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PROPOSAL SUBMITTED BY MR, BORISOV (E/CN.L/Sub.2/50) (continued)

The CHATRMAN reminded the Sub~Commission that discuseion on the
substance of the various proposals was closed, The current meeting would
be devoted to voting., Members of the Sub-Commission would not be able
to submit amendments affecting substance but only drafting amendments.
They would be able to exnlain their votes without re-omening discussion.
He called on the Sub~-Commission to fivel docide on Mr. Borisov's proposal
(B/cN. 4 /sub.2 /50) .

He would firet put to the vote the various paragraphs of the operative
part; if the provosal were adopted the preamble would heve to be_redrﬂfﬁﬁd

go that 1t wight open with the usual formulo,

Mr, SPANIEN recalled that he had already submitted an amendment
on substance, i.e., that the form of words used in the Universal Declarar
tion of Human Rights be used systematically whenever a text referred to
hvman rights covered by that Declaration,

Paragraph 1 should be amended by adding, in the third line, the

words "or political or other beliels" after the word "sex", and in

sub-paragraph 3 by adding, after the words "financial position”, the

/ words
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vords "religlous, political or other beliefs". The acceptance or
rejection of those amendments would not affect his position in regard

to Mr, Borlsov's proposal ag a vhole.

The CHAIRMAN, Miss MONRGE, Myr. SPANIEN end Mr, ROY sald that
tﬁey would vote azainst all the paragraphs which merely reproduced the
provigions of the Universal Declaration of Humen Rishts, as their
adoption would only reduce the Declaration's force by implying that it

wag insufficient.

| Mz, CHANG would absbtain as Mr. Borisov's proposal only differed
on sowe points from the provisions of the Universal Declaration of Muman
Rights, On the whole, the proposal was reetricted to reproducini those
provisions. o
PARAGRAPH A
Sub~Peragraph (1)

Mr. BORISOV requested a roll-call vote on his proposal, pera-

graph by paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote Mr, Spanien's amendment to sub-
paragreph (1).
The Sub-Commission decided by 9 votes, with 2 sbstentions, to add
the words "or»political'or other beliefa" after the word "sex" in the

third 1ine of the French text (third line of English text).

My, BORISOV explained thet the provisions of sub-paragraph (1)

vere not contained in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,

Mr, SPANIEN, although agreeing, would also abstain as he
preferred the way in which the guestion had been dealt with in the

Universal Declarstion of Human Rights.

Mr. SHAFAGH thought that the sub-paragraph (1) of the proposal

contained some positive elements. However, ite vording was somevhat

‘ambiguous a8 1t wae not clear whether it applied to all persons, as waS
stated in the preamble, or merely to members of a minority., He would

have liked to have proposed an amendment but, as that wvas no longer

poseible, he too would be obliged to abstain,

~ /A_vote
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A vote was taken by roll-call on sub-paragraph (1) as follows:

In fayour: Mr. Borisov
Against: Mr. Daniels, Mr, Masani, Miss Monroe,

Mr, Nisot, Mr. Eoy, Mr. Spanien.
Abgtalning: Mr. Chang, Mr, BEkstrand, Mr. Menesesg Pallares,
Mr, Shaflagh

Sub=paragraph (1) vasg rejag}ad by 6 votes to 1, with 4 abstentions.. .

Sub~Paragraph (2), , | :
The CIAIIMAN apd Mr. MASANI would abstain as they preferred the .

text used in the corresponding port of Mr., D:niels' proposal,

‘Mr, BORISOV pointed cut that Mr. Deniels' proposal was limited

to administrative msesures, wihersas hig went mmch furiler.

Mr. SEAFAGE would sbshein from voting although he agreed with
the aim Mr, Boriscv wae trying to atlalny bhowewer, Mr. Borisov's argument
was based on the erroneous assumpticn that any pcipulations speaking
“different languages could develop sufficlently to establish their own
"culturgl Ingtitutions. Some populations, particularly in Africa, were
" 5o backward that it woﬁld be difficult to agree with that theory.

Mr, CHANG would ebgtein although he thought that sub-paragraph (2)
~ contained certain positive elements which could be incorporated in
Mr, Deniels' proposal.

"Mr.JMcNAMARA would vote in favour of suh-paragraph (2) as it
contained clauses waich should be retained and had & much greater scope

- then Mr. Daniels' proposal.

‘Miss MONROE would vote egainst the proposal as it did not leave
the minority free to decide whether or not to avail itself of the right
provided for. It ought to be stated that the right would be granted "if
~ asked for by the minority". '

A vote was taken by roll-call on sub-paragraph (2) as follows:

In favour: Mr. Borisov, Mr., McNamara.
Against: Mr, Daniels, Mr, Maseni, Miss Monroe, Mr. Nisot,

Mr. Spanien. |
Abgtaining:  Mr, Chang, Mr, Eketrand, Mr. Meneses Fallares,
|  Mr. Boy, Mr. Shafagh. -
- Sub~-paregraph ,(2) wag rejected by 5 votes to 2, with 5 abstentlons.

/sub-paragreph (3).
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Sub-peragraph (3).

The CEAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment submitted by
Mr. Spanien, consisting in the addition of the words "religlous, politicel
or other beliefs” ufter the words "financial position" in the second line
of sub~paragraph (3).

My, SPANIEN requested a vote by roll~call on his amendment.
A vote was taken by roll-call as follovs:
In favour: Mr. Deniels, Mr. fkstrand, Mr. McNemara,
| Mr. Maganl, Mr. Meneses Pallares, Migs Monroce,
Mr. Nigot, Mr. Roy, Mr. Spanien, Mr. Shafagh
Abgtaining: Mr, Borisov, Mr. Chang.
Mr. Spanlen's amendment wag adopted by 10 votes, with 2 abstentions.

Mr. CHANG stated that he had felt bound to adopt the same
attitude In regerd to Mr. Spanien’s amendment which tended to reproduce
the terms of the Declaration, as he had to the text of the proposal and
hed, therefore, abstained, just as he had sbstained in the vote on the parts
of the originﬁi text reproducing the terms of the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights.

The CHATRMAN said he would put to the vote sub-parsgraph (3)
of Mr, Borisov'!s proposal, He would vote against that sub-paragraph es
1t wes already contained in the Universal Declaration of Humen Rights.

My, NISOT gaid that he agreed, in principle, with the ideas
get forth in that sub-paragreph; he would, nevertheless, vote against
1t as taken in connéxion with the preamble of paragraph A, it would
constitute a vioiation of Article 2, paragreph 7 of the Charter.

Mr. SPANIEN also agreed in principle with the terms of the
sub~paragraph (3) but felt that its drafting was poor and that poor
drafting always raen contrary to the goal sought. He would therefore

vote against that sub~paragraph.

Mr. BORISOV wes surprised that Mr. Spanien could vote against
8 text to which he had submitted an amendment that had been accepted.

[Mr. SHANIEN
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Mr, SPANTEN explained that he had presented his amendment
because he was afraid that the Sub-Commissiocn might adept 8 text
which would result in ﬁhe pliminetion of freedcm of oplinieon.

A vote vas taken by roll-call on sub-paragraph (3) es follows:

In favour: Mr, Rorisov, Mr, biclizmara.
s —— A ———
Against: Mr. Daniels, Mr. ldasani, Miss Monroe,
Mr, Nisot, Mr. Spanien,
Abstaining: Mr. Chang, Mr., Eketrand, ir. Meneses Palleres,

Mr. Roy, Mr. Shafagh.
Sub-paragraph 3 was rejected by 5 votes to 2, with 5 abstentiocns,

Sub-paragraph (i)

Miss MCNROE stated thaet srticle 23 of the Universel
Declaration of Human Rights alreedy fulfilled the purpecse which was
sought by sub-paragraph (4) of Mr. Borisov's proposal.

The CHAIRMAN expreaesed the view that the rights which the
Declaraticn granted to individuals actually applied to all members
of & minority.

Mry ROY and Mr. MASANI gshared the same view,

Mr. MoHAMARA could not agree with that opinicon. An
Individual vhon tolonged to & minority should be protected in the
‘exercise of certain'rights which because of his particular poaiticn
applisd to him only. The United Nations had adopted the Counventlon
on Genocide, By adopting sub-paragraph (4) of Kr. Boriscvis propossl,
the Sub-Commisgsion would show that it condemned the crime of genocide
which could be committed by denying a group of peruons the right to

work or by subjecfing such & group to unbearable working conditiona.

Mr, SHAFAGH stated that he would vote for the sub-parsgraph (L)
beceuse it introduced a new and positive element in providing that
avery person had the right to work.

Mr, BORISOV explained that in drafting sub-peragragh (&)
he had not intended to reproduce tho terms of article 23 of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights but to Till in & w€ep which
exlisted because the General Assembly had not included in the Decleraticn

/an article
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an article on the rights of minorities, Sub=paragraph (4) would
prevent the eliminatiocn of groups of human beings such as the American
Indians who thecretically enjoyed full righte but who in practice
were subjected to cconditions such as to make survival imposeible.

A vote wau taken by roll-call on sub~paragraph (4) ag followa:

In fevour: Mr, Borisov, Mr. McNemara, Mr, Shafagh.
Ageinst: Mr, Daniels, Mr. Masanl, Miss Monros,

Vr. Nisot, Mr., Roy, Mr. Spanien.
Absteining: Fr. Chang, Mr. Exstrand, Mr. Meneses Pallares.
Sub-paragraph (4) was rejected by 6 votes to 3, with 3 abatentions.

Sub~paragraph (5)

Miss MOVROE stated that ghe would vote against sub-paragraph (5)
because the right to rest and leisure applied to everyone, not R
exclugively to persons belonging to & minority.

Mr, ROY would vote against that sub-paragraph becanse it
dupliceted article 24 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

Mr, SHAFAGF would eupport that sub-paragraph becauss the

entire proposal of Mr. Borisov sought to meke it clear that no
distinction ceould be made between members of & minority and other
people. It wao therefore natural to specify that with regard to
rest and lelsure, persons belonging to & minority would enjoy the seme
rights as all other individuals., To request Member States to guarantee
to every person the right towork whether or not he belonged to & minority,
to stipulate explicitly that sny member of a minority would enjoy that
right, could in no way encroach on national sovereignty. There was
therefore no obstacls to the adoption of sub-paragreph (5).

A vote waa taken by roll-call on sub-paragraph (5) as follows:
Mr. Borisov, Mr, McNemaera, Mr. Shafagh.

In favour:
Mr. Daniels, Mr. Masani, Miss Monroe,

Mr. Nisot, Mr, Roy, Mr, Spenien.

Mr. Chang, Mr, Ekstrand, Mr. Meneses Pallares.

Apaingt:

Abstaining:
Sub-paragraph (5) of Mr. Borisov's proposal wes rejected by

6_votes to 3, with 3 abstentions,

Para greph B

Mr. SHAFAGH would vote against paragreph B because 1t had no
connexion with the questions the Sub~Commission should deal with. It

/presented
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presented‘political considefations on which it was impossible.to reach
a deoision without undertaking a careful gtudy of the entire problem N
raised in paragraph B, ”

: Mr.”McNAMARA would also vote against paragraph B for the same
resgons and because the concept of fascist or nazi views was not
clearly de_ined. The text should apply to all totalitarian regimes.

' Moreover, paragraph B wes not sufficiently well drafted to guarantee
the protection of freedom of opinion, If that text were adopted, it-
might be used to limit freedom of opinion and particularly to limit:
the right to make Jjustified criticism of eny group. o

Mr. "NISOT would vote against the text because there was other .
subversive propeganda to which the paragraph should a180~apply.,;.»,:¢nn

Mr. SPANIEN was strongly opposed to any fascist or nazi
doctrine because those doctrines permitted the physical destruction
of their opponents. He would vote ageinst paregraph B because it
represented distortion of the principles set forth in article 30 of the
Universal Declaiation of Human Rights.
A vote vwas taken by roll-call on paragraph B as follows:

“In favour: Mr. Borisov
'ﬁgﬁ}gggi Mr. Danisels. Mr, Ekstrand, Mr. McNamsara, .

Mr, Masanl, Miss Monroe, Mr, Nisot, Mr. Roy, “
~ Mr, Spanien, Mr. Shafagh. ‘
Abstaining: Mr. Chang, Mr. Meneses Pallares.
Paragraph B wag rejected by 9 votes to 1, with 2 abstentions,

Mr. MENESES PALIARES explained that he had abstained
througﬁout'the.voteybecause~on the one hand he agreed with the intention
of Mr. Borisov who. sought to guarantee minevity rights but. on the other
hand he considéred it dengerous to do so without defining what
constituted a minority and without. kncwing to what group of bersons
those rights would be granted,

* Mr, BORISOV noted that coustructive proposals aimed ab:
guaranteeing the most fundamental minority rights had Just been . y
- rejected by the Sub-Commission, I the Sub~Commission, which had been
established. for the protection of minorities had found it possible to
. reject such Proposals, he wondered to what the Sub- Commission would .
ievote its efforts in the future and whether the bodies by which 1t

r

LT ey , - /bed been
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hed been es.ablished would censider it advissbls to continue its
existonce.

JOIFT EROFGVAL GUAITTED BY MR, MENESES PALLARES, MR, ROY AND
bR, SHAFAGH (£/CI.4/5ub.2/59) (continued)

The CHAIWIAL recalled that he had submitted an amendment to
delete in the operative part the words "upon specific application or
in reply to guesticoneires” end to insert after the word "regarding”
the fellowing text: “legiolative measures for 'the protection of any
minerity or group within their jurisdiction’,

¥r. SEAFAGH expleined that he wanted to enable the Secretariat
Yo chbtaln all useful informetion on the living conditions and the status
of mincrities. The sadcption of his proposal would warn Govermments
thet they would be onlled upon to furnish such information.

Mr. HUMPHREY (Secreteriat) proposed the following redraft of
the anacond peragraph : "Calls upon the Sécretary-—Genera.l to request the
various Goverrnmenta to furnish him with full information regarding
leglslativr measures for the protection of minorities within thelir
Jurisdicticn and regarding the status of any minority in the light of
the provisicns of the Universal Declaratlon of Humen Rights",

The CHAIRMAN and the sponsors of the proposal accepted that

vording.

Mr, MoNAUARA pointed out that 1t was important to retain the
word "eny" before the word "minority”, in order to make clear that
inforzation hed to be furnished regarding all minorities, whether or not,

loginintive measures hed been taken for their protection.

My, 3PANIEN remarked that such an investigation could not be-

undertaken tefore the edoption of the Covenant on Human Rights.

Mr. NISST thought that the propossl was asking Governments
to perform & task which they could not fulfil as long as it had not

been apreed what was meant by minority.

Mr. MeNAMARA suggested the word “minority" might be replaced

by "racial, linguistic, national and religlous groups".
/He requested
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He requested that the second paragraph might be voted upon in two

parts, first on the text up to end including the words "within their
Jurisdiction", end then the remaining portion. If the first part only
were adopted, it would be clear thet the racial, linguistic, national
end religious groups in queatlion represented minorities within the terp.

itory of & State,

Mr, SHAFAGH recalled the agreement that all the decisions of
the Bub-Commission would be taken on the understanding that the term
"minority" would be defined later.

Miss MCNRCE thought that the word "minority" should be defined
first and that in the proposal the expression "recognized minority groups'
should be used. The Sub-Commission could then define later what it
understocd by that expression.

‘Mr, NISCT thcught that, by adopting the second paragraph, the
Sub~Commission would be admitting that it was unequal to ite task,

' The CHAIRMAN put to the vote Mr. McNamera's amendment,
‘The amendment to replace the word "minority" by the words "racial,

linguiptic, national and religiovs groups" was rejected by 9 voteg to 1
with 2 abstentions,

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the text drafted by Mr, Humphrey
up to and including the word " Jjurisdiction",

The first pert of the seccnd parasraph was adopted by 8 votes with
4 _abstentions,

Mise MUNROE explained that she had ebsteined because she con-
gldered the proposal premature.
Before Governuents could reply to gquestions, they had to know what

vas meant by "minority".

 Mr. NISCT requested that the reasons for his vote should be
recorded in the report.

Mr, BORISOV hed ebstained because of the statements of various
members that it was necessary first to define the term "minority". |
After the rejection of his own rroposal’ for the protection of minorities,
he wondered What use could be made of the information sought.

/The CHAIRMAN
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The CHAIRMAN put the remaining pawrt of the seéond paragraph to
the vote, | - ‘ ;
The second part of the second paragraph was adopted by 8 votes, with
4 epstentions.

The CHAIRMAN put the third paragraph to the vote,
The third paragraph vag adopted by 8 votes, with 4 abstentions,

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the recltal preceding the two
peragraphs Just adopted.
The recital was adopted by 8 votes with 4 abatentions.

. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal as a vwhole,
The Jjoint proposal preesented by My, Mapepes Pallares, Mr, Roy and

Mr, Shafach was adopted as a whole by 8 votes, with 4 abstentions,

REVISED DRAFT RESOLUTION FRESENTED BY MR. DANIELS (N THE FROTECTION OF
MINORITIES (B/CN.4/Sub.2/60)

Mr. DANIEIS stated that in revisging hie draft rescolution he
had taken into account many of the .points raised by other members of the

Bub-Commigsion.

Miss MONROE suggested that the word "minorities" in the first
line of the preamble might be replaced by the phrese "recognized minority

- groups",

Mr. SHAFAGHE said thet the words "members of such groups" at
the end of sub«paragraph 2 of the operative part, should be replaced by
the single word "groups", He suggested that if the text remained un-
altered, a State might be obliged to grent a request made by only a few

members of a mlnority.

Mr, DANIELS expleined that the words "in reality expresses"

implied that the desire expressed must be that of the maJority of the

members of a community. He nevertheless accepted the amendments proposed

by Miss Monroe and Mr, Shafegh.

Mr. MENESES PALIARES proposed the insertion of the word "unity"
Yefore the word "security" in the last paragraph of the proposal. The
lagt clauge of the second recital Would then be guperfluous.,

/Mr. DANIEIS
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| Mr.‘DANIEIS accépted that proposal,

Mr. NISQT thought that the last parasraph should be presented in
the fo.m of a reservation to the effect that minorities could enjoy the
rights lieted in the proposal only so long as they did not abuse them hy
threatening or undermining the unity and security of States, He pointed
out, moreover, that the General Assembly could not make such rocommendations
mtil the Covenant on Human Rights had been edopted. It could not make

recommendations to non-member States,

Miss MONROE enguired whether the rignut to use the lan;uares of
ninorlty groups in judiecial procediwrs would not impose unioreseen -
obligations upon States. It should be understood that the provision
meant no more than the right of any meumber of a minority who di& not
know the language in which judicial proceedings were conducted to he

assigned an interpreter.

. Mr. DANIEIS thought that that provision should not be inter-
mreted too rigidly; il greater facilities could be extended, members of

minorities should not be deprived of them,

Misgs MONROE reaffiymed that it was impossible to impose upon

States to furnish eny facilities other than interpretation.

Y. DANIEIS, in veply to the objection raised by lir. Nisot,
pointed out that the Assembly could make recommencations to Momber States,
He was consequently ready 8o to amend his text that its recommendations
would apply only to Member States of the United Natlons.

Mr, McNAMARA remariked thet the second recital and the last
paragraph of the operative part duplicated each otheyr. The draft
resolution would grant elementary rights, such as the use of the mother
tongue_and everyone's right to maeke himself uncerstood. hefore a tribinal,
He failed to see how the enjoyment of sucl harmless rights could endaner
the security or even the unity of a State. The draft resolution stated
twice that the limited »i

ghts which it defined were granted only with
cerrtain reservations. ‘

He also failed to uncerstand why it should be
stated that in schools subsidized by the State the lenguages of minority

/aroups
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groups. would be taught only “provided that such groups request it" and
“fbhat the request in reality expresses the spontaneous desire of such
groups''.  Burely the desire to know one's native tongue was the most

natural in the world.

‘ Miss MCNROE recalled the use made by the Germons of the right
of the German minority in Czechoslovakia to be sducated in I1ts own lanmuaze.
Subversive publications had been circulated, threatening the security of

the' Czechosloval: State.

The CUHATIMAN proceeded to take a vote parapgraph by paragraph,

The first paragraph wed adopted by 9 votes, with 2 abstentions.

The second paragraph was_adowted by 8 votes to 2, with 2 absteationg,

- The third paracpaph wes agopbed by 10 vobos, with 2 abstentiona,

“The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the cmendment proposed by Mlss MONROR
to the first paragraph of the operative Lart,
‘That amendment consisted in the. subatitutioﬁ of the words "recognized
minority groups" for the word _"g:r’oui;a".
That amendment vas adonted by 9 voles 1o 2, vith 1 abstentions
The first pavagraph of the operative part, as amended, was aconted

bj[ lQ votes with 2 abstentions.

| The CEATIRMAN put to the vote sub-parazraph (1).

' Sub-paragraph (1) was adopted by 8 votes with 4 sbstentlons.

Mr, SEATAGH explained that in votin; for sub~rarsgrazh (1) ho had
interpreted it as meaning that States would provide any prisoner belonsing
to a minority group with an interyreter, obviously whenever the prisoner

" did not understand the lengvage of the country.
Mp, MASANT interpreted the text ln the same way.

. Mp. DANIELS revlied that a vote had already boen talren on a

: te::'E;, no futher clarification of ite meaning could be made. It would be

/ advisable
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advisable to adhere to the meaning of the btext which was clear,

Miss MONROE had abstained in the vote as those provisions would
be included in the Covenant on Iiman Rights. The text in question would

thus be a duplication as soon as the covenant was adopled.

The CHAIRMAN put sub-paragraph (2) to the vote.
Sub~peragrevh (2) was adopted by 10 votes, with 2 abstentions,

The CHATRMAN then put the last paragraph to the vote.

Mr, DANIEIS read the following text for the last paragraph:
"Affirms that minorities shall possess these or obher rights so long
as they are not used for the purpose of threatening or undermining the

unity and security of States.”
Mr. NISOT supported that wording.

Mr, McIVAMARA said that by mentioning the ldea of wnity of the
State, minorities would be deprived of their constitutional right to
request that the State should become a federation, a reguest which dic

- not undermine the security of the State.

Mr, DANIELS replied that in the concent of the citizens of

the United States a federation did not threaten the unity of the State.

Mr. CHANG did not see why it wae necessary twlce to malke
reservatlions regarding the rights pr-oclaimed.. For that reason he haa
abstained in the vote on sub ~paragraph (2). Since the second paragraph
of the recital had been adopted, he would vote against the last paragraph,
which repeated reservations already set forth in the second pavagraph of
the recital,

Mr. BORISOV asked Mr. Daniels whether he would accept to delete
the last peragraph. The Sub~Commission had already rejected his proposal,
which would ensure to all members of a minority group the right to worlk,

They were not heing granted enything morve than the right to speak their

~ /owvn language
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ovm lan,guagge , but even vhile granting them such gimple righty, the
gecurity of the State was belng dbronght into the plcture, -

Mr. DANIEIS wished to waiutain his tex

The CHATRMAN put to the vote the last raregraph ag . Danlels
had just presented it,
Tho last pararraph was adopbed in that form by 9 voter to 3,

The -CHATRMAN nub the whole of Mr. Danlels! draft vresolubion
to the vote, as amended. ‘
The whole of the drafy rasolution as muended wag sdonted by § votes

vt s ot R,

to 1, with 2 abstentions.

Mr. SPANIEN saild he had voted in favour of the resoluntion
submitted by Mr. Deniels in the hellef thab the teachinz of the lansuare
of a minority group would, in Tact, require no chanze, whatever the

~ecowntry, in the structure of the scholastic eystem.

Mr, NWISON explained that he hﬂd ahatained in the vote though
he wholeheartedly endorsed the principles set forth in Mr, Dandela! craft.
resolution. In his oplnion, however, that draflt resolution conbuinod a
Juridical error. He reserved the risht to Lave the reanons for his

abstention included in the Svb-~Coumisslon's veport.

BEVISED PROPOSAL.BY MR, DANTELS WITH RuUGATD TO THE TAIDLING OF FilTRIONS
(E/cm.lp/uub.e/Gé) '

After explaining the main chonges he had madse In hic oviginal
text, Mr. DANIEIS emphasized that his proposal wasm intended to wmnke
available to the Sub-Commission the most complete docuaentation noseible,
without prejudicing the way in which that docummenteficn wald be uged
in drawing up resolutions and recoumendsiions,

Ho added that he ked inclufed in the firsh recormencdation the nroposal
which Mr, Roy had subiltced ead with whish he hiweclf woe in agrecment,

The first recomrondation wag adopiod by 3 votes to 1, with 3

ebstentions.
TaRLbly
The second reccmuendation wag adopted by ﬂ votan, with o stentiong,

The introduction Lo the third recoumendsbion was adepied by T vobos
to 1, with 4 abstentions,

Pavagranh 1 of the third recommendation wag econted by 7 votes %o J,
¥ith 4 abstentions, /it . SLATACH
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Mr, SHAFAGH pointed out that the original text of paragrapn 2
of the recommendation had contained the expression "to request informalhr‘
A st
further information...". He urged that the word "informally'be retainsd,

Mr, NISOT consldered that the inclusion of the word "informalhﬂ
would make the sentence contradictory; mno request from an official body
vas Informal, '

The proposal to rétain the word "informally" was re Jected by

3 votes to 1, with 7 abstentlong, \

Paragraph 2 of the third recommendatlon was adopted by 6 votes to h,
with 2 abstentions,

Paragraph 3 of the third recommendation was adopted by 6 votes to 2,

with 2 abstentlions,

Mr, ROY saild that he had abstalned in the vote on paragraph 3,
In his view all the members of the Sub-Commission were as much éntitled
to know the particulars of the activities of the Petitions Committee as
the three members who made up that committee; a complete report should
therefore be made by that Committee to the Sub-Commission,
Paragraph b of'the third recommendation wasg adopted by 5 wvotes to 1,

wilith 5 abgtentions.,

Mr, SHAFAGH stated that he had abstained from voting on

' paragraph 4 because that paragraph appeared. to him to serve no purpose.
The proposal submitted by Mr. Daniels ag & whole wag adopted by

7 votes to L4, with 1 abstention, |

Mr, SPANIEN said that he had voted against the proposal because
he thought that the problem with which the proposal dealt should keve been
studied ag a whole; it was for that reason thet he himself had submitted
a different text.

Miss MONROE explained that ghe had voted against the proposal
because she preferred a different procedure,

Mr. MENESES PALLARES said he had abstained; in his view, the

adoption of such a proposal was premature as long as resolution 75 (V)
had not been amended.

j

/M, WISOT
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e, NISOT teseried’ the right’ £6 hive’ inserted in the report
. the' oonsideraﬁions which had’ governed his vote. AN B ‘

‘Mr, BORISOV had voted against Mr, Daniels'’ proposal and
réseryed the righb to thave the reason for his vote included in the report

DRAFT EESOLULICN SUBMITTED BY MR, SPANIEN AND MISS M(NROH CN.FQOCEDURE

TOR FURTHERING THE PROPECTLON OF MINCRITIES (E/CN.4/Sub.2/69)

| © - Mr.MASANI obssrvel that the dreft resolution under considsration
contained & certain amrunt of purely theoretic material which had. already
been. included In resolutione adopted by the‘Sub—Commissioh; the'draft
ghould, therefore, be consildered a working document, and decisions shonld

“be taken only on paragraphs b and 7.

, Miss MONROE seid that the document might be regardéd'as”é‘plan
of work which pould be adopted by the Sub~Commission for ite nextqsession.
It might be- considered paragraph by paragraph.

Mr, McNAMARA supported the view that paragraphs 4 and 7 contained
- definite proposals upon which the Sub~Comm.ssion ghould take a decislon,
He added that the proposal in paregraph 6 should also be submitted to the

consideration snd formal decislon of the Sub-Commiseion,

Mr, DANIEIS pointed out that the content of paragraph 6 hed
nxalready been included in & proposal whioh he had submitted Canerning

communications.

Mr, CHANG thought that the document, considered ag & working
‘paper, could unquestionably be of value. He expressed approval of
certain guggestions 1t confained, but thought that they should be
submiﬁted in the form of draft resolutione.to be examined by the

. Sub-Gommission at its next session,

Mr. SPANIEN in reply to Mr. Daniels, agresd thet his proposal
vag intended primarily to secure the amendment of resolutlon 75 (v).
Nevertheleééwvﬁhé text aﬁbmittedfby Miss Monroe and Mr, Spenien went
further tﬁaﬁ Mr. Daniels' draft resolutlon in that it welcomed the
initiative taken by the Secretariat, TFurthermors, paragraph 6 contained
dertéin points not included in Mr. Deniels! draft resolution,

/Mr, Spanien
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Mr, Spanien admitted, however, that it would be possible to ameng
the document in ths light of the discusslon that had taken Place, Ty
Sub-Commisgion could vote on the ideas set out in that document,
paregraph by paragraph, and on concrete proposals embodied in
paragraphe 4 and 7; Miss Monroe and Mr, Spanien would redraft those

two paragraphs In the form of resolutions.

Migs MONROE said that the proposals in paragraphs 2, 4 and 7
could be grouped in a single resolution and paragraph 6 could be taken
as a geparate resolution, She thought that it would be more advisable
to réquest the amendment of resolution 75 (V) in a special resolution

than in a paragraph of another proposal,

Mr. BORISOV said that the Sub-Commission had not sufficient
time at ite disposal to make an exhaustive study of that doocument, He
suggested that the Sub~Commisslion should undertalke the consideration?ghat
paper at its following session, in January 1950, The exemination of the
various items on the agenda could thus be completed.

My, SPANIEN did not agree with Mr. Borisov. The document
which he had submitted jointly with Miss Monroe had been intended to be
part of the preparatory work for the following session. To postpone its
- examination until the following session would therefore seem to be
illogical.

Mr, DANIEIS thought that part II of that document alone raised
o many baslc problems that it was dowbtful whether Miss Monros and

Mr. Spanien would have sufficient time and adequate guidance to draft
the suggestions contained therein in & new form,

Mp, SPANTEN stated that the document defined the field in which

a
fhe Smeretariat showld undertake studies, Part LI was of undoubte |

asgistance in that respect. The Secretariat must have specific

ingtructions to carry out studies, the need for which had been recognized

by &1l members of the Sub~Commission.
Mr. DANIEIS, referring to the roquisite amendments to

resolution 75 (V), said that 1t would be inopportune to adopt two

resolutions on the same subject.

/Mr, ROY
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Mr, ROY and Mr, NISOT agreed with Mr, Daniels.

The CHAIRMAN paid that the authors of that document could, in
the light of the debate, submit one ox povoral draft regolutions to the |
wSubv-Comm:Lssion containing the suggestions vhich they had incorporated in
thelr paper.

REPORT OF THE COMMITTER APPOTINTEY TO TEVIR TUR CONFITRNTIAL TISE O
COMMUNICATIONS (T /M. %/Svh,2/51)

» McNAMARA pald. that the Sub-Commipsion, contrary to the
ptatement appearing in docunent B/CN.4/Sub.2/61, hed in fact adopted certain
measvres, The Sub~Commission had &.lopted Mr, Mnlels? proposal; '
furthermore the working paper submitted by Miss sMonroe and Mr, Spanlen

night contaln some inbteresting cuggestlons in tha”t reapoect,
| | Mr. McN&mara added. that if wie Sub-Commission took actlon on The
veport of the Committes on Cobzmmuications , he would request the deletion

of the word "aimply" and of paragraph 2.

Mr. BORISOV observed that the Sub-Commission had already taken
action on document E/CIN,U4/Sub.2/6l, He had abstained when that declsion
had been taken and saw no reason why the SubyCommisaion should take a

nevw vote on. that document.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Sub~Comrission took note of the raport
of the Committee appointed to review the cenfldential list of communications,
o CARATION OF THY SUB~COMALSLION S JUPORT

Migs MONROE reminded the Sub-Commission that ite previcus report
had been somevhat confused because each member had wilched his views to
be included, In the new repcert the vilews of members would be recorded
in footnotes, Thelr appropriate place, however, wes in the summary

racoris,

Mr, BORISOV gaid thab it was for the Sub-Commission 0o declde

how the views of members should be included in the report.

My, WISOT agreed.

iz, SPANTEN
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Mr, SPANIEN said that the Sub-Commission should decide,
after the report had been cémple‘ced, whether the members' explanations

of their votes should be included in it or not,

Miss MONROE said that'the first part of the report dealing
with the opening stages of the Sub~Commigsion's work would be ready
on the evening of Thursday, 23 June 1949, It would tiien be necessary
to compile & supplement containing the Sub-Commisslon's most recent

declsions,

Mr. BORISOV eaid that the Sub-Commission should, in principle,
finish 1ts work on Monday, 27 June, It was imperative that the report
should be ready asg soon &g possible &0 that the members of the
Sub-Commission might have adequate time to examine it.

Mr, MASANI asked that the report should be completed before
the end of the week so that the Sub~-Commission could adopt it on
 Monday, 27 June. '

. The CHATRMAN stated that the Sub-Commission would complete its
work on Monday, 27 June and that the. report would be al the diaposal

of lts members on the afternoon of Friday, 24 June.

The meeting rose at 5,30 p.m,.






