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CONSTDERATION OF PART C OF RESOLUTION 217 (III) OF TEE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
(N THE FATE OF MINORITIES (I /CN.U/Sub.2/43, E/CN.k/Bub.2/kk,

E/ON.b4 /feub,2 /45, E/CN.4/Sub.2/46, B/ON.N /4T, B/CN.L /4, E/oN.4 foub,2/52,
/0N, b /Sub.2/55, E/CN, u/Sub.em,E/CN 4 fsub.2/58, E/CN.k4/sub.2/59)

(discussion comtinued)

Mr, SHATAGH submitted his amendment (E/CN.k4/Sub,2/55) to .
My, Denlels' draft resolution (8/cN.b4/sub,2/43).  The purpose of his
emendment was to pi‘ovids for cases where irresvonsible individwals might
try to obtein certain rights for & group which they did not, in fact,
represent, He added that he was lesving aside the controversial questilon
of the definition of minorities vhich Miss Monroe had ralsed at the
preceding meeting,

Mr, DANIEIS egreed in principle with Mr. Shafagh's proposal,

Miss MONRCE also supported Mr, Shafagh's views and suggested
that the movers of the various emendments should discuss the matter
with Mr, Deniels and agree on & Joint text.

Mr. McNAMARA did not agree with Mr, Shafagh. To lntroduce the
concept of sponteneity into the matiter seemed entirely unnecessary, He
recalled that & simillar proposal had been adopted at the Sub-Commission's
flrst session but the Commission on Humen Rights had re jected 1t.

Mr, BORISOV sald that according to Mr., Shafagh's amendment the
faot that one member of a small community did not wish to lsarm the
language of the group would be gufficlent to prevent the rest of the
population from exerclsing their right. Who was to declde whether a
request expressed the spontaneous desire of & group as a whole? The
purpose of Mr, Shafagh's amendment was to increase the numbsr of
restrictions end render the original proposal valueless, If the Sub-
Commission continued to enter into questions of detail it would succeed
In veducing the rights of minorities to a minimum,

He asked the Chalvman what procedure would be followed to decid.e
upon the proposals before the Sub-Comission,

/The CHAIRMAN



E/CH.4/Sub.2/5R 28
Fege 3 4
:

.
The CHAIRVAN replied that the various draft resolutions and
smendments would te comsidered in the order In which they hagd been sub-
mitted, Once the Dub-Coxisalon resched en spreement on their substance,
o smell cormitttee mipht be =2sited to Irepare o Joint text which would be

voted upyen by the Sub-Lamission,

Mr, SHAVOH said thet My, Bardsov had misunderstood what he
hed soid, whlsh was that a fow rreshonaible members of a group should
nct be given the coance to represent that mroup when in fact they did
not repreaont it, Witk regard to the definition of "minorities", the
queastion gheuld be left foxr mubsequent discusaicns, dut any group should
have the rizht 10 request ceriain minority rizhts 1f that request wvas
apontansous, namal;, if it wus the pemuine desire of that group or

minority.

1, DEITECES BALIARES proposed that the second peragraph of
Mr, Danisls' proposal siould be replicsd by the following (E/CN,k/Sub.2/58):
"COLSINIRIIIG at the omne time that rights accorded
minorities entail & correlstive cbilgation on their pert
tovards the larger soclety in which they live and cannot
therefcre be usad to threatsn o undeymine the unity or

seswrity of States”.

M, IVMIELS thowght that the amendments submitted by
Mr, Skafagh end Mr, leneses i'allares were the same In intent and that

the question wan mrely one of drafting.

Mr, NISUP said that nelther Mr, Daniels' propcssl nor the Joint
amendment submitted by Miss Mownroe, Mr. Roy and Mr, Spanien (E/CN.4/Sub.2/57)
drew & clear distinction between nationels end non-nationals of a State. |
That point should be made guite cloar in the final text.

dr, BUANIFN said that croups which claimed minority rights
should be able to subnit their claims to a body ccmpsetent to determine
their status and able to decide whether their request, submitted in a
formal manner, vas rececivable and vwell founded. Such a body should be

the Sub-Coumisgion, at least in a consultative copacity.

tigs MOIROL did not think it was necessary to include the

vord "natiorals” each time there was a reference to minorities in the report.

- /Me. ROY
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Mr. ROY shared Mr, Nisot's views, He had previously drawn
the attention of Miss Manroe end Mr. ‘Spanien to the fact that article 36,
referred to in thelr jJoint draft amendwent, had been the object of &
special note by Mr, Nisot in the report. In Geneva the Sub~Commiasion hnd
discussed vhether the term "national" or "person" should be used, and

the latter word had prevailed.

Mr, NISOT said that before the war a distinction hed been
made between different kinds of minorities. He hoped that the text under
discussion would include the idea that there were no minorities which

vere not composed of nationals of a State.

Mr, SHAFAGH agreed that the text referred to naticuals of &
State.

‘ Mr. DANIEIS cited as an example the case of members of a ¢ron?
- who, although originally mationals, had later been deprived of their
,citizenship by the State. Would that mean that they would no longsr te
considered nationals and would therefore have no clain to protection?
That had been one form of persecutlon in the past,

Mr. SHAFAGE explained that the text under discussion dealt with
nationals of a Stat-e. The question of persons who had besn denied thelr
citizenship by the State relsed an entirely different problem,

Mr. McNAMARA said that members could not go back on & decision
taken by the Sub-Commisslon. The text before it had been drewn up on
the basis of the -original proposal adopted in Geneva., The arguments
adduced du;:ing the Sub-Commission's first session in Geneva end in ths
Commission on Human Rights showed conclusively fhat the intention was
that, whether or not they were citizens or na’cionals,'such peraong ghould
be able to claim the rights established for minority groupa.

Mr, SHAFAGH sald that the term "person” was used exclusively
in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which dealt nuly with
human rights as such; when the qxtesf1011 of minorities belonging to different
States was dlscussed, however, a totally different problem arose,

/Mr, NISOT
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Mr, NISOT sald that vhile that interpretation wes correct,
1t was not sepplicable in the text under discusaion.

Mlgs MONRCE hoped that a dlscussion would not ensve each
time the word "minorities" wes mentiloned in a text. The question
hed been eettled by the Sub-Commizslon st 1ts first session and she
hoped that members would refer back to that decision vhen in doubt,

Mr, DANJELS shered the difficulties of sowe of the members.

The United States of Americe faced serious gquestions with some of
the foreignw«born members of its population, some of whom were ciklzens
end soms were not. All of them, however, were interested in the
question of the use of thelr langueage, the teaching of that language in
schools and 1ts uwse in Judicilal procedure. Those groups in the
United States were given the limited right of the use of the langusge
In schools.

As for es meking recommendationa to States which were not
glving those rights to minorities was concermed, there would only be

Article 36 to fall back on, snd mauy States would not even be awere

of the existence of that Arhicle, The gpplication of those rights

should be left to the discretion of States, as the introduction of
e f1xed pattern by which States would give those rights to minorities
would be considered a flesgrent interventlon in the internal affalrs

of those States. No legislative body would consider iteelf bound by

a declsion taken by the Sub-Commission,

Mr. McNAMARA seid that Miss Monroe had appealed to the

Sub-Commission to comeider itsslf bound by a declsion taken at Geneva

on the definition of "minorities". While it was true that the Sub-

Commission iteelf hed adopted that text, the Commission on Human Rights

had not yet done so, and the Sub-Commission eonld nob therefore consider

1tself bound by it.

Mr. SHAFAQ esked Mr. Danieks whether a smell growp of
foreign-born people, residing In the Unlted States for e limited period
of time, would be entitled to ask the Federsl Government to allow the
teaching of their lenguege in the State schools their children would be

attending, even though they vere not ss yeb citizens of the United States,

/Mr. DANIELS
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Mr, DANTEIS sald thet the maJOri’oy of persons belonging to such.
~groups would be United States citizens, He agreed, however that
the point reiged nmeeded further consideretion, Migratory workers,
for ingﬁari?ce,' should be protected as minority groups but the text
of such a provision would have to be careful'ly worded.

© Mr. BORISOV sald that the joint emendment subwitied by
Miss Momrce, Mr, Roy end Mr. Spenien referred to the abuse by minorities
of their rights, Hed those rights, however, been specified? In his
opinioan minorities did not enjoy sufficlent rights. Had they the
right to vote, to employment, to enjoy their ethnical culture? Such
rights should be enumerated in the draft resolution.
The Sub-Commigsion’s aim was to do ewey with discrimination e.nd

not to impose restrict:.ons on minorities,

Mr, SPANIEN polnted out thet Mr, Borisov should not confuse an
amendment with a draft resolution. Obyiously Mr., Daniels felt that
most of the rights enjoyed by minorities were alre ady covered by the
collective freedoms grented by the Universal Decleration of Humen
Rights, international conventions and the draft Covenant on Humen
Rights, mentiored in his propesal. There was no question in the
joint araft emendment (E/CN.L/Sub.2/57) of doing ewey with minority
rights, but it would be g weste of time to enumeramte all those rights
in every amendment submitted in the Sub~-Commission, The purpcee of ’
the emendment was to prevent the abuse of rights which history had
shown could be used by such persons ss Hitler egainst the interests
of the people. If the rights granted to minorities were sbused for
the 'Qurpbse of fomenting egltation which might ceuse an internetional
incident, or of provoking unrest in the commmities in which ! ey
lived, such asction would obviously be egalnst the principles of the
United Nations Cherter or the Universel Declaration of Human Rights.

The purpose of the emendment he hed submitted Jointly with
‘Miss Monroe and Mr, Roy wes to improve and strengthen the rights of
minoritles, which it was the Sub-Commission’s task to define for their
proper implementation snd exercise, ' ‘
The Sub-Commission decided that the authors of the vearious
emondments should éfscuss the mabter wiﬁh Mr, Deniels and egree
on_a final text for submission to the Sub-Commission,

o JE/CN.L/Sub,2/Lk4
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B/0N. 3/Sub.2/4h_and B/ON,b/Sub,2/52

The CHATRMAN placed before the Sub-Commission the dreaft
resolution submitted by Mr, Shafagh(E/CN.4/Sub.2/Lk), which wes on
the same lines es Mr. Meneess Palleres’ proposal (E/CN.L4/Sub.2/52).

Mr. DANIEIS sgld thet his own proposal would accomplish
the same purpose, The Sub-Commission had previously corsidered
whether the questlon should be covered by s Gensral Assembly resolution;
the adventage of such a wethod would be thst it would follow wp
regolution 119 (II) of the General Assembly, which required States
to submit reports on their Implementation of resclutions in the

sconomic and soclal filelds.

Mr, MENESES PALLARES pointed out that his text wes en
 glternative proposal to the one submitted by Mr. Shafegh, The mein
difference between the two texts was that wherees Mr. Shafggh's proposal
provided that the information should be farnished "in the Light of the
provisions of the Covenent", his own proposel referved to the provisions
of the Unilversal Declaration of Humen Rights, That was an importent o
point, because it would be et leest a yeer before the Covenent was

dravn up. The Sub~Commission needed the information from Governments

with the legst possible delsy.

Mr, BIFFAT gresed with Mr. Meneses Pallares' proposal; the
text should meke it clear, however, that States must pledge themselves
to furnish information at the Secretery-Genereal's request.

Mr. McNAMARA ssked the Secreteriat whether the Cqmmission on

Humen Rights had teken any decision during its cwrrent session on
erticle 3 of the International Covenent on Humen Rights, vhich dealt

with information to be ohtained from Governments.

Mr, LAWSON replied that the Commission on Humen Rights had
declded to postpone the exsmination of erticle 3 until it had

considered methods of Jmplewentation.

cgpe the Sub~Commiseion vwes
He was satisfied with
but favoured

Mr, McNAMARA said that in that
8t1ll in a position to meke recommendeationd.
the resolutions submitted by Mr. Shafsghend Mr. Pallares,
'the latter's text becemse it wes wider in scope and proposed that

[the Secretery-General
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the Secretary-General should teke a.ction through the Commission on
Human Rights, He would, of course, be gratified to see the idea
~Introduced also in the Covenant.

Mr. NISCT asked if there were any provisions in the Charver
which obliged Governments to reply to questionnaires or to communicate
to the Secretary-Generel .any information concerning thelr territories.

Mr, MENESES PALLARES said that the idea of furnishing
infermation should be included .in the Covenant but that in any case
Covernments of Membei States were constantly receiving such reguests,
which they camplied with if they deemed it advisable to do so.

Mr, NISOT said that if Govermments wers wnder no obligation
to furnish information it min’ht be advieable to make that point clear
in the resoluticn, to avoid an 1y misunderstanding,

Mr. SPANIEN asked My, Meneses Fallares whether the term
Mminorities" in his proposal referred to what misht be called ™lemal
ninorities™,

Mr . MENESES PALIARES replied that he referred to legitimate
recognized minorities, as they would ultimately be defined by the
Sub ~Cormisaion, :

Miss MONROE suggested that at the current stege of the work
it might be advisable to use the expression “recognized minority".

At the CHAIRMAN's suggestion, My, MENESES PALIARES replaced
the words “furnish the Organization" by "furnish him",

Mr, TAWSUN said that from time to time , the Secretariat
sent oub gquestiomnaires to Governments, The Cammission on Human Rights,
for instance, bad recently decided to subtmit a questionnaire to
Govermments on the question of implementation. Goverrnments were under
no obligation %o reply, but genmerally did so if it was within their
power to furnish the information requested,
From the wording of the resolution it was not clear whether the

Secretarqueneral wag expected.to prepare a questionnaire and send it
“out to Governmen‘as s Or whether the guestionnaire was to be prepared
- Tor the Sub-Commissionts comsideration,

' - /Mr. SHAFAGH
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- Mr, SHAMCLagreecl with Mr Lawsoni‘s sugpestion but &dded
that under the terms of the Covenant, States party to 1t should pledge

themselves to furnish Information which was required of them,

Mr, McIAMARA remarked that the gquesticnnaire on the

basis of the Covenant and that suggested by Mr., Meneses Pallares,
raised two entirely different questions. The Covenant was still
1o 'Be decided upon and 1t might e many years before it was finally
dravm up, circulated to Governments and ratified. Cbviously the
Sub-Camission could postpone actlon until that time, and Mr., Meneses
Pallares! proposal might set the machinery in motion.

Mr, McNamara agreed that the Secreﬁary—(]—emral ghould be asked
to prepare a queetionnaire. Hse wondered whether such a guestionnaire
could be submitted during the Sub«Camnissionts current session, If

that wvas not possible, a 'work:nb glroup mlght be set up to prepare it.

Mr, TAWSON replied that 1t would be difficuld for the
Secretariat to prepare the questiomnaire in such a ghort time and he
thought that Mr. McNamarats suggestion to set up a working group
might be adopted,

Miss MONROE hoped that the dimgcussion would throw light on
what should go into the questionnaire and she suggested that the words
or in reply to guestionnalres® should be deleted fram the regolution
wntil a decision had been reached on the matter.

She also suggested that until a definition of minorities had
been agreed upon, the term “recognized minorities" should be used, in
order to indicate at what precise stage of the discussions any given

document was adopted.

Mr, McNAMARA felt that the word “I‘ecognized" was too vague.

Mr. ROY thought that Miss Monroets suggestion was merely to
use the term "recognized® until the Sub-Commission had agreed on a

definition of minorities,
He wondered whether the authors of the two proposals before the

Sub-Commission would agree to consider them as cne, merely adding to
Mr, Meneses Pallares! text the third paragraph of Mr. Shafaghs proposal,

Mr', MENESES PALIARES and Mr. SHAFAGIaccepted Mr, Roy!s proposal.

/M. SPANIEN
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 Mr. SPANIEN and.itr.’SHAFAGHA1d not’ share Miss Monree?s opinion
that the term ‘minorlties" should Yo qualifiecl unt:Ll such time as the
Sub-Ccmm,Lss:Lon had a.greed on its Gefinition, ‘

The CHATRVAN felt that' there was general agreement on that

point.

Mr BORISOV asked that a written text of the new ,joint proposal
by Mr. Menese Pa.llares and Mr. uha.faghshould be circulated before it
vas put to the vote, -

Mr, SHAFAS}Hpresented his draft proposal (E/CN.4/Sub.2/L5)
concerniné the publication of a year=-book on minorities,- Thie proposal
being largely self-explanatory, he need only state that he was
proPSsving that the year<book should he published. once every three years,
not only because of financial considerations but also in order to
enable the Secretary-General to obtain fuller information, In connexion
with sub-pavagraph (c¢) of the draft prbpbaal he remerked that groups of
experts might eventually be sent out by the Secretary-General specifically
for the purpose of studying the needs and conditions of minorities.

Mr, NISOT said that the ‘Secretary-General would be very unwise
to embark upon an underté.king involving such heavy responsibilities,
He stressed in particular the basic political difficulty of deciding
wiich groire actually constituted manorltles before a definition had
been established,

Mr, McNAMARA proposed the deletion of sub«paragraph (c), in
which the Sscretary-General was requested to. make certain that all
materrizls included in the year«book were supplied by well-gualified
end u'portm.u. coxrerpondents, free of any political bizs, Juch a
‘reques’c might be taken to impq that the Seéfetary-Gere:dl did not
always act on those 1ines an mpllcatlon which was unwarranted and
certa.inlJ unintentlonal He wondered also why the proposals c Jntainsd
In sub -paragraph (b anald affect only the first issue of the proposed
year-book, o :

In view of the point raised by Miss Monroe and Mr, Nisot with
‘regard to the definition ‘of mmoritlas, Mr. MoNemare, sugdgested that the

words ‘mj,norities" in Mr, Shafagh's proposal should. be followed. by the
words "ag definsd by the “Sub: Commission" - |

/Mr, SHAFAGH
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Mr SPARAGE explained that he had hed no intention of casting
an aspsrsion on the Secretary-teneral, but had includasd sub~paragraph (c)
only in the interests of ensuring full &“thent101ty. He would agree

to its deletinn,.

Mr. LAWSON (Secretary of the Sub-Commissicn) said that
Mr, Shafegh's proposal had considerable Financial implications, The
printing costs of the Year-Book on Human Rights, which had 500 pages and
had been printed in English and French, hed emounted ‘to $26,000; the
Commlssion en Human Rights had, morecver, been requested to have the
Year~Book published slse in Chinese, Spanish and Russian, The Year-Book
on Husen Rights was compiled by a speclal staff on-the basis of" saterial
gathered by the Secretariat, Some of that materisl was obtained from
correspoidents suggested by Govermmente or employed on the basis of their
pergonal qualifications,

Mr, Lawson suggested that the Sub—-Commiasimn might, for the time being,
oontent itself with requesting the Secretery-General to prepare a study
on the possibilities of publishing informetion on minorities, Such a
study might be made before the end of the preseny session of the v
Sub~Crumission, and members would then bs in a betber position o decide

on the matter,

MrSFAFAGH accephed Mr. Lewson's suggestion, which was also -
supported by Mr, DANIELS and Mr. McNAMARA,
It was sn decided,

Mr, MENESES PALTARUS requested that the study to be prepared by
the Secretary~General should state the estimated expenditure of including
an additinnel section on minorities in editions of the Year~Book ou -

Human Rights,

- Miss MONROE introduced her working paper on protection of

minorities (E/cN,4/Sub,2/46), Discussion had shown the urgent need for
a classification of minorities; only on the basis of such»’ classifica‘bion“‘
could an authoritative definition be established, There were many
different kinds of minorities, and if the Sub~Commission disregarded that
fact it might, in making recommendations with ouly mne class of mincrities .
In mind, impair the rights of other mincrity groups. '

Miss Monroe drev attention to the comclusioms set forth on page 2
of her working paper, and stressed that her main concern at the present

/stage vas
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stage was nnt to pursue eny definite system of classification buy only
“to eétablish vhether any form of classification was prssibles At the
present time, the term "minrriby" covered a very wide variety of groups,
extending from such stabtic and long~established uunits as the Turks in
Cyprus, the Danes in Schleswlg-Eolshtein end the Sudeten Germans in
Crzechoslovakia to small and coustently chauging groups of euigrants or
migratory workers, which shruld not be governed by the same rules as those
applying to the foruwer categrry., Furthermore, there were groups ia
which cnly the nlder neumbers wanted protvection of minority cusioms and
6haracﬁeristios, vhile the younger members were in Tavour of essimilation:
in such circumstances 1t would be wrong to pin the whole group down to
minority stetus, '

Turning to the questions of methods whereby classificabion might be
established, Miss Monree remarked that the Sub-Cemmissicn might decide
to work nn the matter itsslf, in which case it would have to remain in
segsion for several weeks; it might request the Sscretary-Gensral to
prepare a paper on the subject; or employ nutside experts to study the
question,

Mr, NISOT amgreed thet classificetion was a pre~requisite for ~
establishing a definition nf the term "minerity", but expressed
skepticlem concerning Miss Monroe!s suggestions,

Mr, McNAMARA suggested that members should be eilowed until
1l a.m, on Tuesday, 21 June, to submit their ldeas on the subject of
classifying the exlsting types of minorities,

| Mr, MASANT remarked thet the best course would be to request
the Secretory-General to prepere a detailed study on the questlon, on the
lines of the Secretariatts paper cn the preventicn of digoriminaticn '
(B/c,4/5ub,2/40),  The Sub~Commission would then be in a prsition to
use that study as a basis for further discussicn at i%s follcwing session.

Miss MONROE would agree to that suggestion, but stressed that
‘the Secretoariat's study should be made available well before the opening
- of the follcwing session,

‘ Mr. MORAMARA chbeerved thet. Mr, Masani's proposal would mean -

- postponing the Whnle matter until the following session,. which might not
take place for a cnn51uevable time, He appealed to members te try to SOV
the question of classification before the end of the present sessioms .

/The CHAIRMAN
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The CHAIRMAN pointed out that there was no inconsistency
between the proposels advanced by Mr. Masani and Mr, McNamara. |

Mr. BORISOV vemarked that Miss Monroe's proposal was clearly
designed to defer the Sub-Commission's basic task ~- the protection of
minorities -~ by introducing a series of long~term academic studies.

The question of classification veas a purely routine matter; by con-
centrating upon 1t,the Sub-Commission would implicitly admit that it
was unprepared to act on substantive lssues,

In his opinion, the words "minority” and "protection” were perfectly
clear; they appeared in the Charter, in a large number  of afticlal
documents and in the Sub-Commission's own terms of reference. To embark
upon abstract discussions on their exact meaning, discussions which might

lagt for many years, would be to create a dlversion.

Miss MONRCE. felt that Mr. Borisov!s remarks illustrated the
abgence of agreement on defini'tions and showed the urgent nsed for

clansification,

Mr, DANIELS, while disagreeiﬁg with Mr. Borisov's appralsal
of Miss Monroe's proposal, thought that the Sub-Commigsion should not
allov the abmence of a definition to prevent it from establishing a

modicum of minority rights.

Mr, NISMT objected that it was impossible to do so before
establishing who was to enjoy those rights.

My, SPANIEN felt that the Sub-Commigsion should do more then
merely request the Secretary-General to prepare & study on a question as
vital as that raised by Miss Monros. He added that if such a study had
been available for the current session, the discussion might have been
more concrete and conssquently more fruitful. (

The Sub~Commiseion should not forget the substance of its task,
which was to glve guidance and to determine how protection niight best
be given to minorities; nor should it overlook the lines of action
laid down in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The General
Assembly itself had realized the complexity of the question of protection
of minorities, and had entrusted its study to the Sub~Cormission. By
relegating that task to the Secretariat instead of endeavouring to offer

/the General
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the Generel Assembly the help it had requested, the Sub-Commissioca would

. admit its inability to discharge its functions, and would thus be failing
in its duty.

‘Mr, DANIELS believed that any attempt at classification woulgd
merely complicate the Sub-Commission's work. It would be more advisaﬁle‘
at the present stage to proceed on broader lines and to endeavour to
eetablish a single set of protectivo measurss applicaebls to all minoritiss

in general,

The CHAIRMAN seid that Miss Monros and other msmbers should
eloborate their views on the subject of classification and be prepared
to discuss them by 21 June, as suggested by Mr. McNamara.

It was z; decided.

Mr, MENESES PALLARES presented his papar. on the Sub-Commission's
tasks with respect to mincrities in accordance with the limitiations
imposed by the new functions of the Sub-Ccmmission (E/CN.4/Sud.2/u7).

He recalled that, in his opinion, the now terms of reference of the
Sub~Commission imposed restrictions upca its functions rather than
broadsning them; that was why he considered that the Sub-Commisslon

should meke the greatest possible use of the powers it still retelned..

Mr, CHANG remarked that Mr. Meneses Pallares! paper, like
thet submitted by Miss Monroe, was very usseful for the long-term plan
of studies to be drawn up by the Sub-Ccmmission. He felt that the
best the Sub-Commission could hope to achieve during the current session
with regard to that long-term aspect of its work was to sort out all
proposals of that nature and to adopt those it wished to retain; them,
with or without the help of the Secretariat, it would be abls to
undertake the proposed studies,

Ths Sub~Commission took note ¢f the doament submitted by

Mr. Meneses Pellarss.’

+

Mr. SHAFAQ, introducing his draft resolution on studies to be
undertaken (E/CN.4/Suv.2/49), referred to the need for reconsidering the
resolutions adopted at tho first session of the Sub-Cowmission, and of
widening their scope. It was, he belleved, precisely because the Bub=
Commission was required to carry out studies of that nature that the
term gf office of its members had been extended for a further three

/years.
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yeera, The studies he was proposing would not interfere with further
efforts to work out a definition of bamic terms, and could be carried
out parallel with those efforts, In addition, Mr. Shafagh observed that
his proposal was closely related in purpose, if not In substance, to
the working paper submitted by Mise Monroe,

Mr, McNAMARA did not think that Mr, Shafaghts draft resoluticn
need be ccnsldered at length, in view of the foregoing discussion on
the papers suvbmitted by Mr, Meneses Pallares and Miss Monroe., Most of
the points raised in the draft resolution had alrvsady been discussed to
poe extent or were adequately covered by the S:cretariatis papsr on
discrimination. With regard to sub-paragranh (d), he recalled that the
Sub-Commiggion had alysady discussed the question of spurious minorities,

at its flrsh session, and that its conclusions had not proved acceptable

to the Coumission on Human Rights.

Mr, NISOT, supported by Mr, SPANIEN, thenked Mr. Shafagh, Miss

Monroe and My, Menesges Tallares Ffor the useful studies they had prepared.

Mr. BORISOV criticized My, Shafagh's draft resolution on the
sams grounds as he had criticized the working paper submitted by Misge
Monroe, The Sub~Coumission, vhich was composed of international experts,
could surely employ 1ts energles more profitably than by engaglng upon
protracted arguments concerning definitions., He wondsred whether any
mémber of a minority, for whom the Sub-Commisgion wag suppored o snsure

protection, would consider Mr, Shafagh's provosal helpful or important,

The CHATRMAN stated that Mr, Shafagh's draft resolutlon wonld be

examined in conjunction with other proposals on definitions,

Mr. McNAMARA asked whether it would be possible for the Sub-

Commission's seesion to continue beyond the fixed termination date of
24 June.

My, LAWSON (Secretary of +the Sub-Commission) explained that
budgetary provision had been made for a two-week session ending on 24 June,
In case of need, the Sub-Commission might hold a further meeting on the
following Seturdey, 25 Jwne, If 1t was felt, however, that two or three
further days were requlred efter that date, a request would have to be

made to the Bureau of Administrative Monesement and Budget for an

additional financial allocation, A

The meeting rose &t 5,30 p.ie





