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1, PROPOSED TIME-TABLE
The CHAIRMAN said that the first item for discussion was the

'second paragraph of Mr. BORISOV's proposal (Document E/CN.4/Sub. 2/21
Before proceedlng_tosthat, he presentedyfor gonslderat}on a time-

- table, prepared by himself’and the Secretariat, in which was set

out the amount of time which might be devoted to the various
gquestions remaining for consideration. He reguested Members who
‘wished to make ﬁroposals to hand such proposals in writing to the

Secretariat not later than Saturday morning.

| fMiss,MONROE_(United Kingdom) moved and Mr. NISOT (Belgium)
K seconded the motion, that the Sub-Commission accapt the proposed

time~table,

Mf;‘BORISOV (Union of'SQviet‘Socialist Republics) proposed
© that Friday and Saturday should be allottéd for consideration of
the Articles 6, 13, 15, 28 and 36, after which the Sub- Cormission
should return to the Agenda it had adopted.

The CHAIRMAN thought tha'prdposed timeataﬁle and the Axenda
adopted by the Sub-Commission were identical.

Mr, McNAMARA (Australia) was disturbed at the amount of

work which the proposed time-table envisaged for wgdnesday.

Dr, ZWU (China) said he was anabic to agree with
Mre MeNAMARA's views and supported Miss MONROE's motion to accept
the proposed time- table. |

Mr. MASANI (India) also supported Miss MONROE's proposal
p:éhd”moved‘the closure of tha‘débafe5 which‘was seconded by

© Mr. DANIELS (United States of America),
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Mr, BORISOV (Union of Sovief Sociéiist Republics), after
further -examining thevprOposed«time—table, still‘felt that most
of the time of the Sub-Commission had been allotted to ' _
consideration of the Articles suggested by the Drafting Committee,
which, in his opinion, was not the task assigned to 1t. He
‘therefore repeated his previous proposal to consider Artloles 13,
15, 28 and 36, and then return to the. Agenda whloh had heen

adopted,

The CHAIRMAN ruled that the discussion Was'blosed. He
then put Miss MONROE's motlon to accept the proposed time table to

the vote, and it was carried by 10 votes, with one abstentlon.

II. Items, 6, 7 and 8 of the Agends (Continued)
The CHAIRMAN stated that paragraph 2 of Mr, BORISOV's

proposal should now be examlned,

Mr. NISOT (Bélgium) propesed that study of the paragraph
in question should be daferred untii Monday and be taken under

the heading "Consideration of Additional Items',

Mr., SHAFAQ (Iran) opposed Mr, NISOT'!s prOpoeal‘end
suggested that the procedure suggested by the CHAIRMAN ought to
be followed. |

 Mr. BORISOV (Unien of Soviet Socialist Republics) also
objected to Mr., NISOT's proposal and said he must insist on
the Sub-Committee taking up consideration of the rest of his

proposal at that meeting. - o,

Miss MGNROE (United Kingdom) supported Mr, NIoOT's remarks. -
"In her oplnion, the proposal was g statement of something Whlch

,Mr.,BOBISOV wished to see embodied in domastic law. - As such,




B/CN.4t/Sub., 2/53 7 o
page 4 N - ‘ | S | 1

E

- she did not consider it should be incorporated in Article 6,

which was part of 2 Deolaration. She formally moved that the
seoond part of Mr. BORISOV’S proposal dld not bolong to Article 6

and should be considered later.l
e, NISOT (Belgium) seconded Miss MONROE's motion,

Mr. McNAMARA (Australia) said he cowld not agrée with
Misg MONROE’s‘views. The CHAIRMAN had glven an undertaking at

| the end of the previous‘meeting and agaln that morning that

’Mr.'BOhISOV‘s'proposal would be discussed. 'He felt that such

undertakings‘should be honoured,

Yoy

Mr. DANIELS (United States of America) supported the right

- of Mr, BORIbOV to have his proposal considered at that meeting.

., He wont on to say, however, that he was directly opposed to the
proposdl. He mentioned that an International-Law.Committee had
been appointed with:the'task'ofroo4ordindting international penal
- law, In his. oplnion, a Deolaration was not the place for a

. penal prov151on. - He was personally opposed to any proposal
.aimed at restrlcting hostile propaganda, and felt that the Virtue
in permitting such propaganda was that it serVed to malntain the

liberty of the individual.

Dr, WU (China)‘supported‘Mr. MeNAMARA ' g viowd and pointed
-out that, when the proeednre to be followed had‘been declared by
the CHAIRMAN no one had opposed 1t.

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) felt there was'no violation of any
.:undertaking to’Mr.‘BORISOV In discussmng whether the proposal
‘pertalncd to Artlcle 6 the Members were discussing a matter of

substanco

The CHAIRMAN put Mlss MONROE' s motion to the vote,

‘1t was rejected by 8 VOtes to 3.L.
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Mr. DANIELS (United States of America)‘moved that a vote
be taken on Mr. BORISOV's propOsal In his opinion the members
were sufficiently clear on the subaect to warrant a vote being

taken, without further discussion.
Mr. NISOT (Belgium) seconded the motion.

Dr, WU (China) considered that further discussion was
necessary, He was in general”sympathy and agréement with the
spirit of the proposal, but felt that the words "shall be
punishable under the law" were too concrete. In their’placé he
suggested "should be made illegal', Regardihg freedom of speeéh,*
he pointed out that no freedom is apsolutely unlimited, and cited i
the example of laws against slander, | In his opinlon it eoﬁld not -
be congildered an unwarrantable~limitation of freedom of speech to
wish to protect races and réligiogs frdm hostility, in the

interests of international order and peace,

Mr. MASANI (India) said he was opposed to Mr., BORISOV!s
proposal on the grounds that it was out of place'in Article 6. |
Article 6 was intended to form part of a Declaration, and as such

was not the place fof the inéorporation of a penal clause.

Mr, NISOT (Belgium) felt that Mr, BORIbOV’s propogal was not
omly' incounatlble with Article 6, but that it directly

contradicted Articles 21 and 22,‘on Freedon of Speech and

- Expression.

Mr. McNAMARA (Australia) felt that ‘the Members must approve .
of the spirit of the material in thils paragraph with the eX-
ception of the words “of national exclusiveness" contained in the i“
second line., In his opinion no cne should be penalised for |

“wishing to be exclusive.\: He considered that the substance of
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;this paragraph might be suitable for inclusion‘in a conveﬁtion
and proposed that it be: forwarded to the Hunan nghts Commission
for con31derat10n. He p01nted out that Article 9, Clause 3,
“of the suggested Convention contalned the p01nts mentloned in
Mr. BORISOV's proposal, He added that a similar proposal had
already been adopted by the General Assembly of the United
Natlons 1n general L rmsn :The Sub-Commission was therefore not -

entitled to reaeot it,

Mr° SPANIEN (France) agroed with the substance of
Mr, BORISOV's proposal, but‘felt‘it should'not be discussed in
connection with_Article,6‘ He was of the opinion, however,

_that the text vhould be considered at another time,

Mr.'SHAFAQ (Iran) said thét, while éharing the views
expressed by Mr. MASANI and Mr, SPANIEN that this paragraph
did not appear to belong in Article 6, he did not agree with
Mr., NISOT regdrding its incompatibilitj'with Articles 21 and 22,
In his opinlon there was nothlno in Mr, BORISOV’S proposal to

contradlct Artloles 21 and 22

. Mr., ROY (Haiti) said that it should be possible to
decide.whether the proposal Was~relevant to Article 6, If 1t

_wassreleVant, he wished to speak in its support.

Mr, NISOT (Belgium) saic that he would be against the
proposal made hy Mr. BORISOV (Union of S8oviet Socialist .
Republics), Wherevér it was placed, as he considered that it

' imbeded'freedom Of‘speecha

| Miss MONROE (United Klngdov) stated that if Mr. BORISQOV
(Unlon of Sov1et Socialist Bonubllcs) de31red his proposal to
be voted on as a whole, sho would be against it because of the

words ”constltuue a crlme“ : Some p01nts of the proposal would‘d‘
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bo right in their right place, for example; "Religious Hostility"
should in her opinion be in Article 8, and '"Natlonal and Racial
‘Hostility", should be in Article 22, "National Exclusiveness"

was part of the so-called '"War Mongering Resolution' of the

Mr, SHAFAQ (Iran) suggested that a vote be taken as to
vhather the proposal of Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet'Socialiét

Republics) should be considered under Article 6 or not.

My, BORISOV‘(Union‘of Soviet Socialist Repubiics) said
that tho th»Commission‘s‘action on Part 2 of his proposai might’ B
indicate whether or not»the‘United Nations Organization was to
be effective in its protection of minorities and whetihor or not
the S8ub-Conull sion could effectively carry out its Termé of‘
Refarence. Tre position was difficult for certain Jdclegates

i whose countries he consldered that discrimination existed.

Mr, NISOT (Belgium) objected to the prOpoSal on legal

grounds as it seemad to be against the freedom of the Press.

Mr., DANIELS (United States of América) bbjected on |
substantial grounds as he gaid that Part 2 should not he included
in any part of the Bill or Convention. Mr, BORISOV considered
that it was not a yiestion as to whoether the propoéal was relevant
to Article 6 or articls 21. it gouwed closs $o him thab the
theazheo behind the proposal was not accephed,

iz vas 1ot surprised by the objection of Mr. DAKIELS
(United “tates of imerica) as discrimination against the negroes
apparen.iy existed in the United {tates of hmerica. Fifteon |
nillion Negb:es had,addressed thomselveé to the imerican‘Governmehtﬂ

against this digcrimination, He cited statistics indicating that,
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up to 1927 there had been 4,000 cases of lynching, and that
since the end of the war, there had been 40 cases of lynching,
He gave several examplés of lynching. Such cases, he maintained,
could only be considered as crimes. |

- If Party2 of his proposal was not to be accepted, he felt

it might indicate that the Sub-Commission was not to be trusted

to carry out its Terms of Reference.

Mr, DANIELS (United States of America) said that it was
strange that any nemnber of the Sub-Commission should advocate
measures to suppress freedom of ekpression. |

He pointed out that in the United Kingdom and the United
States of America freedom was not "absolute" but was limited,

for example, by measures against incitement of violence. He
hoped that the Sub-Commisslon would do something against the
discrimination as had been described both in his own and other
countries.

| He opposed the proposal because he considered that it
. would result in a suppression of freedom. .

He proposed an amendment to include in Part 2 of the

Russian proposal all those tefms now accepted by the Sub~Cdmmission,
"i.e.f”race, sex, religion, language, political or other opinion,

property status, national social drigin“,

The CHAIRMAN surmmed up the proposals before the Sub-

Commission.

The meetingrose at 12,30 p.m.





