS 9, 10" and 11 of the ag.enda. still remain,ed to be

He hoped Hr. NlEiOT would agree

He prDposed that the,Sub-~mmission

It was therefore essential for the Sub-Commission

He ,w~s oppos~d to the idea of a meeting of, the Sub-report.

considered.

to meet the next oornin~.

·I
1\
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\
Mr. Iv1ASANI (India) pointed out .that there were two proposals I

before the SUb-Commission: the revised proposal ,of' Miss MONHOE

and the proposal of Mr. SHAFA~, which was very similar:., He

suggested'that these two proposals be accepted and that th(3ir

authors be asked to meet pri.vately the next da.y ln order to prepar1

a text which they "vould sub!:!i t to Mr. NISOT for inclusion, in the

should vote on the revised proposal of Miss MONROE.

Miss MONHCJE(Uni ted KinGdorJ) sai(l, she accepted Hr. NISOT r S

al~cmdment, which would be ~nserted as a new sub-parag:riUph after

the first s4~D~ragraph of paragraph 2.

Mr. MCNAlvIAB:A (Australia) considered that Er. NI~OT' s

p~oposal .left the door open to discrimination of the kind

was out of place at this st3ge.

to withdraw it.

by Hit:t.r.

Mr, NISOT (BelGium) abserved that Hitler had discriminated

between German nationo.ls, while the SUb-Cornmission wa~ now

dealing with differential treatment as between,nnt.:l..onnls and

Mr. SPANIEN (France) stated that Mr. MCNA~~HAIS observation

seemed' to him pe;J:'tinent, as tii tIer had begun by excluding certain

grDups from no. tionali ty altogother, in order to pers,ecute th~ltl.

Hiss MONHOE (Uni ~ecl Kinlsd..on) proposed the following fOl:"ffiUla.:

lilts mombers must be 'citizens of the country;1I



made a distinction between them.

Mr. CHAIRMAN )utMiss IvlONHOE1s fino.l proposal to the vote.

D~lliQn:

She did not ace ept 8J!.18nddent No. 4

In point of fact, all the minority treaties hadappear strange.

nati':mals of the country. It •

The SUb-CoElmission adopted Miss L.OfhWEI s pr:)posal by? votes

to 3, with 2 abstentions.

the followine modified form: "~eo insert the following sentence

after the second sUb-paragraph~ Its 'nembers must :1.180 be

put forward by Mr. HASANI.

Hr. IvLASAi'TI (India) stD,tad th.1t .he wi thdrew his aZI1endnent.

E!CN.4/Sub.2!SR!15.
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Mr, NIso'r (Belgiwn) sta ted ·that he had put forward the

amendment to facilitate acceptance of the text. The obligation

to accord equality of truatEient to nationals and aliens might

by Hi ssi;ON1-tOE and Mr. SHAFAQ •

. The SUb-Commission decided to take this vote b~/ 8 votes

Mr. ROY (Haiti) asked for a vote on the qU8sti~J11 of whether

the SUb-Commission ·wished to talc€: a vote on' the tl~xts submi tted

to 2, with 2 abstentions.

Mis.s MONROE stated ttia t she accepted NI'. iddOT I S m:18ndlJ1ent in

The CHAli\l'.iAfJ put Hr. Sh..l.F'AQ I S proposal ,0 the vote.

Mr. SHAFAQ (Iran) wished to ~tress two points bearing on

his pl'oposnl:

1. - He considered that protection against assinilation should

be extended to dominant groups in easos wh,:re a rninority wished

to assicilate a majority.

2. - He believEJd that the Psychological oleuent was essential

in the definition of minori tics. Th~l, t Glcmont was not brought

out in Miss NON.LtO.8's pr0posaL



n

n
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Mr. PALLAitES (Ecuador) suggested tha tthe word IIwish'!

used by Miss MONHOE in her revised proposal seemed to him to '

take cognisap.ce of thiselernent:

pecls,iQn:

·Mr. SBAFA~'S proposal was rejected by 3 votes to 1, with

8 abstentions ..

i0:o. MCNAMA:m\.(A1.lstralia) handed to t!1e Chairman th8

DOCUmEJIlt containing his reservation on the· text adopted by the

Sub-Commi:J;3ion.

The meeting rose ~t &.l~ p.m.




