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FIRST REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE PREVENTION OF DISCRIMINATION AND
THE PROTECTION OF MINORITIES (E/cw.k/181, E/cu.lk/181/Corr.2, E/CH.A/183,

E/cu.b4/185, BE/CN.4/185/Corr,1)

(aiscussion continued)

Draft resolution A: Terms of refersnce of the Sub-Ccrmission (discussion

continued)

Mr, KOVAIENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) wished,

Tirst of all, to endorse the opinion of the representatives who had objectel

at the preceding meeting, to the time-limit imposed on speeches, which

rrevented the thorough discussion. of substantive amendments-as important
as those which the USSR delegatioﬁ was proposing to the draft terms of
referonce of the Sub-Cormission (E/CH.@/lSS).

The proposals of tihe USSR delegation were designed to fill
gserious gaps in the draft terms of rcference dravn up by the Committee
(E/CN.4/181), and they deserved to be taken into consideration, The

Coumnittes had not taken into account one of the basic principles of the

United Nations Charter, namely, the obligation- to prevent any discriminatory

measures taken in violation of the equality of nations, large or small,

/and of the right
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end of the right of peoples to self-determination. -History presented

numerous exemples whlch showed how difficult it wes to essure the

defence of humen rights in territories deprived of their indevendence.

The USSR amendment wes, therefore, of fundemental importence in

that -respect.

Moreover, \it was essentisl to sssure the official perticipation
of the Sub-Coumission in visiting missions orgenized by the ’
Trusteeship Council, es one of the mein tesks of the Sub-Commission
‘must be to sassure the benefit of humen rights end fundamentel
»’freedoms for populstions of non-self-governing territories. In the
opihion of Mr., Kovealenko, the Sub-Commission could participate in
those missions, not only under Article 91 of the Charter, which hed .
been cited by the USSR representetive end which provided thet the
Trusteeship Council should availl itself of the sssistence .of the
Economic and Social Councii in regard to matters with which it was
concernsd, but also under Article 76, peregreph c, which included
emong the basic objectives of tﬁe'trust'eeship system the obligation
"to encoursge respect for humen rights end fo:b- fundemental freedoms
for gll without distinction es to rece, sex, lenguage or religion...”

| Those were the besic principlez of the Cherter which ’ohe
delegation of the USSR would like to see included in the Sub- ‘
Commission's terms of reference, : The delegation of the Ukresinien SSR

would vote in favour of those principles.

Mr. CASSIN (France) remerked that the French delegation hed

on4 several occesions voted in favour of proposals which corresponded
in essence to the substance of the emendments submitted by the .USSR
delegeation; it wes, however, unfortunately unsgble to accept the
proposed sdditions to the draft terms of reference of the Sub-
Commission,for the followin reasons.

Firstly, the Committee's dreft provided that the studies and
recommendetions of the Sub-Commission should refer to "discrimination
of any kind"; that very wide formula epperently included the special
form‘of discrimination which wes expiicitly rentioned by the USSR
in the first pert of its sﬁb-paregraph (a). Moreover, the USSR proposel
would have the effect of 'trevnsfo'rming the Sub-Commission into e council
of nationali{ies, which would be inecceptable. In that connexion, he
pointed out that Article 1 endiArtic'le, 55 of the Charter mede & clear
distinction between the guestion of the equal rights end self-determingtion
of peoples end thet of humen rights and fundement el freedoms; thet

A i t eccldental.
distinction was certainly not & /In the
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In the opinion of the French delegation, the right of peoples
to enjoy their own éulture undoubtedly ceme within the terms of
reference of the Sub-Commission, Nevertheless, while the Commission
on Humen Rights wes entitled to ceuse studiss on the question fo be
underteken, it was not coupstent to decide how the delicate end
complex problems connected with that question should be éolved.
Sub-paregraph (c) of the USSR dreft reised a question of procedure.
Close co-operation betwsen the Coumission on Humen Rights eand the
Trusteeship Council wes cbviously desirable; indeed, the two bodies
had alreedy co-operated in drawing up the Trusteeship Queationnaire.
Tt must be recognized, however, that under Article 91 of the Chearter,
the Trusteeship Council was not compelled %0 avail itself of the
agsistence of the other orgsné of the United Netions; wmoreover,
that erticle specified only the Economic end Socisl Council end the
‘specialized egencies, Honce only the Economic end Social Councll,
and not the Coumission on Humen Rights, could get in touch.with the
Trusteeship Council,‘and then only by oﬁfering its co-operation, en
offer which the Trusteeship Council could eccept or not es it chose.
The Commission could not include in the Sub-Commission’srterms of
roference e right which it did not itself possess. -
In conclusion, Mr, Cassin recelled the o0ld saying '"Don't bite
of f more than you can chew", end werned the Commiséion egainst tke
denger of trying to impose on the Sub-Commission terms of refefence that

it would be unable to cerry out.

Mr, INGLES (Philippines) seid Hs delegation would vote for
the USSR emenduwente,

His dolegatlon egreed with the principle that eny consideration
of minority problems should include non-gelf-governing  end trust
territories; that wes wiy the Sub~Coumission should perticipate in
the periodical visits organized byithe Trusteeship Council. The only
objection reised in thet connexion hed been one of procedure, end it
wes not en insurmountesble one. The Trusteeship Council should be
informed of the Sub-Commission'’s wish to psrticipete in those‘visits,
end 1t was obvious that that step could be teken only by the Economic
and Social Council. Were the Commission to adopt sub-peregreph (¢) of
the USSR text, the Economic snd Socisl Council would naturelly have to
do so. That was en interpretation which was in line with the

Chearter and one which,in his delegation's opinlon was most

acceptable. ‘
/The Trusteeship Couw
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The Trusteeship Council had been concerned, end would continue
to be concerned, with the gquestiond recial discrimingtion in
Jterritories under its jurdsdiction, but it had not exhausted its
study of that matter. It hed not examined thoroughly the minorities
prodvlem which wes, strictly‘speaking , outside its Jjurizdiction., The
Sub-Commission COﬁld, end should, meke en Investigation on the spot,
end sub-paregreph (c) of the USSR text offered the only solution
which would ensble it to fulfil its mission inregerd to minorities
in non-self-governing territories without having to rely on indirect

information,
Mr. VIIFAN (Yugoslavia) stressed that, in the circumstences,
_the c}iscussion of the Sub-Commission's terms of reference could be
formal only; he hoped theat such restrictions would no longer be
imposed on the Commiseicn in its cossiderstion of such importent
questions. '
The broed formule contained in the Sub-Commission’s dreft
‘terms of reference covered each of the idees expressed in the
- USSR text. But the problem of equality between nations lerge and
. small gnd of the peoples! right of self-determinsgtic Was- one of
the most imp‘ortant' with which the world wes now faced, end special
emphasils should be laid on the denger which threestened those principles
a5 & result of the discrimination exercized egainst certealn groups.
Although the trust territories were not the only ones effected,. -
it was in them that the problem wes most keenly felt; hence the
impcrtence of sub-persgraph (c) of the USSR text. Were the Commission
to eccept the principle, it would eesily find a form of worcs to
golve the procedursl difficulty to which some representetives had}l

draswn attention.

Mr, LOUTFI (Egyp’c) seid that the Sub-Coumission’s dreaft
terms of reference covered ell the idess contained in the USSR
emendments. The USSR delegation hed merely gone into deteails
sc\> as to bring out certein points which were unquestiongklv

of pearticular importeance.

/His delegation



His delegation would vote for sub-paragraph (a) of the USSR text.
It cculd not suvpport the principles underlfing sub-paragraph (c) but
the latter undoubtedly raised a procsdural difficulty, the best way
of solving vhich would be for the Commission to ask the Economic and
Social Council expressly to apply to the Trusteeship Council to authorize

members of the Sub-Commission to participate in its visiting missions.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), replying
to the criticisms of his delegation's amendments, said the @urpose of
those amendments was to clarify and extend the scope of the Sub-
Commission's terms of reference withiﬁ the framework of the Charter.
The USSR amendments were directly inspirasd by the principlss of the
Charter, and he was surprised that they should have met ﬁith any
oppogition in the Commission. _

The Trusteeship Council was bornd to avail itself of the assistance
of the other United Nations bodies in regard to matters within their
respebtive terms of reference. -

In conclusion, Mr. Pavlov contested the view that a reminder of
the obligation to combat the discriminatory measures taken in violation
of the equality 6f nations and of éhe peoples” right to self-determina-
tion was only a question of detail; could élmatter concerning the fate

of millions of human beings struggling to free themselves from a foreign
yoke be described as a detail? | '

Mr. SOERENSEN (Denmark) began by stressing his delegation's

‘respect for the principle of the equality of peoples and of their right
to self-determination, which was one of the foundations of the Charter.
His delegation would vote against the USSR proposals only because they
raised serious doubts as tc whether the Sub-Commissicn was competent
to deal with questions which the authors of the Charter had clearly
separated from those of humaﬂ rights. |

There was, moreover, a practical objection to excessive extension
of the Sub-Commission's terms of reference. The Sub-Commission had
Just been set up: it had another very important task to accomplish
in protec}ing human rights and minorities, and very little had as yet
been done in that sphere. It would, therefore, seem unwise needlesely

to extend the Sub-Commission's terms of reference.

/The CHATIRMAN,



E/Cn. u/SR 87
Page 7
The CHATRMAN, speaking 8s tne representative of the United
States, pointed out that the Sub-Conmission's terms of reference should
be of a general character, as specified by the Commission: the Commission
had invited the Sub-Commission to undertake studies, but it was mot for
the Comm;seion to stipulate the matters which should be studied, as it
would be doing if it made the terms of reference more detailed.
The Iranien delegation's euendment to sub-paragrath (b) of the
'drawn up by the Commission (E/CN.k/181/corr.2)
encountered the same procedural objections as did subeparagraph (c) otm
tie USSR proposal. The Economic ané Social Council alone could address
& recommendation %o the Trusteeship Council in regard to the participation
of members of the Sub-Cormiseion in visiting missions., The United States
delegation thought the only practical way of solving the problem was for
the Commiseion on Human Rights to adopt a resolution requesting the
Feconomle and Social Council to take such action, That would satisfy
the USSR delepation's legitimete anxiety without infringing the rules
of procedure which governed the relations between the various bodies
of the United Nations. B
The Chairman put to the vote the amendment oubmitted by the

delegation of Iran (E/CN.4/181/Corr.2).

draft terms of reference

-

Mr. PAVIOV (Union of Soviet Socinlist Republics) said that
he would vote against that amendment as its adoption would mean that
the members of the Sub-Commission wonld participate only in those visits
to which they had been expreasly invitel by the Trusteeship Council.
The Iranian amendment was rejected by 5 votes to 2, with 9

abstentions.,

‘ Mr. PAVLOV {Union of Soviet Sdcialist Republics) requeSﬁed that
the amendments submitted by his delegation (E/CN.L/185) should be put to
the vote in parts, He wished separate votss %o be taken on:

. the first part of sub-paragraph {(a) concerning the violation
~ﬁf the principle of equal) rights of nations and the self-
determinatiou of peonles, . -

2. the second part of nub-paragraph (a) concerning the

\protection of minorities;

3. sub-paragraph (b);

?. sub-paragraph (c);

5. sub-paragraph (d). \

He further requested that roll-ceil votes should be ‘taken om the *wo. -
parts of sub-paragraph (a) end on sub-peregeaph (c).

‘ _ pMro. MEHTA
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Mrs. MESTA (;nd a) askea wheLnev uhn Com ion on Humen Rights
wes compatent %6 ‘discuss’ tho vfwnc ple of equal “igbbs oP ndtwons largs. -

.and small, s b T B BEneTr 8

P 5 N mamegh R gl O s L
Tl T T - iw vy

. HUMPHREY (Seorctafiau):}%éd {the C@mmfgsioh'élterms,of .
" refere-ce- (E/?48) s eTFS TS '

The CEAIRUAF agrée d that 1t v -3 indeed ruther cifflculJ o
dec*de Wnetner the Commiss*cn was compet ﬁt or nOu to deal with proo3ems
»tconnected with the prlnclple ‘of equa? rlehts of peop1es anc thviy self -
determination. She thought 1t was for +he muonomic end Social vouncil
to decide on that point. ' The Conm: sion shauld uherefore proceed with
caution in ‘the matter, the morée so as it was bei ing discussed by the
International Iaw Commiss ion, vhigh $"gnv well be uhe organ which was

really comprtent in toat ﬂedpsbt

Me. CHANG {Chinz) asied wJeth,- it was nov true that the
Commission so far set up by the Bcouomic and Sccial Councll were

"intended purely as study commiesions withoﬁt any eiecutive functions.,
The CHAIRMAN agreed that that was so.

Mr, 'LEBFAU (Pelgium) pointed out that thers had not been.any
definitée reply to the question asked Ly the rebresentative_of India,hand
thought that, if'théfe was any doubt about the_competence of an crgan to
deal with a given prbbiem, the best course of action for that organ was

to refrain from considering the probler .

"Mr, PAVLOV (Union of Sov 1et 001alisc Depubllcc‘ argued that
there was no doubt that the Commission was ent;tled to enlarge *he
Sub-Commission’s tormslof referénce, so long as it was thereby only
deciding on tlhe ‘scope of itc ovmn ber:is of re fefence, cn the basis of
the rrovisions of the United maulons Charier. " It was quite
obvious that the Charter reIelred o discriminat¢on agalnst peoples

as well as against 1nd1vidu3]s, since the two vera organically related.

© /It the-
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If the Zeonomic euad Soclsl Council dicagreed with the Comisation's
opinion on the question &f campetencé; =t would alwtys be at liberty
to reverse thy Commiesion®s decision Ly refsvring its draft resolutions
back to it, s for the Conmission, it could not refrain from taking 2
decision on such ey importent question, or if 1t did so, public
opinion might think thst 1% was reluctant to updsrtalke a really

effective strugele againot dlscrimination,

¥e. IERFAU (Bolgium) ‘bholu_gh;b thore was 1ittle Justification
Tor the fears cf the USSR representative, No orgen of the United Nations
could go beyond ite Tresurived functions, end  that would be rrocisely
wket the Cormlesion would be doing if it entrusted the Sub-Commission
with the study of the mroblea of equal righta of};:—*-,a—tions, a pubject
which wes not within the compstence of the Commission, but within
that of the Economic and Social Counc,il. The Coumissionts prestige
would be affected if 1t did nnt keep -githin ite legal Tunctions. Iﬁ
cageg of doubt, 1t wes therefore rrefevsble that 1+ should refrain
from deeling with the muhject, merely dramné the Councilts attention
to the problem xaileed hy the LBSR delegation. '

Mr. CASSIN (France) recelled that he rad slready emphasized
the lmportance of tks prcblem of éomi:etence, vhich involved the vhols
question of the relationships between the organs of the United Nations.
The Commission could only have an incid@.n{;al competence, secopdary to
that of other orgens, on ths question of equal righte of nations. To
attempt to glve it the main competence in that political fileld would be -
to create a conflict of compstence 1 which the Commission would necessarily
~ be the loser, fur the couflict would be solved in conformity with
Articles 1l ard 55 of the Cﬁarter, which left no room for doubt on the
question, Trat was why the Fronch delegation would vote against the

USSR proposal,
Ths CHATRMAN suggested that the Commission should vote ( :

only on those perte of the USSR emenément (E/CN.4/185 and E/CH.4/185/Corr,l1) |
which altered the basic text sutmittcd by the Cormittee, Thore Vould thus be '

/no need
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no need to irote on the: preamble whl ch was identical in both texts

The first. sentence to be put to the vote was tho fo.Llowings "t

shall be the Sdb-Cozm;ssion's resronsib;lity_
That eddition was rejected by 6 votes to 5, ¥ith I 2betentions,

, The CEAIRWKN called for & vote on the part of sub-paragraph (a)
of the USSR amendment beginning with the wordse; "concerning the
prevention of discrimination.,." end endlng with the words, '"the self-
determiné.tion of peovies”, : :
A vote was teken by roll-call es follows: _

In favours Egypt, India, Lebanon, Ulrainlen Soviet
Socialist Republic, Unlon of Soviet Soclallst
Republics, Yugoslavia,

Ameinst: - Aastralia, Belgium, Denusrk, France, United Kingdom,
Unilted States of America, Uruguay,

Abstalining: China, Phllifppines,

Thet part of the amendment was rejected by 7 voes to 6,

wlth 2 absteations, 3

. The CEAIRMAN put the last part of sub-parapraph () to the vote,
beginning with the words: "and concerning the rrotectlon of...".
‘A vots was taken by rcll-call as follows:
In favowr; - Letancn, Philippines, Ukrainian Soviet Socielist
" Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
. Yugoslavia, <
Agalpet: Australia, Belgium, China, Egypt, Frence, United Kingdom,

Unlted States of America, Urupuey,
Abstaining; Denmerk, India,

The lsst part of sub-raraprapk (&) wos relected by 8 votes to 5,
with 2 abetentions,

The CEAIRMAN called for e vote on pub-paragxraph (b) of the
USSR amendment,

Mr, Cherles MALIK (Lebanon) supgested that the USSR
representative might withdraw that part of his erendznent, since the
idea 1t contained was coverced in cub-parameph (ll) of the Comnitiee's
draft, to vhich the Commission would return as o result of the rejection
of the corresponding raragraph of tho arendment.

~

Jr. PAVLCOY
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‘Mr, PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Soclalist Republice) wished to
maintain that part of his amendment, for he thought that, from the legal
and loglcal point of view, it was hetter to divide the resolution into
three parts dealing respectively x-;ith the studies which the Sub-Commission

was to undextake, the recommendations 1t was to make and its particiration
in visliting missions. |

The CHAIRMAN asked the Commission to decide whether the 7
gsentence concerning the reccnmendations to be rade to the Commission
on Human Rights should form a separate paregrath 1n the place 1n which
it had been put 1n the USSR amendment.

Sub-varagraph (b) was rejected by 6 votes to 5, with L abstentions.

" The CHAIRMAN thought the question of the Sub-Commission's
perticipation in visits, which formed the subject of sub-parasgraph (c)
of the.ﬁSSR amendment, concerned the Eccnoumlc and Social .Council |
rather than the Commission. The Commisslon could only suggest to the
Economlc and Social Céuncil that 1t should reguest the Trusieceship Councill
to invite %he Sub-Cormission to rarticipate in vieits.

Mr., PAVLOV (Unilon of Soviet Soci&list Reputlics) said there .
w28 no éuestion of asking the Sub-Commlssion to obtain invisations from
!the Trusieechis Council to participate in visits. Such pariiciratlon
should constitute a rsgular function of the Sud-Commizsicn end Lhe
p:cinciple‘ invaived eh-uld be admitted, withia the fremework of Article 91
of the Charter, so that the Sub-Commiseicn wouid be zble to take
aprropriate meesures to exbend the enjoywent of hum,é,n rights and

fundamenial rrecdoms tc the populations of the trust Terw: wcries.

The CTAIRMAN noted that a more correct prozedure would be to
address a su~gestion to that effect to tle Econcmic and Soclal Council in
a separaie dr:fi resolvtlon. ‘ -

’ —~ 1,."
Mr, FATLOV (Union of Sovlet Soclalist Republics) said he would

gimply eblde by the text of hle emendment,

/The CEATRMAN

v
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' The CBAIRMAN put sub-paregraph (c) of the USSR amendment
to the vote, - ~

A vote was taken by roll-call as followss .

In favour: . Philipvines, Ukrainien Soviet Socialist
' ‘Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
. Yugoslevia, . ‘ \
Against: Australia, Belgium, Denmark, France, United

; Kingdom, United States of Americe, Uruguay.
Abstaining; Chine, Egypt, India, Lebanon. ‘

~ Sub-paragraph (c) of the USSR amendment was rejected by 7 votes to 4,
yith 4 abstentions,

Mr. LOUTFI (Egypt) had not voted in favour of that part of the
USSR amendment for' procedural reasons, but he was sﬁbmitting ’ao the |
Commission a draft recommendation to the Economic and Social Council
which reproduced in toto the idea contained in sub-paragraph (c)
(E/ON.L/189). '

The CHAIRMAN, after noting that .there was no need fo vote
on sub-paragraph (d) of the Soviet emendment which repi_oduced
sub-paragraph (b) of the basic fext, called upon the Commission to
vote on the Irenian amendwent (E/CN,4/181/Corr.2), which prorosed
that the Trusteeship Council should be mentioned, in sub-paragraph (b)
of the Committee's draft re%lutibn, as one of the organes which could
entrust functions to the Sub-Commission, _ |

In reply to & question from Mr, CHANG (Chine) the Chairman
sald that the Iranlan amendment gave rise to the szme objection as
sub-paragraph (c) of the USSR awendment: only the Economic and
Social Council could teke a declsion implying the consent of the
Trusteeship Council.\

Mr. Cherles MALIK (Lebenon) pointed out that even if the
Iranian amendment were adopted, the Trusteeship Councll would never
comunicate with the Sub-Commission except through the Economlc and
Social Council, It was & general rule that a Council did not communicate
directly wlth & subsldlery organ of another C'ouncil. He therefore
asked the representative of Iren whether, in the circumstences, he
would wilthdraw hls amendment,

o , /Mr . GOUDARZI
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Mr. GOUDARZI (Iran) s2id he was not in a position to withdraw
an amendment submitted by the head of his delegation. '

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Commission thet that amendment had been
proposed with a view to solving & technical difficulty before the question
of co?npq»tehce had been raised,

The Iranian amendment wes rejected by 8 votes to 1, with 5 abstentions,

The CHAYRUAN put to the vote the dreft resolution constituting
rart A of Annex I to the Committee's report (E/CN.L/181, E/CN.4/181/Corr.l),
The introdvctory sentence and sub-paragraph {a) of that text ware
adopted by 12 yotes to nons, vith 3 abstentions.
Sub-paregraph (b) was adopted by 15 votes to nons,
The text a5 & whole concerning the terme‘ of reference of the Sub-Commiss
was adopted by 12 votes to none, with 3 ahgtentions.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said he had
abstained from voting on the Committee's draft because all its amendments,
including those which were of considerable political and practical
significance in the prevention of discrimination and the protection of
minorities and those which contained only technical provisions, had been
rejected by a small majofity of members who systematically opposed all
progpsals submitted by the USSR delegation, thereby showing how little
importance they attached to co-operation within the Commission.

Moreover, the terms of reference of the Sub-Commission, as adopted,
were incomplete, as they did not refer to discrimination against groups of
individn~ls; in the circumstances, the Sub-Connnission, would not be able to ‘
achieve the result which might well have been expected of its work in the
prevention of discrimination in all its aspects, ' '

Mr. CASSIN (Frence), as a member of the Committee, noted that in
adopting the text of the Committee's draft, the delegations rad had no
other aim in view than to serve the purposes of the Charter --- by having
recourse to the means and organs which it provid'ed. The USSR amendment
“had been re.jectéd in order to avoid confusion which would only have
retarded the work of tﬂhe Commission mstead of promoting its progress,

as all of its members desired.

i

/Draft
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Lraft Resolution B: Term of Office of the Members of the Sub-Cormission
(E/CN.4/181, B/CN.L4/181/Corr.l) -

The CHAIRMAN called upon the Comfnission to vote an the two
paragraphs of ths 6omittee's draft resolution concerning the term of office
of the members of the Sub-Commissicn, which formed the subject of part B of
. Annex I to. tlie report. :

- Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon) noted that the title of that draft
eapplied only to paragraph (a), which did deal with the term of office, and
not to paragraph (b) which concerned the momborship of the Sub-Commission.

Mr. CASSIN (France) suggested that the title should be amehded
-as follows: "Term of Office and Membership of the Sub ~Commi gsion".

The CEATRMAN agked the Commission whether it would agree‘ to such
an amendment In the title 'which would appear in the Commissionts report. .

It _was so agreed.

My, SOERENSEN (Denmark) said the Committee had decided to increase
the number of members of the Sub-Commission only after it had extenied their
term of office, and had done so owing to that extension. He asked that the
vote be taken on the two paragraphs in that order, which was both
chronclogical and logical and vhich was, moreover, the order in which they
appeared in the drafi +axt.

Mr, CHANG (Chiia) shared that view.

The CHAIRMAN agreed that that order should be observed, since if
paragraph (=) were rejected, the Commission migi;t decide not to increase
the membership of the Sub-Commission., Following an observation by the
representative of Yugoslavia,. who had been promised that he would be
given an opportunity to expross his views to the Cammission, the Committee
had recognized that the existing geographical diétribgtion.of the members
of the Sub-Ccmmission was unsatisfactory in that ?it did not give sufficient
refresentation to the régions of Europe vhere minorities were moAé'b numercus,
It had consequently been decided that if the term of office of the members
were extended, another member would be added to the Sub-Commission tq mke

it more representative from the viewpoint of geographical distribution.

/Mrs. BOWIE
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Mrs, BOVIE (United Kingd@m)-thought the best way of changing
the membership of the Sub-Commiséipﬁ'woula be to hold new elections.
She would therefore vote against the extension of the term of office
of its members and more particularly against any increase in the number
~of members, Such an increase would involve additional expenditures;
recourse to such measures by subsidiary orgens to solve their internal
difficulties might well throw the United Nations budget out of balance.

Mr, VILFAN (Yugoslavia) recalled thet, when the question of

elections had arisen in the Sub~-Commission, he had pointed out that.

it vas useless to extend the term of office of its members and that

the geographical distribution could be improved by new elections, He

would therefore abstain from voting on paragraph (a) of the draft

+" resolution, e

In regard to paragraph (b), he had véry little to add to what the ;

Chairman had explained, except that the countries of central, eastern
and south-eastern Europs were precisely those which were traditicnally

- considered as regions with minorities, Yet those countries were not
represented in the Sub-Commission, He had been glad to note that the
majority of the Committee had takén that fact into consideration and

’/had recognized the need to improve the geogravhical distribution of the
members. That was the objeét of paragraph (b), which provided that an
additional member should be added in order to include one of the repre-
senta%iveé‘of the countries in cuestion. There could hardly be any
objections of a budgetary order, in view of the insignificance of the
cexpenditure, which even if it were multiplied by the number of subsidiary
organs, could not imperil the finances of the United Nations. . Arguments -
cf that sort were out of place when the aim was to provide an important
area of the world with adequate representation in such an organ as the

$ub—Commission. ’ e -

. Mrs, MBHTA (India) recalled that her delegation had pfoposed
“that the term of office of the present members qf'the Sub-~Commission -
should be extended to two years because the Sub:Commissioﬁ had not, in
actual fact,‘been able to begin its work or profit by the experlence of
it members on account of the difficulties raised in commexion with its

terms of reference.,

Mr. BAVLOV
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Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soﬁiet Socialist Reptblics) stated that
at the time of the voting in the Committee on the Prevention of Discrimin-
~ation and the Protection of Minorities on draft resolution B, his dele-
‘gation had declared that it was in favour of that draft for the reasons
which the representative of India had Jjust explained.

In reply to the remarks of the Phited Kingdom representative, he
wished to p#int out that, as the Sub-Commission on the Prevention of
Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities had not held e session
in 1947, the credit of $18,000 which had been allotted to it for that
purpose was still available. €

The Chalrman put to the vote draft regolution B.

The first.part of the draft resolution, including paragraph {a),
vas adonted by 12 votes to 1, with 1 abstention. ‘

Paragraph (b) of the dwaft resolution was sdopted by 13 votes to 1,

Draft Resolution on the Method of Blection of the New Members of the
Sub-Cormission oir the Prevention of Discrimination and the Protection
of Minorities (E/CN.4/183). |

Mr. SOERENSEN (Dermerk) explained that the draft resolution
submitted by his delegation was designed to upcc1fy the procedure to be
folloved in the election of the new member of the Sub-Commission. -

The Committee on the Prevention of Dlscrlm;nation and the Protsction
of Minorities had had before it two propoéals on that subject. Accord-
ing to one, all the Members of the United Nations were to be asked to
nceminate one person who would be available to'servé;as an additional
meﬁber, on the Sub-Commission; according to the other, only the members
of the Commission on Human Rights would be asked to do so. A5 stated
in paragraph T of the Committee's report, the latter proposal had been
adopted, ‘ \

In view of the fact that cne of the members of the Commiésion on
Humen Rights, namely, Chile, had raised objections to that procedure,

" the delegation of Denma?k had thought it advisable to submit ite draft
resblution,’which proposed a procedure identical with that chosen by
the Committee, in order that the Commission might have the opportunity
to express its view, by a formal vote, on that procedure,

The draft resolution of Demmark was adopted by 11 voteés to none,

with 2 abstentions.

/Draft Resolution
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Draft Resclution C¢ The Fate of Minorities

/ . The CIATRMAN recalled that during its third session the General
Assemoly had decided not to take any action on the subject of the texts
submitted by the delegations of Denmaxk, the USSR and Yugoslavia
(A/C.3/307/Rev.2) before receiving the'reﬁbrt of the Sub-Cormission
on the Prevention of Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities
concerning +hose texts, The Commission on Human Rights should obviously
adopt the same attitude.

. The Chairman put to the vote draft resolutioﬁ C proposed for that
purpose by the Committee. o ] ’

Draft resolution C waa adovted by 12 votes to none, with 2 sbstentions.

Draft Resolution D: Priority of Werk - \

Draftt resolution D weg sdonbed Lv 7 11 votes to none, with 3 abstentions.

Interpretation, in the two vorkinz lansusrces, of the second part of a

gpeech by Mr. Pavlov_(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) at the

eizhty-fifth meeting of the Commission

Mr, PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republice) receslled that,
at the eighty-fifth meeting-of the Commission, the Chairman had 1nter-
rupted the interpretation of the secona nart of his speech, on the
ground thgt the representative of the USSR cou;d not reply to the
gpeakers who had preceded him, as the list of speakers was closed
(E/CN.4/SR 85). After that inuerrupulon, the meeting had hed to be
adjéurned for lack of a quorum. Mr. Pavliov said that was a regreuuable
Tact, one without precedent in the records of the United Natione, which
did redound to the credit of the Coﬁmission on Human Rights. For
reasons of principle, he urged that the second part of his speech should
be interpreted at the present meeting, in conformity with the rulee of
procedure of the Economic and Social Council and its functional commis-
sions, which provided that speeches delivered in one of the official

lancuages should be interpreted in the other two working languages.

Mr, P. C. CHANG (China), mho had presided over the discussions
‘of the eivhty—flfth rceting of the Commlss¢on, wished to make an explana-
tion., :
At the time vhen Mr, Pavlov had been Galled upon to speek, the
discussion of the substance of draft resolution A had been closed,

- ‘ ' " /He had
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He Hed had to answer only ‘the queé%inn which the Cheirwen had put
him, namwely whether he wished to submit a formal mnticn for
postponement of the vote on the draft resolution, or whether he wculd
agreeithat,a vote should be taken-at that point and reserve his right
eubsequently to swbmit amendments. Mr. Pavlov had not explicitly

. asked for permission to reply to the representatives of France and
Chile. Thersfore, the Chairmen had considered that the USSR
repressntativae ghould have coqfined himgelf tn answering'the'question
of procedﬁre which had been addressed to him, any other remark being
irrelevent. .As the Chairhan‘did not know Russian, he had been unable
‘ “to follow the speech nf the USSR representative and ta interrupt him
at the moment when he had .digreesed from the subject. It had been
his duty to stoﬁ the interpretation of the speech as soon as he had
become aware of thaﬁ fact. Mr. Qhang‘was convinced that Mr. Pavlov

would have acted in the same way, had he been Chairman of the Commission,

. LEBFAU (Belgium) stated that he had not been present at
the eigbt-fifth meeting of the Commlssion, but he theught it wae the
Chairman's e]ementary_rlght and duty to stop a speaker who digressed
from the subject. Obﬁicusly,if the Chairmen knew the language which
the speaker vas using, he could interrupt him; otherwise, he could
only intérrupt the interpretation of the spsech at the point where hs
noted that the speaker had deviated from the subject under discussion.

‘ NH:IPAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed out
that the Chairman hed Btopped the iInterpretation of observatirne
intended t» Justify the application of rule 52 of the rules of procedure
requested by the USSR delegation.

In any case,  he believed that the rules of procedurs authorized the
Chalrman to interrupt a speaker who had digressed from the subject, but
did not confer on him the right to forbid the inter pretatlon of a speech
which had already been wade.

The CHATRMAN recalled that it had been decided that thé

observations of the representative of the USSR could be heard after tha

{
vote on the drafti resolutions submitted by the Committee on the

Prevention of Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities.

| / She therefore
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She therefors ruled that interpretation of the sscond part of

Mr. Pavlov's spsach madeAat the 85th meeting would begin imwediately.

" Summary of the second pert of the spesch of Mr., Pavlcv:

"The USSR delspation wished to explain the reasons'for vhich 1t
requested the application of rule 52 of the rules of proceduras.
It appeared that its pOS’tlon had not bsen sufficiently understood
by the Commiseion.
. "He had not been at all convinced by Mr. Cassin's argument that
the Commiesion should concern itself solely with questions which were
within 1te competence according to Article 55, gub-paragraph ¢, of
the Charter, namély, questions cenceraning universal respect for and
cbservence of human rights and fundamental freedows for all, and not
“with qQuesticns reTatlng to the principle of equal rights and sall- ‘
determination of peoples. Tha dbjective proclaimed in the preamble of
Article 55 should not be confused with the meens of implementing that
obJjective enumeratsd in the different sub-paragraphs of the'Afticlo;
Respect for human righte and fundamental freedbms for all was one of the
means by which to create the conditions of stepility and well-éeing
necesgsary to ensure peaceful and friendly relations amnng nations bassd
ch respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of
pceovles. 'As a result the Commission was perfectly entitled to deél with )
questions relating to the‘principle of the squality of nations, largs
and srall, and with the right of self-determination of peoplés.

"The provisinons which the USSR delegation would like to see
inserted in sub-parasgrapu (a) of draft resclution A, far from restricting
or limiting the terms of reference of the Sub-Cormissicn, were designed
to extend them. The USSR delegation had no intention of criticizing the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, even though i; wag far from
percht in many ways, but 1t thought it would bs preferable to specify
the principles of ths Charter rather than td refer to the Declaraticn.

"In reply to the remarks made by the representative of Chile,

Mr. Pavlov wished to stress that the latter had been mistaken in
believing he saw an allusion to an incident in which Chile had been
involved in ap illustraticn which had been merely drawn from one of the
clagsics of Russian literature, the story of !Poor Lisa" by Karamzin.

"In his opinion the.ropresentatlva Of Chile shculd have been called
to order for describing the leglslature of the USSR as "reactionary and
barvarict!." /

- The meeting rose at 6 p.w.






