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Discussion of Article 6 (Continued)

1 The CHAIRMAN pointed out that a document containing
>5ugéestions fer amendments to“Article 6, set oﬁt under six
, headings had been distributed by the Secretarlat. He
stated that Point 1: ”Lveryone is Lntltled to all the rlghts
:'and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, w1thout dlstinction
of any kind, such as race, sex, language, religlcn, polltical
‘.‘or other oplnlon“ had been adopted by the uubeommlsslon. He.
asked Mr. BORISOV who had drawn up P01nt 2% ”Property atatus,
national or social origin' and P01nt‘6. ”Property and social |
status, netional groups and minorities“, whether Point 6 was

to replace Point 2 which he had previously proposed.

" Mr, BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
considered that in Point 6 his idea had been distorted. He
withdrew Point 6 and would maintain Point 2: '"Property status,

national or social origin'.

Mr, MCNAMARA (Australla) and Dr. WU (Chlnﬂ), in reply o
to the Chairman, agreed to cancel P01nt 3 which they had
proposed: "Property status, natlonal or social origin" (to

be Inserted after “political or other oplnlon”)

Miss NONROE (United Kingdom) and sz, SPANIEN (France)

| withdrew Point 4: "Property statUS, erigin or class",

Mr, ROY (Hailti) declared himself in agreement with the
'wording'suggested by Mr. Borisov, and was willing to withdraw
his proposal (Point 5): '"Property end social status, national

groups', subject to the conmsent bf Mr. McNAMARA and Dr. WU,
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The CHAIRMAN put to the Sub-Commission Mr. Borisov's
proposals .”Property status, national or eecial origin" and
the amendment submitted by~Nry McNamara and Dr. Wué “Property
status, national and social crigin“ (to be inserted after |

"political or other opinion").

Mr, SHATAQ (itan) coneideted the term ”national groups”v
inadequate because the meaning of that term was limited by, |
the concept of the State. Thc term Pethnic” seemed to him
preferable but he would accept “nitional or social origin" '
provided Mr., Borisov explained exactly what he meant by

the tern.

Mr, MASANI (India) shared Mr. Shafaq's misgiving, = He
felt that the word ”national“ was 1mproperly used here because
it stood for a concept of a aiiferent kind frcm that implied
in the terms 'race, sex, ete,.” He preferred Mr. Borlsov's

text, as amended by Mr. McNamara and Dr. Wu,

Mr. McNAMARA (Australia) sald that if ~the word. ”groups"

were adopted, it would have. to be used in the Singulai°

Dr. WU (China) objected to the ternm "national criéin"’
which might lead to.confusion. ° For example: a Chinsman
living in Haiti who was a natufalized Haitian would not be
liable to any discriminatory measureS‘cn the part of‘the_,
Government., This would not be the case if that Chinauan
took up residence in Haiti without becoming naturalized, The
tern "national should be.reserved, he felt, for the ethnic
group forming a nation.

Mr. BORISOV (Union of ‘Scviet Socialist Republics) stated
that if the members of the Sub-Commission so desired, he was -
prepared tc revise his first‘proposalg ,_In any case, he aeked fc:(
a vote on his proposal as a whOle,and nct only on the,lastifew

;
words,
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The CHATRMAN replied that the vote would be taken on the
text as a whole, since'aﬁendments to the text fqrmed the subject
‘of'the present discussion; |

Mr. ROY (Haiti) felt that the expression "national origin”
| might‘berjﬁst as dangerous as the term "natlonal groups". He
observed that the Constitutions of most of the States Members of
the»Unitéd Nations¢discriminated between native~born and naturaliz-
ed citizens. All Haltians for example9 were equal before the law,
except for privileges grénted to Haitians by birth. Naturalized
Haitians could not fill cerﬁain poéts (such as that of President
‘bf_the Bepublic), until a certain number of years after naturali?
zation .(Dolcume.nt B/CN.4/8ub.2/4) .

The CHAIRMAN stated that in his opinion the same objection.
held good with regard to the term "national groups".

Mr. McNAMARA (Australia) drew the attention of the members
 9§ the SubaCommissiQn to'the grave consequences which might ensue
' from:thé use of a general fo:mulaﬁinrArticle 6. This article might
conflict with other articles of the draft, such as Article 26, for
instance; The Drafting Committee should not overlook this
‘dlfilCHTtYa |

The CHAIRMAN explained.that Article 6 deflned principles the
application of which was provided for in subsequent articles, He
could seeino objection to putting the amendments to the vote.

- Professor HUMPHREY (Secretariat) emphasized that Article 28
defined the application of a prinziple laid down in Article 6;
Artiéle 28 read as follows: "Everyone shall have equal opportunity
to engage in public employment and to hold public office in the
State of which he is a >itizen. -Aécess to examinations for public
employment:shall‘not be a matter of privilege or favour.'" The
‘difficulty pointed out by Mr. ROY could thérefore'be éonsidered

when that article was discussed.,
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Mr. NISOT (Belgium) was dubilous aboﬁt this, He feit that
Article 6 might affect subsequent afticléé because of the word
"all" on the first line of the Article.

Mr. ROY (Haltl) observed that many Constitutions discriminat-
ed between native-born and naturalized citizens, not‘only in ,
regard to the holding of public office, but in. other spheres élso,
such as (in Haiti) that of commerce. If Article 6 4id not
discriminate as to national origin, it would be in flagrant coh—
tradiction with other articles which recogrized certain limitations.
One might say: "....all rights and freedoms, subject to the
provisions of the following Articles...."

The CHAIRMAN replied that examplesishould not be taken from
the various Constitutions now in existence; the Sub—COmmissioh
should endeavour to secure the maximuﬁ protection and freedom for
all. It would be the duty of the various States to see ‘that these
principles were applied. | o /

Mr., ROY (Haiti) acpebted thié viewpoint. Personally heé was
anxious to abollsh all inequalities, but he had wished to dfaw
attention to a possible contradietion between a general formula
and the proviéions embodied in thé Constitufimns'of séVeral Membérs:
of the Unlted Nations. He'was not opposed to the insertion of this
absolute formula in the Bill of Human‘Rights, or even in the Con;
vention. But in that case it should be clearly stated that
absolute equality was the goal the Commission had in view,

Mr, SHAFAQ (Iran) propoéed a new amendment to Mr, BORISOV'S
text in which only the terms "property statué” and "social origin"
would be retained, on the understanding that this lattef‘term
would cover ethnic and natlional differenges.v

He reserved the right to revert to his proposal fqr the
inclusion of the term '"national grouﬁs” when Articlé'28'came'up

for discussion,
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Mr, SPANIEN (France) consideréd that the Sub-Commission

should not be slavishly bound by texts. Its task was, not
to draw up the texts of the.articles submitted to it, but‘
rather to study the pringiples underlying those articles. It
should further be entitled to make special regervations, which
would be taken into account when the text was drawn up.

| He proposed that the Sub-Commission should revert to
Mr, BORISOV's first proposal, sinece the latter's explanation

had cleared up the point.,

Mr, BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) wished
to clarify the'meaning'he attached to the word '"national'.
He, dld not agree w1th Mr., oHAFAQ, for he considered that within
“the same natlonallty there could be different origins. Article
6 defined equal rights for all., This meant that any citizen
of the Soviet Union, WGfe he Jew, Negro, C—eor'giam9 Caucasian,
ote. could become a member or the President of the Supreme
- Council, The social ranks fo be found within evefy country
. should not stand in the way of equality of rights, He asked
whether in the Uni%ed States a Negro, a Jew or a naturalized

Mexican could become President, If there were any discrimination

in that field, there could be no equality of rights.

- Mr, MASANI (India) supported Mr. SHAFAQ;S amendment.,

The example quoted by M;. BORISOV did not seem to him
relevant, for the different caéegories to which he had referred
were ethnic or racial groups, whose rights Qere guaranteed by
the term "race', He suggested that the discussion of the

tern "or n%fﬂonal origin" in Article 6 be resumedn

2
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Mr, DANIELS (United States of America) thought the Sub-
Commission was overlooking an impértént nartvof a phrase in
Article 6, namecly the word ”all” ' He recalled that‘Article I
Paragraph 3 of the Chartcr montloned ”respect for human rights and
for fundame sntal freudonm.&u all witiout dlstlnction as to race, sex,
language, or rmliglon”. Th@ 118t of rlghts and frgedoms must
thersfore no% be expanded, In rep]y to Mr Borlsov he explained
that in the United Ste tbo tharu was nothlng to pPOVunt a cltlzen
from bbcomlng Pr051dpnt, on the sole coniltlon that he was born
on Unlted States territory. | | |

ThuA HATRMAN propoqed that a vote should be taken on the
third part of the first paragraph of Mr, Borisov's proposals
ipronerty status, national or soclal origin'". Now, Mr, ‘MeNamara
and Dr., Wu had proposed that text again, in the form ofzan amend-
ment to Article 6. Those w%rdy were to be added alter "or other |
opinion". As this amondment was the most far*“Pacthg, 1t was
the one on which the vote should be taken first.

Mr, T0Y (Haiti)'on a polnt of order, recalled Mr,Shafaq's
sub-amendment to the effect that the word "natlonal" be deleted.
That sub-amendment should have priority.'

The CHAIRMAN replied by referring to Rulé 54wof the
Commission's Rulus of Procedure wnich stated_that:'”lf‘two”or
more proposals ara moved relating to the same QUL tion, or if
one or more-amundm@nt” are moveﬁ to a propoqal the Cdmmission
shall first vote on the most far- roichlng proposal or ammndment,
| and thon on tho next most far- reaching pIopObal Gr ﬂmundment
and s¢ on, untilguu.allvthe propo»als and amendmentb have beun

put tO 'l‘flu VO‘ uuau\”:
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Mr, ROY (Haltl) said those Rules of Procedure would be applledn
as‘faren p0a~1ble, Otherwlse, the Rules oi Procedure of the General
Assembly must be applied. Now, the latter in Article 76, provided‘
thatz‘_”When an amendment revises, adds to of deletes from a o
proposal, the amendment shall be voted on First, and if it 1is
adopted, the amended proposal shall then be voted on".

This, moreover, was in conformity w1th the usual parllamentary
procedure., | -

Mr. MASANI (India) asked how, if the‘nore far-reaching amend-
ment;were adopted, a decision could be taken with regard to Mr.
Shafad's,Sub—amendment. | ; |

Mr, ROY'(Haiti) added that tne Rule mentioned by the CHAIRMAN

kannlied to cases where there were two amendments relating to the
‘,same queetjon° - In the case 1n pOLnt there was only one amendment
that of Mr. Shafag, to Mr, Borisov's proposal |

| Mr, NISOT (Be lglum) asked for the qtralghtforward appllcatlon

of the Commission's Rules of Procedure,

N '

|  The CHAIRMAN w1shed to consult Members as to whether the
‘Commlselon's Rulus of Procedure should be applled
Mr, ROY (Haltw) gaid that if a vote were taken on the ques~
tion, he would of course vote for the application of the Rules of
Procedure. The queetlon, however, was badly put as it was here
simply a case of interpretation of the Rules, . ;
Miss MONROE (United Kingdom) preferred a vote to be taken
first on Mr. Shafaq's amendment. | |
Mr, MASANI (India) repeated his question: 1if the amendment
- of Mr, McNamara and Dr. Wu were adopted could Mr, Shafaq's |

amendment bhe voted on or not?
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_Mr, McNAMARA (Australia) thought that a vote could first be
taken on the most far-reaching amendment., If 1t were adopted,
the sub-Commission might then decide that that was sufficient; or
they could go on, and vote on each amendment in turn.
. The CHAIRMAN asked whether members regarded Mr, Borisov's
text as an amendment or a proposal,
Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) repeated
- that his proposal constituted a new text, far-reaching and cbm;
plete as to substance, It was intendsd to replace Article 6 énd
- could thercfore not be regarded as an amendment.# MembeTS‘couid’
decide whether certain terms should be added to Article 6 or to
othur Articles, | | |
' Tha CHAIRMAN saild that all proposals for changes discussed
both that day and on the previous day had been regarded as amend?
ments. It would be strange 1f the Sub-Commission were now to
regard Mr. Borisov's additional text as anything else than an
amendment, | |
Mr, SHAFAQR (Iren) took the view that Mr, Borisov's text was
a proposal and not,an'amendment. | |
Miss MONROE (United Kingdom) understood that Mr. Borisov was
esking for a vote on the third part of the first paragraph‘of his 
pronosal, with no change. She pointed out that‘the Sub-Commission
had, however, already adopted an amendment to Article 6 to the |
effect that the words "political or other opinion" be added to the
orlginal text, and those words did not appcar in Mr. Borisov'is |
text,
Mr, NISOT (Belgium) thought that the Chalrman was right be-
cause, while Mr., Borlsov might originally have made a separgte
proposal, thils had in,point of fact become an amendment. ' He

formally requested the Chalrman to apply his previous ruling.l\.
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The CHAiRMAN said that_members were to vote on the third

part ofer. Borisov's original amgndment, which consisted of
adding to Article 6 the words "property status, national or
social origin', |

Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) explained |
that he had proposéd a.complete text to feplace Article 6, The
third paft of the first paragraph was part of the whole. The
first and second parts had been rejected, and he requested that
- the Sub-Commission should now vote on the whole of the third part
and not only on two or three words of it.

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) feared that would be incompatible with
what the Sub—Commiséion had‘décided that morning. In his opinion
the only thing to do'Was to vote on the last part of the prOposal,'
If Mr. Borisov thought that the Sub-Commission should not vote
on the last part,,thére‘&és no need to take any vote whatsoéver.

Mr. ROY (Haiti) thought there was some donfusioﬁ between
changing and amendiﬁglthe‘text. The Sub-Commissionlwas studying
 Article 6, and if it decided to change that Article this would
not, in that particular case, éonstiﬁute an amendment, but a

proposed change. To that proposal, however, there were amendments

Mr, Shafaq should thus be regarded as having movéd an amendment
- to Mr. Borisov's propésal. ‘

Miss MONROE (United Kingdom) understood that Mr. Borisov
wished for a vote on the third part.of his proposal, beginning
'with the words "irrespective of" down to the words “national or
social origin"., She asked Mr. Borisov, in order to avoid any
_misunderstanding, to be good'eﬁough\to read out the exact text
on which he wished a vote to be taken. She drew the Sub-
Commission's attention to the fact that the first and second
parts had already been rejected, and that the third part did

not contain the words "political or other oﬁinidn”,:which
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had already been adopted,

Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) agaln
wighed to facilitate the Sub-Commission's task. Helsaid that the
-text he proposed constituted a new proposal, and not an amendment
to Article 6. He had never said that he would accept an aménded
version of Article 6, and that was why he had proposed a new |
text of which certain parts had not been adopted, while it seemed
that agreement might be possible with regard to others. He
reminded members that hé had ésked for a vote on the three barts I
- which formed a whole. It seemed that{the Sub-Comnttission agreed
on the third part except for certain words. He saw no objection
to the Sub-Commission taking a majority vote on thé whole of
that third part. ‘. ‘

The CHATIRMAN requested Mr. Borlsov to read out the fext on
which he wished a vote to be taken.

‘r. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) began
by pointing out that the Sub-Commission had not yet;voted on the
second part of his text, although it had voted on a text which
had been modified following a proposallby‘Mr. Danieis. Amendments
had been submitted in regard to the third part, which read
"irrespective of their race, sex, lahguage, religion, property
status, national or social origin." Some members believed |
that the terms "race, s&X%, language, religion" should not be
mentioned since they were alr.ady incorporated in Article 63
the phrase "property status,”national or soc1alyorigin”,_then
remained. ‘ ‘

Miss MONROE (Uﬁitéd Kingdom) pressed Nr. Borisov to read
out the whole of Article 6, in the form in which he wished.

1t to be drafted.



B/CN. u/Sub 2/8R.6
page 12

Mr. BORISOV (Union‘of.Soviet Socialist Republics)
steted that the first part of his proposal, reading ”all
’people are equal before the law” had been rejected because
this provision was embodied in Article 5. The second part of
- his proposal had not been accepted because it had been replaced
x_hy the word "all', added by the Sub-CommiSS1on in the first
1ine of Articled6. jIn regard to the. third part, reading
”irrespeotive of their race, sex, language, religion, property
status, national or social orzgln”, an amendment had been
" proposed whereby the words “1rrespeet1ve of their race, sex,‘
language, religion" would be deleted in order to avoid
repetition.r_ Itveppeared, then, that the SubeCommission
' wished to retein only the terms ”property status, national
.or soclal orlgin” of his proposed text, but he was not sure
- that no ather amendment had been proposed, in respect even

of_the last mentioned terms. .

" Mr., McNAMARA (Australia) remarked that Mr, Borisov's
~ explanations had clarified the debate and asked whether
~Mr. Borisov accepted the amendment the purpose of which was
to‘aVOidta‘repetition of the terms '"race, sex, language,
religion", He was of the opinion that the best procedure
would be to vote, as proposed by the Chairman, on the most

far-reaching amendment.

t

The.CHAIRMAN‘wished to know whether Mr. Borlsov was
asking for a vote on the phrase "irrespective of their race,
- sex, language, religion, in view of the fact that these.terms

- were already included in the text adopted by the Sub-Commission.
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Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) replied in
: theeaffirmative, since hiseteXt was a proposed‘new draft ef Article-
6 »nd was not nn amendment to it. The third part of‘his.proposal
'fn710woﬁ 1ogica1]y from the first two. He was therefore asking

for a voto on the whole text _ | _

Mr. ROY (Haiti) was unwilling to accept the procedure proposee
by Mr. McNamaraﬁ- If the Sub-Commission began by votlng on the lau-i
part of the £1 rst Parags aph proposed by Mr. Borisov he did not see
hew 14 couid thebéaf ter- vote on Mr, Shafaq's emendmenu, ths effeut
of Which‘would bexko’omit a terh which would by then have been |
adopted}‘ Such a votjhg procedure would be illoglaal.

Miss MONROE (United Klngdom) stated that she would vote on
the text proposed by Mr. Borisov provided he agreed to delete the
terms "race, sex, language, rellglon”, vhich were repetitive.

Mr. DORTSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) could mot

agrec to cult these terms from his proposal, whicl, he repeated,

£
formed a complete text. He stressed the fact'that'ether mémbers,
having the right'to éubmit'amendments, conld propose their.
deletion. | | o
The ChAIRMAN concluded from this exchange of vieus Lhat the
Sub Commigsion should proceed to vote on the whole of the tn*rd
part, 3 ~_ |
. Mr, ROY (Haiti) formally moved an amendment} thaﬁ tﬂe words
”irrespectjve of their race, ee*, lnnguageq rel’:i;fyv’on"i be deleted&'
The CHATIRMAN nut to the vote Mr. Borisov"s text, readlng o
"irrespectiv of uhe1¢ race, sex, language, religion9 property
status, national or social origin'. |
DECISION: This text wa.s regected by seven votes To dne,‘ ,
with three abstentions. ‘ |

| Tho CHATRMAN put to tho vote the amendment broposed by Mr.'

McNamm*e and Dr. Wu9 to add the words ”property euatue, naclona1 
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‘.or social orlgin” to Article 6. Artlcle 6 would then read “Everyone
is entltled to ell ‘the rlghts and freedoms set forth in this
‘Decleratlon, w1thout dlstlnctlon of race, sex, language,vrellgion,\
| political or other oplnion, property status, or nadtional or soc1al
orlgin” _ |
| Mr° ROY (Haitl) stated that he had abstained from the
"preceding vote beceuse he d1d not agree wilth the votlng procedure,
He‘wished to-know when the bub—Commlssion would be called upon to
vote on Mr. Shafaq S amendment shpported by himself; which was to -
delete the word ”natlonal“ The Sub Commission eould not first
*vote to incorporate th1s word in Article 6, and vote a second time
'to delete it. |
N Mr,‘l NANmRA (Australia) thought the Sub-Commission could vote
on both amendments. Delegates who did not accept the flrst would
1kvote for:the_secohd,_and vice versa,
ﬂ ~The CHAIRMAN stated thet the Sub Commission was therefore
} roquirod to vote, in turn, on the two follow1ng texts.
(1) ”Property status, or national or social origin’
(2) MProperty status, or social origin', |
The first text was put to the vote.,
DECISION: This text was adopted by six votes, with five
abstentions. | | _
Mr. ROY (Halti);on a point of order asked, what the position
would be if thevsecond text werc also adoptedn - |
- Mr, NISOT, (Belgium) considered that, since the Chairman had
~ taken e'clear—cut-decislon onvthe question of wvoting procedureg
ctho debate was closed. “ , v o
~ Mr. MASANI (India) did not share the fears expressed by Mz,
Roy.v In the unllkoly event of both texts belng adopted the Sub--

'Commisslon could decide to vote for one text,ves against the otherf>

\
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The CHAIRMAN accopted this proposal ‘and pointed out that he
had had this in mind when deciding to call for successive votes on
the two texts, He put the second text to the vote,' | |

| DECISION. This text was rejected by five votes to three,
with three abstentlons. | -

Mr. BORISCV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) stated
that he had abstained from the second vote, since he had voted for
‘the first text. He considered that the insertion in the text of
the concept conveyed by the term "national” was most 1mportant
and that having done this, the Sub- Commission should bring this
question to the attention of the Drafting Committee, which would
have to produoe a final text, '

The CHAIRMAN requested the Sub Commission to vote on the
text as a whole, L | | ‘

Mr. DANIELS (United States of Anerica) considorod thet there'
was a drafting error in the English tcxt.‘ He thought that the |
words ”as o had a rcstrictive meaning by no means in accordance
with the Sub Commission S 1ntontion,‘

Mr. MASANI’(India) proposed that the words 1n quostion be
replaced by "such as", | |

| The Sub~ Commission |
DECTDED
v To adopt the formal change proposed by Mr Masani, while
leav1ng the French text as it stood° .

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the full text of Article 6,
which reads “Every one is entitled to all the rights wnd freedoms‘
get forth in this Deélaration, without distinction such as race, -
sex, language, reli?ion, political or other opinlon9 prOperty -
status, or national or 3001al origin”

DECISION: N | | o

The text was adopted‘hy 9 votes‘to-l with\one‘abstention;.itl‘
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 Mr. DANTELS (United States of America) desired to make some
}: obsorvations oin the Sub ~-Commission's working methods° He noted

pthat the Suo CommisSion had epent more than b of the 5% hours of
thetbdey S meetings in discussine matters of proceduro. He felt
that 1t ought not to‘waste time by deciding on 'a final ‘text for
i,the drafting of the Artioles, Its business was to express its

.Views on the prevention of discrimination and protection of
i minorities. He asked the Sub- CommisSion to grant “the Chairman
,-}more‘latitnde in taking dec131onS; Time for discussion ought to
v‘.be limited, and the}Chairmantought to'heve the necessary anthority
to plen out the work. | |
" Mlss MONROE (Unitod Kinedom) sﬁpported~Mr“Daniels. Draft-
";ing of any changes which tho Sub Commission w1shed to be ‘made in
sthe draft should e left to the Draftinp Committee.

- Mr, BORlSOV (Union of 5ov1et Socialist Republics) remarked

R that prompted by hlS own exporien097 ‘he had proposed at the first
‘:meeting, that the Sub-Comiission should confine itself to a
'v'.general discussion on prin01ples and the expression of members"

:views,-and should not undertake the draftinghof the Articles in
‘:fquestion,‘ The Suh-Commission fiad not even been asked to

‘underiake that tash It was to rccord the views broupht to
li?ht by tho discussion in a report to be submitted to the
Commission on Human Ri hts. N

Mr., NISOT (Belgium) fniitduto see any difference betmeen

these two methods of p”ocedurca The diffioulties would remain
J;,whatever method of working was adopted. One‘could7notfindeed
"make one's moaning clear exoept by drawing up articles or
’formulating princ pios° | |

| Mr° ROY (Hditi) was of the same Opinion as Mr‘ Nisot. To
.iiMr. Borisov he repiied that the report to be submitted to tho
d;/Commission on Human Rishts ounht to “eflect the opinion oft the

: Sub CommiSblO”l not ’r'he opinmvls of mombers,‘ o L e
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Mr. SPANIEN (France) stated that preparing texts for the
Drafting Committee, drafting articles or altering them by means
of amendments was not a quick way of working. He proposed that
the Sub-Commission should adopt a method that would cnable it
to produce not texts of articles for submission to the Drafting
Committee, but a report embodying the Sub-Commission’s opinion
ag to the recommendations to bé submitted t¢ the Drafting
Cormlttee., This method of work would make 1t poggible to avoid
long discussions about the drafiing of articles and even siuple
matters of syntax.

Mr., NISOT (Belgium) said that he had Just learncd that the
Drafting Committee would not be giving immediate attention to
the Sub~Commission's work. The Committee would only undertake
the drafting of the Declaration and Convention when it had
received the replies from the various aovernmonts, ho Jult
that in those circumstances 1t was not superfluous for the
Sub-Commission to do a 1little drafting.

The CHAIRMAN reminded members that the Commission on Human
Rights oxpacted the Sub-Commission to produce texts ihat
reflected 1ts views. The Drafting Commlttee wmorcover w¢ul& not
be meeting before the session of the Human Riphts Commission.
The Commission desired to kmow the Sub-Commlssion's views,
whether in the form of suggestions, proposals, alterativus,
amendments, additions or deletions. However, experience had
shown that 1t was better not to try to produce a flnal drnit of
the Articles. He felt that the Sub~Commission would do wcil to
devote more attentlon to the expression of concrete vicws, VHe
proposed therefore that members should adopt the latter method in
future. Lastly he gave notice that the Sub-Commission would
examine the second paragraph of Mr. Borisov's proposal the
following day.

The meeting rose at 5.50 p.m.





