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REPORT OF THE AD HOC COMMimB ON PREVEIîTÏOH OF DISCBIMIUATIOÏÏ AÏÏD. PROTECTION OF 
MINORITIES (Е/СНЛЛ5 0 , E/CN.U/Ues/Rev. 1, E/CN^/'+61+, E/CN.l^Aô?) (continued) 

Draft i i eao lu t lm E (continued) 

1» The CHAIRMAN ca l l ed on the пютЪега of the CommisBion to proceed with 

the i r dleousslon of draf t re-soiution E (pages 9 and 10 of the Ad Hoc Committee's 

repoi-fc (Е/СНЛА50) ) . 

2. Mr. JEVREI^OVIC (Yugoslavia) proposed the de le t ion of the l a s t part of 

the f i f t h paragraph on page 9, which would then read as fo l lows : "Decides 
accordingly not to forward these two resolut ions to the Economic and S o c i a l 
Covinci l " , He thought a l l memhera of the Commission were agreed that the 
d e f i n i t i on of minor i t i es adopted Ъу the Suh-Commission was not sa t i s fac tory and 
he f a i l e d to see how the Commission could, even tenta t i ve ly , approve such a 
d e f i n i t i o n . 
3» He agreed with Mr, Azkoul that each Government had i t s own idea of what 
a minor i ty was, hut'he f e l t that i f no objective d e f i n i t i on of minor i t i es could 
he found that d id not mean that an unsat is factory de f in i t i on should he adopted. 

h , Mr. NISOT (BelglTJm) agreed with the representative of Yugoslavia, 

5 . Mr. CASSIN (France) could we l l understand the misgivings entertained hy 
the Yugoslav and Belg ian representatives, hut feared the Suh-Coramission might 
hecome discoiiraged i f the Commission were to reach the drast i c dec is ion not to 
forward the draft resolut ions i t had adopted. The adoption hy the Commission of 
the Yugoslav and United Kingdom amendments would he tantamount to s ta t ing that 
the Suh-Commission had done had work and should now do nothing more. He 
suggested, therefore, that the Suh-Commission should he authorized to use i t s own 
work as a basis fo r the development of a new de f i n i t i on . 

6. Mr. SORENSON (Denmark) was i n f u l l agreement with the representative of 

France. He f e l t that i t was the Commission's duty to encourage the 

/Sub-Commi as1on 
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ЗиЪ-Commission to proceed vrith i t s work'"and to raeke'it ..benefit from the discussion 

whlcH had'token place'Vln. the'Com-mission, I f th©' •Commission, refrained- from: 

exprassing any opinion on the vork of the Sub-Commission, the l a t t e r would not 

know where to d i rec t i t s e f f o r t s . In those circumstances he would prefer the 

text submibted by ' the ' Ad Hoc Committee' or a text amended i n the l i g h t of the-

auggestlGns made by the Fi 'enoh,representative. ' 

7. Mr. KYHOU (Greece) a lso f o l t that d i rec t i ves should be given to the 

Sub-Comisslon. ' Those, however, - should'be of a positive- character and not , 

negativa as in''the ex i s t ing -text 6f the draf t r eso lu t i on . 

8. Miss BOWIE'(United Kingdom) be l leved ' that ' the ; Commission could approve 

the Siib-Coimlssion-s wo i-k prov is iona l ly , , but she would abide : by her. proposal to 

delete the f i f t h paragraph'on page 9 {ls/Cñ,h/Kbh) .• 

9» The Sub-Commiscicn had г.-arned -îgainst the creat ion of m ino r i t i e s . To 

send ÇLUostlonnaires would draw toO'much-attention to the existence-of certa,l.n 

groups and would encoiiráge tho'cv'eation of m inor i t i e s . M ino r i t i e s should b-s 

ass iml lated as much as,'possible to the majority of any given country, though at 

the samo time tho l r o\m charac te r i s t i cs should be respectad. 

10. Mr. ÎÎISOT (Belgiimi) agreed with the Unitod Kingdom representative that 

the bast three paragraph's of draft- i-esolutio 'u E'might promote t^e a r t i f i c i a l 

creat ion of m inor i t i e s . He proposed the de let ion of the words "but to give 

t o n t a t l v i approval to the'se resolut iot is" from paragieph ¡1. and the add i t i on of 

the word "poss ib le " before the word "bas is " i n the t h i r d l ine of t h a t paragraph. 

Ur. Mr. JEVREMCVIC (Yugoslavia) explained that he had not wished to 

c r i t i c i z e the Sub-Commission. I t s f a i l u r e to solve tha whole problem vras not 

due to lack of good w i l l . He agreed i n p r inc ip l e with the suggestion made by 

the French representative. 

12. Mr. AZKOUL '(Lebanon) bel levad that the not ion of p rov i s i ona l app ix^^ l 

was a dangerous one from the p r a c t i c a l point of view and, consequently, supported 

the proposal to delate the words "but to give 'tentative approval to these 

r eso lu t i ons " . 
/13» He a lso 



1 / с и л/SR. 180 
Page 5 

13* Ее a lso ôritioifced the words "Ъаа1а for the development". The 
Commission had not studied the substance of the question and could not, therefore, 
express aiiy opinion. He r ea l i z ed , however, that the Suh-Commission must not 
he discouraged. 
1̂ 4-. There was a difference i n meaning between the word "nouvel les" i n 
French and " fur ther " i n the corresponding Eng l i sh texto The French text seemed 
to refer to d i f ferent proposals. 
15, Be supported the United Kingdom amendment proposing the de le t ion of 
the f i f t h paragjraph on page 9« -

16, МГо NISOT peigium) рго^дэаеа wit? fol lowing terc/: decides accordingly 
not to forward these two resolut ions to the Economic an l So c i a l Counci l for the i r 
ше hy the Sub-Comulssion as a hasis for the development of further proposals on 
minor i t i e s , drawing tho at tent ion of the Sub-Commisaion to the dlscuaaiona of 
these resolut ions i n the Commission on Human R igh ts " . 

1?. The CHAIRMAN, speaking aa the repi'esentatlve of the United States of 
/imorlca, wag propared to accept the draft r eso lu t i on aa submitted hy tho 
Ad Hoc Cotiimlttee. Tentative approval, In her opinion, could not posalhly he 
construed as f i n a l approval. Furthermore, the Coranlaslon vras bound to give 
instruct ions to tho Sub-Commission. 

18. Mr. KYROU (Greece) would support tho text propoaed hy the Belg ian 
repreaentative. The Commiaalon had not i n fact diacuaaod the auhatanco of the 
auhjeot on which the Suh-Commiasion had been working. 

19. Mr. SORENSON (Denmark) diaagreed with the Greek repreaentative, since 
the Ad Hoc Committee had discussed the subject very f u l l y . He would l l k o the 
draft r eso lu t ion to mention that d iscusaion. 

20. 'Mr. JEVRIMOVIC (Yugoslavia), while approving the text auggeated hy the 
Belgian repreaentative, thought the question of tentative approval hy the 
Commiasion should not be confuaed with that of the substance. 
21. With regard to the substance, a l l the factors requ is i te for the 
dra f t ing of a de f i n i t i on of minor i t ies had not yot heen a i f t ed . Minor i ty 
status had not heen accorded, for example, to emigrants, who d id not usua l ly 
form compact groups, 

/22, He was not 
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22. He was not íiTepared to give h is support to ' tentative approval as he 
agreed with several other members of the Commission that the de f ln ib ion proposed 
Ъу the Suh-Commis s i on was not f u l l y ' s a t i s f a o W y . Approval; even I f ' t e n t a t i v e / 
would Imply that the Commission approved that d e f i n i t i on u n t i l a-bettor one 
was submitted to I t . 

23.. Mr. CAS3IÎÎ (France) proposed that the words "sea propositions • 
ultérieur ее" should bo subst i tuted for the words "de nouvelles propos 1 t i ong_" * 
in,.the French vers ion of the Bolgifm text . 

,2^. Mr, NISCff (Belgium) accepted the French' amendment., 

25. The СН;̂ .та'1<Ш, i n rep ly to a cufi(0tion'by Miss BOVilE (ünlted Kingdom)', 
s a id that the summary record of the discussion i n tho Ad Hoc Committee would 
also. be transmitted . to the;. Sub -Commi sr.3 cn. 

26,. . The CHAIRMi''.-К put to the vote the text proposed by the Belg ian 

repre.s,entotlv.e. for the f i f t h paragraph, as amended. 
The Belgian text was_ adopted by^K)_yote3 .to .3.',.,,with_2 a'bgtontionj_^ 
The United Kingdom amendnient was adopted by 6 votos to with k abstentions. 

2.J» • .Mr.-,/\ZKOUL. (Lebanon) .had voted i n f г'Y our of the Unlied Kingdom 
amendment. His vote d id not mean that the Commission was refusi.ng the- ' 
Sub"Comml3r,ion tho r i g h t to make recommendationn. He thought there was no 

•;need to-'give the Sy.b-.CommlRSlon any ind ica t i on on the subject. 
. ; gpaft.гeis.olution S,, âs amenaed, was adopted by 12 votes ' to nono, with 
3 abstentioos. 

Draft r eso lu t ion В (continued) 

28. The СНА1РШЙ'recalled that ' the: Commission had already decided ,. 

to address the draft " résolut ion to tho Seci'etary-Qeneral-.only .through, thp 

medium oí the Ecbriomic ándSbcial Counoil* • It.had-.also decided • to replace 

tho date ind ica ted- in paragraph (a) by "1 ..Janu^iry 1951"-;.,; to add the. words 

" to furnlsh 'h lm, аа'зооп-аз .pract icable,at ' ,^the. ^beginning, of • paragraph (p) 

( l i ) ; end also to make paragraph (a) ( i ) begin from the worde ."to ..fijrnish him, ae 

soon as p r a c t i c ab l e , " . 
/29 . №. AZKOUL 
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29. Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) proposed that the words " i n the l i g h t of the 

p rov i s i ona l d e f i n i t i on of minor i t ies adopted by the Sub-Commission at i t s t h i r d 

session" should be deleted from paragraph (a) ( i i ) . 

30. Mr. NISOT (Belgium) reca l l ed the proposal he had made i n connexion 

wi th paragraph (a) ( i i ) . 

31. Mr. CASSIN (France) thought the Belgian proposal was too l i m i t e d , for 
the information requested of Governments could also be u t i l i z e d to elaborate 
measures for the protect ion of m inor i t i e s . 

32o Mr. SORENSON (Denmark) thought there were two d i s t i n c t problems which 
should not be confused. I f the Belg ian representative preferred that the 
information requested should also serve for the establishment of a d e f i n i t i on 
of m inor i t i e s , a t h i r d sub-paragraph should be added. 

33. Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) indicated that the information requested from 

Governments г/аз independent of the pvirpose for which i t would be used, and he 

wondered therefore whether i t was r e a l l y necessary to mention purposes i n the 

draft r eso lu t i on . 

3h» The CHAIRMAN proposed the adoption of a t h i r d sub-paragraph reading 
as fo l lows: " ( i i i ) and, i n p a r t i c u l a r , such information as could serve as a 
bas is for the establishment of a de f in i t i on of m inor i t i e s " . 

35» Mrs. MEBTA (India) reca l l ed that when the question of a time l i m i t had 
been discussed i n the Sub-Commission, the Secretar iat had stated that i t would 
l i k e an exact date to be set. 

36, The CHAIRMAN admitted that i t was the Economic and Soc i a l Council 
which f ixed the date of the Sub-Comjmission's sessions. However, since i t was 
customary for the l a t t e r to meet i n January, i t was to be expected that i t would 
continue to do so i n the future, and i t was on the basis of that hypothesis 
that the date i n question had been indicated. 

/37.Mr. m o u 
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3f* Mr. 1СЙои (Gî^eec'e) coula see the strength of a l l those.arguments, but 

he wondered whether> i f en exaót date were mentioned, an advantage was l os t 

that was granted elsewhere. Moreover, the draft r eso lu t i on was addressed not 

to the Secretary-General but to the Economic and Soc i a l Counci l . 

38g The CMHÎMAÎÎ proposed that i n the circumstances the Commission - should 

take a vote on whether or not the date of 1 January 1951 should be retained i n 

the' text of the dra f t r e so lu t i on . -
' I t was decided to f e t a in the date of 1 January 1951, by 7 votes to 2,. 

with 5 ah-g':enticns. 

39,- The'СНА.ШМШ then put to ' the vote draft re.solution; E as a whole,-as 

amended. 

Draft reso lut ion В was adcpted by i k votes to nor.C; w i th 1. abstention. 

Draft reso lut ion submitted hy the Lobaaon /Е/СК .4Д65) 

кОч Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) pointed out that the question whether the 
Commission on Human Rights and i t s sub-commissions were competent to ins t ruc t the 
Secretary-General to coumuuicate d i r e c t l y wi th governments .had.already been 
ra i s ed . His delegation had prepared a draft r eso lu t i on on the question, which 
i t was submitting for the Commission's considerat ion. 

h i , Mr. KISOT (BQlgiura) proposed that the draft reso lut ion should simply 

request a r u l i n g from the Economic and Soc ia l Council as to-whether the 
Commission on Human RL^^hts was-entit led-to-l .r^struct tho Socrotayy-General to 
ooiamniicate - i l roat ly v i t h .Guverimentei ' 

h 2 , I lr, CASSIW (France) thought i t vrould c l e a r l y be advisable to obtain 
a lega l opinion on the questioni i t did not, however, seem feas ib le for the 
Commission-to renounce ft r i gh t i t had acquired by usage. He was doubtful.vhothert 
clear'-'iiit пдг--*гег .could--be. given to ' the question i n the fora suggegted by the ЪФМ 

-representative. Although the-Economic, and Soc ia l Coun.'".. tad indicated that i t á±^ 
not WÍG)^ to deal wi th communications of a cer ta in tj'pe, he .thought i t incpnoeivahle 

/that the 
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that the Coranission could he denied the rigJtit to communicate i t s proposals "or 
projects d i r e c t l y to governments. Vihile he agreed that the Coiamlsslon should 
ascerta in the extent of i t s r i gh t to do so, he did not think that the r i gh t 
i t s e l f could he refused, as a re fusa l might r e su l t In a procedural deadlock, 
which would delay the 'Commission's work considerably. 

kZ» Mr. VALEM'ZUEIA (Chile) proposed that consideration of the Lebanese 
draft reso lut ion should be postponed u n t i l the Secretar ia t had indicated i t s 
views and had expressed a l e ga l opinion on the matter. The question was not 
In any way urgent. 

k k , №. ОЕГВЕ (Uruguay) supported the Chilean representat ive 's proposal. 
I t would i n h i s opinion be advisable fo r the Commission to have a reply In 
w r i t i n g . 

1+5. Mr. SCHWELB (Secretariat ) said that the Legal Department was ready 
to express i t s views verba l ly <ж in "writing. 

k 6 , Mr. VffllTLAM (Austral ia ) considered that the.request should be made 

In i t s amended form and supported the proposal of the Chilean and Uruguayan 
representat ives. The question was of some Importance and might give r i s e to 
considerable d iscuss ion. I t would therefore be preferable to wait u n t i l . f u l l 
Information was ava i l ab l e . 

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) pointed out that the Secre tar ia t ' s opinlan should 

be baaed on le ; ja l arguments der iv ing from the prc:Tlqlcns of the Ciiarter-. 

Th!=> &11э»Со1ш1во1оп had previously jrrxjposed to addroca queationnelros d i r e c t l y 

t r govomments, but the Secre tar ia t had oxprossod bho view that I t was not-

compétent to do so, 

k8» Mr. KYEOU (Greece) was prepared to accept the proposal of the Chilean 

and Uruguayan representat ives. He also shared the view of the Belgian repre

sentat ive . I t was undesirable to fo l low precedents too . c l ose l y i they might 

be bad and no use fu l purpose would be served by fo l lowing them, 

A 9 . Mr. KISOT 
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k 9 , Mr. NISOT (Belgium) tlioü¿ht that thé delet ion of the reference to i t s 

Suh-Cójffiíiiasions vould r e f l e c t the views of the Conunisslon. The request need 

not ra i se a matter not d i r e c t l y concerning the Comaissrlon. 

50. The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Commission was not, for the present, 

ca l l ed upon to consider the ac tua l text of the Lebanese draft r eso lu t i on , but 

merely had to decide whether to postpone consideration of that reso lut ion . u n t i l 

the Legal Department haá'prepared an opinion Ъавеа not on .precedents, hut on 

s t r i c t l y l e ga l considera-Elena. 

51. Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) agreed that the consideration of h i s draft 

reso lut ion should he postponed. 

The ConnnisBlon decided to postpone Consideration of the Lebanese draft. 

reso lut ion (E/CN.it/lj65). 

Draft reso lut ion С (Co-operation of non-governmental organizatlona) 

52. Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) referred to the amendment she had suh

mitted c a l l i n g for-the de let ion of draft reso lut ion С {E/си,k/Щ). She con-

s ide red the text unnecessary, not because, she was. against.co-operation of pon-

governmental organizat ions, but because i t was completely superfluous to r e c a l l 

-the heed for such Co-operation. The non-governmental organizations could be 

. consulted at any time, according to the status which they enjoyed, and they, 

were authorized to submit wr i t ten statements on questions wi th in the i r competence. 

I t was therefore probable that non-governmental.organizations interested 1» the 

question vould • prepare 'and submit statements when the information at theii-

:. d isposal wais required, i f indeed they had not .already done..so. 

53. Mr... NISOT (BelgiuÈi) a lso considered the draft reso lut ion .unnecessary. 

5**- The CHAIRMAN,r speaking as the representattye of • the United Sta.tes of 

America-, likewise.-favoured the delet ion of; the draft r e so lu t i on . She ca l lpd 

Upon the Commission to, vote on. the retent ion of .draft reso lut ion C. 

The Commission decided to delete the draf t reso lut ion by 8 .votes to. with 
2 abstentions. 

/Draft 
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Draft reeolutlon.-D(EduGationai: measures for the prevention of d lscr iminat lo i i ) : 

55, The СНАШШ1 read the o r i g i n a l text of the draft reso lut ion and drev 

the Commission's at tent ion to the United Kingdom amendment Л/квз/ке^.1). 

,56. Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom), i n explanation of her amendment, stated 
that i t was not proper for the Commission on Human Bights to make budgetary recom
mendations i n respect of a spec ia l i zed agency. Such interference would be un
warranted. Nor could the Commission on Human Eights submit recommendations 
concerning the work programme of .UNESCO, 

57. Mr. г.'ШОТ (Belgium) shrrod the United Kingdom representat ive ' - v icv rjid 
supported her amendraent. Ho else iiicv^ an-amondmont to the f i r s t operativo 
paragraph" of ti^e draft rerjolutlon.. The phrase "Calls-upon a l l .Member• Statos to 
take all-f.tepF; a v a i l a b l e . . . " wa? unnscesaarily oiaphatic and incon i i s tent with 
A r t i c l e : 2 , paragraph 7, of the Charterj he therofore proposed to i-anond tlio 
paragraph to read as follows: "l?ote-3 the d e s i r a b i l i t y of a l l - Member Sta.tes ' . 
taking f . l l 3^6ps aveil. '-;.blc...". 

58. Mr. OEIBE (Ui-uguay) was prepared to accept the amendment .proposed by the 
Belgian representative but he wished to point out that ho was unable to agree to 
the l e t t e r ' s i m p l i c i t in terpretat ion of the provisions of A r t i c l e с of the 
Charter to which he had re ferred . 

59. The CHAIBMAN., speaking as the representative of the United States of 
America, and Mr. KYROU (Greece) accepted the amendment proposed by the United 
Kingdom delegation. 

60. Mr. VALENZUELA (Chile) accepted both the United Kingdom and the Belgian 
amendments. His delegation wished, moreover, to submit an amendment to delete 
the word " s o c i a l ' i n sub-paragraph (l) of the second paragraph of the preamble. 
Throughout the draft r eso lu t i on , reference wag made to d iscr iminat ion i n general, 

and to qual i fy d iscr iminat ion i n the sub-paragraph concerned was unnecessary i n 

view'of the fact that s o c i a l d iscr iminat ion was ' ac tua l l y covered by the-
expression " a l l forms of d i s c r im ina t i on . " • , -

/ Ы . The CHiURMAN 
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61. The CHAIEMAW put to the vote the Chi lean amendment to delete the word 
" s o c i a l " i n sub-paragraph (1) of the second paragrajsh of the т/геатЬ1е of the draft 
reso lut ion D beginning with the-words "Affirms i t s conv i c t i on " . 

' .The Chilean amendment was adopted by 12 votes to none, with 2 abstentions. 

62. ' . Mrs. MEHTA (India).explained that she had abstained from voting on the 
•.amendment, because she f e l t that , i n schools, i t was social , d iscr lminatton that 
had to be- combated, 

63. The CHAIRMAN stated that the_expression " a l l forms.of àiscrimination" i n 
the next paragraph covered s o c i a l d i sc r imina t i on . 

6 k , Mr... KYHOIJ (Gre.ece) submitted an amendment to replace paragraph 3 of 
draft reso lut ion D, beginning with the words "СаНа upon a l l Member States" by the 
fo l lowing ! "Draws the a t tent ion of Member States to the urgent need to take a l l 
steps avai lable to them to el iminate a l l forms of d iscr iminat ion from t h e i r 
schools" . He considered that wording to be more i n accordance with the Universa l 
Declarat ion of Human Rights and the provisions of A r t i c l e 2 , paragraph 7 of the 
Charter. 

65, Mr. NISOT (Belgium) accepted the wording proposed by the Greek represent
at ive and withdrew h is own amendment, 

66. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment proposed by Greece. 
The amendment was adopted by 10 votes to 3, wi th 1 abstention. 

67. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United Kingdom amendment to delete the 
words "as soon as i t i s ava i l ab l e " from the seventh paragraph of draft reso lut ion D. 

The amendment was adopted by 13 votes to none,.wlth 1 abstention. 

68, The CHAIRMAN inv i t ed the Commission to take a decis ion on the United 
Kingdom proposal, as amended by the Ph i l i pp ines , to replace the words "Requests 
UNESCO to give p r i o r i t y " by the words "Recommends to UNESCO to proceed v i t b " . 
Some ind i ca t i on should be given to UNESCO, however, that i t should proceed with 
i t s work as soon as poss ib le . 

/69. xMr. SORENSON 



Page 13 

69. Mr« SOREIÎSOIÎ (Deiffiaark) supported the new wording which he considered 
to he consistent with the provisions of Article 63, paragraph 2, of the Charter, 

70. Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) and Mr. MEIffiEZ (Philippines) agreed to 
the addition of the words "as soon as possible" after the word "proceed". 

71. The СБШШИ put to the vote the United Kingdom amsndraent, as amended. 
The United Kingdom proposal, as amended, was unanimously adopted. 

72. ^ The CHAIRMAN.put to the vote draft resolution D as a whole, as 
amended. • 

Draft resolution J), as amended, was unanimously adopted. 

73. Mr. JEVREMCVIC (Yugoslavia) drew the Commission's attention to 
paragraphs I7 and 18 of the Ad H00 Committee's report concerning the Sub» 
Commission's recommendations relating to the draft International Covenant on 
Human Rights and Measures of Implementation. He regretted that.the Commission 
would not have sufficient time to consider those recommendations In detail. 

G-EMERAL BIBLIOGRAPHY OF SGIEÏÏTIFIC WOHiS ̂ RELATED TO TEE PROBLEM OF TPS PROTEO ИОН 
OF HUMAN RIGHTS: DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITIED BY CÍELE AND URUGUAY (E/CN .1|A66) 

f k . Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) invited the Commission to examine the draft reso
lution submitted by the delegations of Chile and Uruguay (E/CN.U/UÔO) on the 
preparation of a bibliography of scientific works on human rights published 
since 31 December 19̂ <-0, The need for such a bibliography had Ipng been felt, 
but It had seemed impossible to publish one as an annex to the Yearbook on 
Human Rights which was already too bulky and expensive as i t was. 
75. He admitted that the date of 31 December 19^0 had been chosen rather 
arbitrarily. However, the sponsors of the Joint draft resolution had believed 
that It was after that date that States had taken up a definite position on the 
protection of human rights. 

/76. Miss EOV/IE 
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76, Miss BOWTE •(United Klngdomj recalled that such hihliographies had 
ailready heen published, one of them by the Secretariat the year before and 
another by икшЗСО. 

77, The CHAIRMAN said that the publication of a general bibliography of 
a l l the work on human rights might prove costly. It would therefore be 
preferable to replace the word "publish" by the word "circulate". 

78, Mr. SCHWELB (Secretariat; explained that th© Joint draft resolution 
would haVe no financial implications, i f the Commission was satisfied with, 
mimeographed instead of printed documents. Ho also confirmed the United - • 
Kingdom representative's statement and. recalled that the Secretariat had already 
issued a bibliography on human rights for the Conference of Non-Governmental 
Organlzatióxia held at Geneva and for the Sub-Commission on the Prevention of 
Discrimination and the îrbtection of Minorities. 

79, Mr» CASSIN prance) said he would vote in favour of the Joint draft 
resolution, provided i t had no financial implications. 
80, However, he wished to point out that current work on human rights had 
started in France and in the Tfoited Kingdom in 19^0. It would therefore, be 
advisable to alter the date in the draft resolution. E© would-prefer the pro
posed bibliography to cover th© works published after-1 September 1939, or 
possibly 31 December 1939» 

81, Mr. VALENZUEIA (Chile) suppoî ted the comments of the Uimguayan repre
sentative and urged the need of preparing a permanent document to assist the 
work of the Commission and its Suh-Commlsslona.- He aloo accepted the French 
proposal that the bibliography In question should concern workfî published after 

, 31 December 1939• 

/62. Mr. ORIBE 
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82. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) a lso acoeptéd the Preiîch proposai» With regard 
i/O the Chairman's suggestion that the word "publ ish" phould he replaced Ъу 

"c i rculate " ' he pointed out that to publ ish d id not necessari ly mean to p r i n t . 
However, ho was w i l l i n g to adopt the suggestion. 

83. The CHAIRí-IAN put to tho vote the Jo in t dra f t reso lut ion of Chi le 
and Uruguay, amended as fo l lows: "pub l i sh " , In the f i r s t paragraph of the 
operative part , to be replaced by the word " c i r c u l a t e " , and the date of 

31 December 19^0, In tho second paragraph, to be changed to 31 December 1939. 

The Jo int draf t r eso lu t i on , as amended, was adopted unanlm.ously. 

The meeting rose at 5*15 P»m, 

12/5 P.m. 




