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Discussion of Article 6 (Continued)

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that a document containing

suggestions fer amendments to "Article 6, set out under six

headings, had been distributed by the Secretariat. He

stated that Point 1: lIEveryone is entitled to all .the rights

and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without distinction

of any kind, suCh as race, sex, language, religion, political

or other opinion", had been adopted by the Sub-:Commission. l1e

asked Mr. BORISOV, who had draVlnup Point 2: "Property status,
.

national or social origin'f and Point 6: I1Property and social

st9.tus, national 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 Po"int 6 his idea had been distorted. He

withdrew Point 6 .and. would maintain Point 2: "Property status~

national or social· origin".

Mr. McNAMARA (Australia) and Dr. WU (China), in reply

to the Chairman, agreed to cancel Point 3 which they had

proposed ~ "Property status, nationalor social origin'l (to

be inserted after "political or other opinion").

Miss~ONROE (United Kingdom) and Mr. SPANIEN (France)

withdrew Pointl.r: "Property status, origin or class""

Mr., ROY (Haiti) declared hilnself in agreement with the

wording suggested by Mr. Borisov:; and was willing to withdraw

his proposal (Point 5): "Property a.nd so.cial status, hationa.l

groupsll, subject to the consent bf Mr. McNAlyLARA and Dr. WIT.



The CHAIRIvLA.N put to the Sub-Commission Mr ~ Borisov IS

group forning a nation.

Dr .. WU (China) objected to the term"national origin"

. .~

He preferred Mro Bor.tsov1s

For example~ a Chinaman

The term "et~mic" seemed t.o him.

This would not be the case if that Chinaman

tho concept of the State.

in the terms "race, sex, etc."

Hr. IvlASANI (India) shared Mr. Shafaq's misgiving o He'

preferable but he would accept linational or social origin"

p :ro';:~i_ck :.1 Mr. Borisov explained exac~ly 'whC).t he meant by

the term o

Hr'. SHAFAQ (Iran) considered the term tlnational groupsO

inadequate because the meaning of that term was, limi te,d by

proposal~ lIproperty status, national or social origin" and

the amendment submitted by ,Mr. McNamara and Dr. Wu: nproperty

status, national and social origi~l(to beinser~ed after

"political or other opinion").
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text, as amended by Mr. McNamara and Dr Q WUo

felt that the word "national l1 was improperly used here because

it stood for a concept ofa different kind from that imp~ied

Mr. NcNAHARA (Australia) said t,hat if th.e word ngroups"

wero adopted, it would have. to be used in the singular.

which night lead ,to. confusion.

took up residence in Haiti Without becoming naturalized. The

term ffnational" should be reserved, he felt, for the ethnic

Government.

living in Haiti who was a naturalized Haitian would not be

liable to any discriminatory measures on tne part of the

. . .

lvlr. BGlUSOV (Union ofBo\riet Socialist Republic.s) stated

that if the menbers of the Sub-Cotwission so desirod, he was

prep'ared to revise his first proposal c . In any case, he asked for

a vote on his proposal as a whole and not only on the, last few

'"
J
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The CHAIRMAN replied that the vote would be ta~cen on the

text as a whole, since am~ndments to the text formed the subject

of the present discussion.

Mr~ ROY (Haiti) felt that the expression \lnational origin ll

might be just as dangerous as the termllnational groups11. He

observed that the Constitutions of most of the states Members of

the United Nations ,discriminated between native-born and naturaliz-
11

ed. citizens. All Haitians for example, were equal before the law,

except for privileges granted to Haitians by birth. Naturalized

Haitians could not fill certain posts (such as that of President

of the Republic), until a certain number of years after naturali­

zation(Document E!CN.4-!Sub.2/4-).

The CHAI~IAN stated that in his opinion the same objection

held good with regard to the term. tlnational groupstl.

Hr. McNAMARA (Australia) drew the attention of the members



Mr. NISOT (Belgium) was dubious about this. He felt that

Article 6 might affect sUbsequent articles because of the word

"all" on the first line of the Article.

Mr. ROY (Haiti) 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 also,

such as (in Haiti) that of commerce. If Article 6 did not

discriminate as to national origin, it would be in flagrant con­

tradiction with other articles which recognized certain liniitntions.

One might say: If •••• all rights and freedoms~ subject to the

provisions of the following Articles. ~ •• "

The CHAIRMAN replied that examples should not be taken from

the various Constitutions now in existence; the Sub-Commission

should endeavour to secure the maximum protection and freedom for

all.. It would be the duty of the various Sta.testo see that these

principles were applied.

Mr. ROY (Haiti) accepted this Viewpoint. Personally he was

anxious to abolish all inequalities, but he had wished to draw

attention to a possible contradiction between a general formula

and the provisions embodied in the Constitutions of several Members

of the United Nations. He was not opposed to the insertion of' this

absolute formula in the Bill of Human Rights, or even in the Con­

vontion. But in that case it should be clearly stated that

abso111ta equality was the goal the Commission had in view.

Mr. SJffiFAQ (Iran) proposed a new amendment to Mr. BORISOV's

text in which only the terms "property s ta tus'! and "social origin'!

would bo retained, on the understanding that this latter term

would cover ethnic and national differences.

He reserved the rtght to revert to his proposal f?r the

inclusion of the term "national groups" when Article 28 came up

for discussion,



tern' lIar D':I,tional origin" in Article 6 be resuffiod"

whether in the United States a Negro, a Jew or a naturalized

in that field 9 there could be no equality of rights.

Article

He asked

Its task was, not

If there were any discrimination

This meant that any citizen

He suggested that·the discussion of the

should not be slavishly bound by texts.

should not stand in the way of equality of rights.

the term flracelf.

of tho Soviet Union, wore he Jew, Negro, Georgian? Caucasian,

etc. could become a member or the Presi~ent of the Supreme

Council. The social ranks to be found within every country

the same nationality there could be different originso

Mr. SPANIEN (France) considered that the SUb-Commission

to draw up the texts of the articles submitted to it? but

rather to study the prinq.iples underlying those articlesc It

should further be entitled to make special reservations, which

would bo taken into account when the text was drawn upo

He proposed that the Sub-Commission should revert to

Mr~ BORISOVrs first proposal, since the latter1s explanation

had cleared up the point.

Hexican could become President,

relovant? for the different categories to which he had referred

Mr~ BORISOV (Union of Soviet Sociali~t ~epublics) wished

to clarify tho meaning' ,he attached to the word lino. tional tI •

He,did not agree with Mr. SHAFAQ, for he considered that within

wore ethnic or racial groups, whose rights were guaranteed by

Hr Q HASANI (India) .supported Hr. SHAFAQ IS amendl71ent.

The 8xanple quoted by Mr. BORISOV did not seem to him

6 defined equal rights for all.
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.SUb-amendment to the effect that t1'w word l:n~:ttj,anal1t b<3 deleted.

TheCf-IAIHlvrAN proposed that a vote should be taken on the

Mr 0 '~OY (Hai t.n OD a point of order,· recall(3d Mr. Shafaq f s

Now, Mr. McNamaranati.ona1 or 80c:l..1.1l origil';;.lI.11 proi)I':'rty <:1 t '.' t-" !.".l."';;I U ~~ ..',L.,),

and Dr. 1rJu had proposed. that text aga:i:n~ in the I'OI'lll Or an amend­

ment to Articlo 6. Thos~.:l \I/{)l'ds were to b\~ added after "or other

E/CN.Lr/Sub.2/SR.6
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Mr~ D1l.NIELS (United dtates of America) thought the Sub­

Conullission was 0"iT<"3r100king an important Dart of a phrase in

Article, 6~ namo1y tho word lI a11 11 • He recalled that Article I,

Paragraph 3 of tho ChCl.rter mentioned I1 respect for human ,rights

for fundamental freedoms fm.: -all witlOut distinction as to race, sex,

lan~m'..g\::, or r';:ligion". The lis""G of rights and freedoms must

thGrGfore not be expanded. In reply to Mr. Borisov he explained

that in the United Statos thera was nothing to prevent a citizen

opinion!t.. As t1, is amondmont was the mostfar--roaching, . it was

the: ono on which the·) vote should bo takon first.

third part of thafirst puragraph of Mr. Borisovls proposal:

from b0coming PN~sidGnt, on the sole cond.ition that he was born

on United States territory.

.'

Tho CHAIRMAN repl:L8c1 by referring to Rule 5l..~· of the

Commission f 8 Rulus of Proceduro which stated that: "If two or

mora proposals arG moved relating to the same question, or if

one or morE:' amGndrnclnts are moved to apropos a1? the Commission

sh,lJ.ll f1rs t vote OD. thE) FIOS t far-r(~aching proposal or am~nd.ment,

and then. on tho next most; far-reaching pr'oposal o.r amendment,

and so on, until o .'. all th,:) proposals and anlGndment's have been

put to the vo·La •. , 11 ,

That sub-arne~dm0nt ShOU1 0 have priority,
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Mr. ROY (Haiti) said those Rules of Procedure would be

as far es pos ~~ ibls. Otherwise, the Rules of Procedure of the General

Assembly must be applied. Now, the latter in Art1.cle 76, provided

that: "when an amondment revises, adds to or deletes from a

proposal 1 the amendment shall be voted on first? and .if it is

adopted? the amf:}nd.ed proposal shall then be voted on".

This, moreover, was in conformity with the usual parliamentary

procedure ",

Mr. MASANI (India) asked how,. if the more far-reaching amend­

mentwere adopted? a decision could be taken with regard to Mr.

ShafaQ's, sUb-amendment.
,

Mr. ROY (Haiti) added that the Rule mentioned by the CHAIRMAN

applied to ~ases where there were two amendments relating to the

same que"tion. In the case in point there was only one amendment?

that of Mr. Shafaq? to Mr. Borisov's proposal.

Mr. NISOT (B8lgium) asked for the straightforward application

of the Commission's Rules of Procedure.

,The CHAIRMAN wished to consult Members as to' whether the

Commissionls Rul8s of Procedure should be applied.

,Mr. RpY (Haiti) aaid'that if a vote were taken on the ques­

tion, he would of course vote fo~ the application of the Rules of

Procedure. The question, 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. Shafaqf s amendment.

Mr. MASANI (India) repeated his question: if the amendment

of Mr. McNamara and Dr. Wu were adopted, could Mr. Shafaq's

amendment be 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 it were adopted,

the 3ub-Commission might then decide that that was sufficj_snt; or

~hey could go on, and vote on each amendment in turn .

. The CHAIRMAN asked whether members regarded Mr. Borisov's

text a s an amendment or a proposaL

Mr. BORISOV. (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) repeated

that his proposal constituted a new text, far-reaching and com­

plots as to substance. It was intended to replac:;,l Article 6 and

could therofore not be r egardedas an amendment. Members could

decide whether certain terms should be added to Article 6 or to

oth0r Articles.

, ThQ CHAIRMAN said that all proposals for changes discussed

. both that day and on the previous day had been regarded as amend­

ments. It would -be strange if the Sub-Commission were now to

regard Mr. Borisovls additional text as anything else than an

amendment.
,

Mr. SHAFAQ (Iran) took the view that Mr~ Borisov's text was

a proposal and not an amendment.

MissHONROE (United Kingdom) ~dGrstood that Mr. Borisov was

asking for ~ vote on the third part of the first paragraph of his

proDosal, with no change. She pointod out that the Sub-Commission

had, rlow0vor, already adopted an amendment to Article 6 to the

effoct that th.J words llpolitica,l or other opinionll be added to the

original text, and those words did not appear in Mr. Borisovts

text.

Hr. NISOT (Belgium,) thought that the Chairman was right be'­

cause, "hile Mr. Borisov might originally have made a separate

proposal, this had tn point of fact become an amendment. He

formally roques'bod the Chairman to apply his previous rUling~
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The CHAIRMAN said that members were to vote on the third

part of Mr. Borisov's original amendment, 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 proposed a complete text to replace Article 6. The

third part of the first paragraph was part of the whole. The

first and second ~arts had been rejected, and he requested that

the Sub-Commission should now vpte 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-Commission had decided that morning. In his opinion

the only thing to do was to vote on the last part of the proposal.

If Mr. Borisov thou~ht that the Sub-Commission should not vote

on the last part,. there was no need to take any vote whatsoever.

Mr. ROY (Haiti) thought there was some confusion between

changing and amending the text. The Sub-Commission was studying

Article 6, and if it decided to change that Article this would

not, in that particular case, constitute an amendinent, but a.

proposed ·change. To tha.t proposal, however, there were amendments, ,

Mr. Shafaqshould thus be regarded as having moved an amendment

to Mr. Borisov's proposal.

Miss MONROE (United Kingdom) u.rlderstood that Mr. Borisov

wished 'for a vote on the third part of his propo'sal, 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 enough 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 "poli ticalor other opinion 'l , . which

t

t

G

t

t



., E/eN ~ It/Sub. 2/SR. 6
page 11"

had already been adopted~

Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) again

wished to facilitate the SUb-Commission's task. He said that the

text he proposed constituted a new proposal, and not an amendment

that the ~erms "race, sex, language, religion" should not be

mentioned sin~o they ''lere alr~'aciy lncorpol'ated in Article 6;

the phrase "property status, ,national or social" origin tl
, then

remained.

Miss MONROE ~Untted Kingdom) pressed Mr. Borisov to read

out the whole of Article 6, in the form in "which he wished

it to be drafted.

Some members believed

He had never said that he would accept an amendedto Article 6.

ver3ion 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 he had asked for a vote on the three parts

which formed a whole. It seemed that the Sub-Commission agreed

on the third part except for certain words. He saw no objection

to the Sub-Con~ission taking a majority vote on the whole ot

that third part.

The CHAIRMAN requested Mr. Borisov to read out the text on

which he wished a vote to be taken.

~'rr·. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) began

by pointing out that the Sub-Commission had not Yet ,voted on the

second part of his t~xt, although it had voted on a text which

had been modified following a propo~al ,by Mr. Daniels. Amendments

had been submitted in regard to the third part, which read

"irrespective of their rac~, sex, language, religion, property

status, national or social origin."

f
/
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Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)

stated 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

hi~ proposal had not been accepted becaus~ it had been replaced

py tb.~ word lt~ll", added by. the Sub-Commission in the fi:rst

line of Article 6. In regard to the third part, reading

"irrespective of their race~ sex, language, religion, property

status~ national or social orj.gin l' , an amendment had been

proposed whereby the words l'irrespective of their race, sex,

language, religion" would be deleted in order to avoid

repetition. It appeared, then, that the Sub-Commission

wished to retain only the terms "property status, national

or social origin'! of his proposed text, but ~e was not sure

that no other amendment had been proposed, in respect even

of the last mentioned terms •

. Mr .• McNAMARA (Australia) remarked that !'-1r. Borisov' s

explanations had clarified the debate and asked whether

Mr. Borisov accepted the amendment the purpose of which was

to avoid a ropetition of the terms "race, sex, language,

religion". He was of the opinion that the best procedure

would be to vote, as proposed by the Chalrman, on the most

far-reaching ar.1endment.

The CRAIRNAN wished to .know whether Mr.·Borisov was

asking for a vote on the phrase "irrespective of their rac~"

sex, language, religion", in view of the fact t:hat these terms

were already inclUded in the text adopted by the Sub-Commission.

..
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Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialis t Repu.blics) replied in

the affirmative, since his text was a proposed new draft

6 :'l1d was not nn amendment to it. The third part of his proposal

followod logicf:l11y from the firs t two. He waS therefor'e asking·

fora vote Qn the whole text.·

~1r. HOY CHf.ti ti) was unwilling to accept the proc~dure propose

by Mr. M.cNamarn.· If' the Sub-Cmnmisslon began by voting on the

part of the f1rst;pa!'ag;,~'a.ph proposed by Mr . Borisov he did no1;

h?w if <;louI.d thereafte':r' vo te on Mr. Shafaq IS amendmanit, ths effe 8t ..

of which would' be',}bo b'ini t a term whi8h would 'by. then have been

adopted. Such a vo tlng .prb cedUI'6 would be illogi:-j~",lo

Miss MONROE (United Kingdom) stated that she would vote on

the toxt proposed by Mr. Borisov provided he agreed to delete the

terms lI:race~ seXj language? religion il , vrhich were repet:l.tive.

Mr, IjOHISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republic.s) could not

aGree' to c;,l t these terms from his proposal, Which, he tepee. ted, .

for:meda complete text. He stressed the fact· that other meJ?,l:be:rs,

h~'""\,"j ne the r:Lght to submi t amendments, could propose their

deletion"

The CJ-jA IRMAN concluded. from this exch,angeof ViO'l,,13 that the

Sub·~ComJl1issi.on should proceed to vote on the whole of' the third

part.

Mr. ROY (Hal ti) fO::'mally moved an amendment, that the words

IJ irrespectlv8 of their l'ace~ se~~, language~ rellg5.on" be delet~d..

The CHAInMAN put to the vote Hr, Borisov j,s text, rea.ding

11 irrespecti\.rc of thoi:;.' ra.ce, sex:1 language~' religion? p::'opel'ty

s tr';l.tus 1 na tJonal 01' so cial origi~'l!l"

.Q:mQJ_9'~Q.ij: This text ~Tas rejected by $8Ven votes to on,e,

with three 'abstentions.

1'he C:F-JAIRHAN put to the vote the amendment proposed by Mr.

McNam0.ra and Dr. Wu, to add the ,,,ords 11 property· s tatub, na.tionStl
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or social origin" to Article 6. Article 6 would then read "Everyone

is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this

Decla.ration, without distinction of race, sex, language, religion, ,

political or other opinion, property status, or n~tional or social

origin" .

Nr. RaY (I-Iai ti) s ta ted that he had abs tained from the

precedin6 vote beca.use he did nut agree with the voting procedure.

He wished to' know when the Sub-Commission would be called upon to

vote on Mr. Shafaq1s amendment, supported by himself, which was to

delete the word Ilnational". The Sub-Commission oould not first

vote to incorporate this word in Article 6, and vote a second time

to delete it.

Mr. ~~cNA}mRA (Australia) thought the SUb-Commission could vote

on both amendments. Delegates who did not accept the first, would

vote for the second, and vico versa.

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Sub-Commission was therefore

requirc'Jd .to vote, in turn, on the two following texts:

(1) IIProperty status, or national or social origin"

(2) "Property status, or social origin".

The first text was put to the vote.

miCISION: ~[1his toxt wa,s adopted by six votes, with five

abstentions.

Mr. B.OY (Haiti) ,on a point of order asked, ,.,hat the posi tion

would be if the second text wero also adopted.

Mr. NISOT. (Belgium) considered that, since the Chairman had

taken a clear-cutd~cision on the question of voting procedure,

t~o debate was closed.

Mr. MASANI (India) did not share the fears expressed by Mr.
. ,

Roy. In the unlikely event of both texts, being adopted, the Sub­

Commission could decide to vote for one text, as against the other;



vote

The :tex.t was adopted by 9 votes to 1 with· one abstention.

DECISION:
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DECIDED

, , '

the two texts. He put the second text to the vote.

DECISION: This text was rejected by five votes to three,

with three abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN accepted this proposal:and pointed out tha t he

had had this in mind when deciding to call for successive votes on

Mr 0 BORISOV (Union of Soviet 80cia11s t Republics) s ta ted

that ho had abstained from the second vote, since he had voted for

the f~rst text. He considered that the ihsertion in the text of

the concept conveyed by the term "national" was most important,

and that having done this, the Sub-Commission should bring this

question to the attention of the Drafting Committee, which would

To adopt the formal change proposed by Mr. Masani, while

,

have to produce a final text.

The CHAIRMAN requested the SUb:"Commission to vote on the

te~t as a whole.

Mr.'DANIELS (United state,s of America) considered thClt there

was a drafting 'error in the English text .. , He thought that the

words "as to" had a restrictive meaning by no means in accordance

with the Sub-Commission's intention.

Mr. MASANI (India) proposed that the words in question be

replaced by "such as".

The Sub~Commission

leaving the French text as it stood.

. " "

sex, language, religion, political or other opinion~ property

status, or national or soc1'al origin",

The .CHAIRMAl1 p~t to the vote the fi.llltext of Article 6,

whi~h read: ".Every one is enti tIed to all the rights and freedoms

set forth in this D901aration, without distinction ~uch as race,

ld

to

d

3.1
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er .\

on



E/CN.4/Sub.2/SR.6
page 16 .. .

Mr. DANIELS (United States of America) desired to make some

observations on the SUh-Commiss:Lon' sworkihg methods. He noted
I

tha t the Sub-Commission had spent more than 1+ of the 5-& hours of

that day's meetings in discussing matters of ·procedure. He felt

that it ought not to waste time by decidine ona fina.l,text for

the drafting of the Articles. Its business was to express its

Views on the preventiori of discrimination and pr6tection of

minor1 ties. He asked the ISub-Commission to grant the Chairman

more lati tqde in taking decisions 0 'Time for discussion ought to

be limited~ and the Chairma:n ought to have the necessary authority

to plan out tho work..
. .

~1iss HONROE (Uni tad Kingdom) suppor tedMr. Daniols. Draft-

ing of any changes which the Sub-Commission wished to ·be made in

the draft should be left to tho Drafting Committee.

Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) remarked

that prompted by his own experience,he had proposed at the first

meeting, that the Sub-Cominission should confine itself to a
general di.scussion on principles arid the ~xpressiOn of members'

. , '

views,' and should not under~ake the drafting of tnEJ Articles in

.,question. The Sub-Commission rlRd not even bGlen asked to

undertlvake that task. It was to record the views brought to

light by the d1.scussion in a report to be subrni tted to the

Commission on Human RiEhts.

Mr.'NISOT (Belgium) fniled to see any difference between

these two methods of procedure. The difficulties would remain

wh9-tever method of working was adopted.' One could not rindeed

make one's meaning clear except by drawing up articles or

formulating principles.

Mr. ROY (Haiti) was of the same opinion as Mr,. Nisot. To

,Mr. Borisov he reP1.ied tha t the' report to be sU'q111i'tted to "the

Commission on. Human Hights ought't6 reflect the opihidn 6f~ the

Sub-Commission not t;b.e op:Lnlcr.LS of members.

',....,..,.,.,~--._--
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Mr. SPANIEN (France) stated that preparin~ texts for the

Drafting Committee, draftine 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 \.,roultj enable it

to produce not texts of articles for submission to the D:rafting

Committee, but a report embodying the SUb-Cownissionrs opinion

as to the recommenda tions to ,be submi tt0d to the D:ca.t'tj.ng

Committee. This method of work would make it pos~ible to avoid

long dj.scussions about the dra.f Ling of articles and even .31lUple

matters of syntax.

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) said that he had just lCttl'i1oa. tha t the

Drafting Committee would not be giving immediate attontion to

the Sub-Commission's work. The Committee would only undertake

the drafting of the Declaration and Convention when j,t had

received the replies from the various GovernmentsJ 110 l'l;l t

that in those circumstances it was not superfluous for tho

SUb-Commission to do a little drafting.

The CHAIRMAN reminded members .tha t thE) Commission on Human

Rights oxpected the SUb-Commission to produce toxts th~t

reflected its views. The Drafting Cor;uni ttee mc:....OOv8r ;.;•.~ultl l'lvt

be meeting before the session of the IIuman Rights Commission.

The Commission desired to know the Sub-Conooissionfs viows,

whother in th8 form of sugges tions, pr?posals, al tera -.:h'l:"S)

amendments, addi'tions or dole Lions. HO\·!l.'.yer, e:x:periencG had

shown thJ.tit was be tter no t to try to produc8 a finn:L 'lr-ni't of

the Articles. He felt tha t the SUb-Commission wOlJ.ld do ~h.:.l:, t,~

devote more attention to the expression of ~oncretc v~o~s. Ue

proposed. therefore that members should adopt tho la t b::lr mG thod in

:future. La.stly he gave noticG that the Sub-Commission \'muld

examine the second paragrn.ph of Mr. Borisov I s proposal the

following day.

The meetin~ rose at 5.50,p,m~




