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I. PROPOSED TIME-TAB1§

The CHAIRMAN said that the first item for discussion was the

second paragraph of Mr. BORISOVls proposal (Document E/CN.lt/Sub.2/21.

Before proceeding to that, he presented for yonsideration a time-

, taQle, prepared by himself and the Secretariat, ~n which w~s set

out the amoun:~ of time which might ,be devoted to the various

qu@stions rem;c\l.;l.:ning for consideration. He requf;sted Membors who

wished to make proposals to hand such proposals in writing to the

Secretariat not later than Saturday morning.

Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed

that Friday a.nd Saturday should be all'ott~d 'forconsidol'a tion of

the. Ar;ticles 6,,13, 15, 28 and 36, a.fter which the Sub-Commission

s~ould return- to the Agenda it had ~doptad.

The CIDlIRMA~ thought th~ proposed time-table and thG Agenda

adopted by tl1G Sub-Commission Were identical.

Mr. M~NAMARA (Australia) was disturbed at the amount of

work which the proposed tim0~table envisaged for Wednesday.

Dr, WU (China) said he was unable to agree With

Mr~ McNAMARA1s views and supported Miss MONROE's motion to accept

the proposed time-table.

Hr. Mi\.SANI (India) also supported Hiss MONROE's proposal

moved the closure of the d-~bate, which was second'ed by

Mr. DANIE"LS (United States of America).
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Miss MONROE (Unj, ted Kingdom)' supported Mr. NISOT I S remarks •

.In her opinion, the proposal'wa~'~ s.tatement of something which

As such,

The CHAIRMAN ruled that the discussion was clos'sd. He

then put Miss MONROE's motion to accept the proposed time-table to'

the vote, and it was carried by lO;votes, with one abstention.

11. Items, ,6, 7· a.nd 8 of the ,Agend$ (Continued)

The CHAIRMAN stated that paragTaph 2 of Mr. BOR1S0V's

proposal should now be exam~ned.

Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), after

further ·examining the proP9sed time-table, still felt that most

of the time of the Sub~Commissionhad been allotted to

consideration of the Articles .suggested by,the Drafting Committee,

which, in his'opinion, was not the task aSl'3igned to it. He

therefore repeated his ~revious proposal to consider Articles 13,

15, 28 and 36, ,and then return to the Agendawhi'<llhhe,d' been

adopted.

,
in question should be deterred until Monday and be taken under

the heading IIConsideration of Additional Item.s!'.

Mr. SH.A,FAQ (Iran) opposed Mr. NISOT's proposal and

suggested that the procedure suggested by the CHAIRMAN ought to .

be followed.

Mr. BORISOV (Union 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.

Mr',BORISOVw1shedto s€,3eembod1ed in do~stic law.



"" .'

. 'r·

of Mr~ BORISOV to have his proposal considered at that meeting. j,,

. " '

I0- discussing .whether.the proposal

The CHAIRMAN had given an undertaking at

.. '::

He was personally opposed to ~ny proposal

and should be .considered later •

Miss MONROE's views.

Dr. WIT (Ohina) supported Mr, McNAMARA's views and pointed

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) felt there was no violation of any

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) se,co'l!l:ded:Miss MONROE's motion,

Mr. McNAMARA (Australia) said he could not agree with

she did not consider it should be incorporateq in Article 6,

which was part of a Declaration. She formally ~oved that the
,'" .

second part of ~r. BORISOV's proposal did not belong to Article 6
',"': •• '. .' ' . 'j ':',

Mr. DANIELS (United States of Ameri'ca'~ -, supported the right
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penal provision.

The CHAIRMAN put Miss MONROE's lllot1on to the vote;

it waS. rejected by

the end of the previous meeting and again that r;lorning that

Mr., BORISOV's propo'sal would be' di-scussed. 'He felt that such

undertakings should be honoured •

!' }'

He went on to sciy, however,that he was directlY opposed to the

proposal~' He mE"intioned tha:t an InternatiomilLaw. Ootmlittee had

been appointed with, the task of ,·c.o':"ordinatirtg international penal

law. In .his 'opinibn; a Deplaratioh was not the place for a

aimed at restricting hostile propaganda, and felt that the virtue

in permitting such propaganda was that it served to maintain the

liberty of the individual.

pertained to Article 6, the Members Were discussing a matter of

substanco.

" .'

·;out that, when the proqedure to be followed had been declared by

the CHAIRMAN no one had opposed it.

. undertaking to Mr. BORISOV.



Expression.

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) seconded the motion.

spirit of the proposal, but felt that the words "shall be

In their place he

In his opin;Lon it could not,

In his opinion the members

Regarding freedom of speaeh,

In his opinion no one shoul~ be penalised for

He W&s in gGneral sympathy and agreement with the

be taken on Mr. BORISOV's proposal.

punishable under thQ law" werE) too concrete.

necessary.

suggested Ilshould be made illegal/l'.

the example of laws ag~inst slander.

be considered an unwa:rrantable limitation of freedom of speech to

wish to protect races and religions from hostility, inth$ ,

interests of international order and peace.

Dr. WIT (China) considered that further discussion was

he pointed out that no freedom is absolutely unlimited~and cited

Mr. DANIELS (United states of America) moved that a vote

were sufficiently clear on the sUbject to warrant a vote being

taken, without further discuss~on.
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Mr. ~lliSANI (India) said he was opposed to Mr. BORISOVlg

proposal on the ~rounds that it was out of place in Article 6.

Article 6 was intend~d to form part of a Declar~tion, and ~s such

was not the place for the incorporation of a penal clause.

Mr. NISOT (Belgiun) felt that Mr. BORISOV's proposal Was p.ot

.0,:nJ.y.:- lnconpatibls with Articlo 6, but that it directly

contradicted Articles 21 'and 22, on Freedom of Speech and

Mr. McN;AMARA (Australia) felt the. t the Mer;}beTS must a.pprove

of the spirit of the t.1aterial in this paragraph, with the ex­

ception of the words "of hational exelusiveness ll oontained in the,

second line.

Wishing to, be exclusive.· He considered that the substance of



that the text :,,:'hould be considered at another time.
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He was of the opinion, however,

He added that a similar proposal had

connection vvi th Article 6.
"

Mr. NISOT (Belgitim) said that he would be against the

proposal made ~y Mr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics)? wherever it was placed, as he considered that it

impeded freedom of speech~

Mr. ROY (Haiti) said that it should be possible to

decide. whether the proposal waarelevant to Article 6. If it

was relevant, he wished to speak in its support.

Mr 0 SPANIEN (France) agl'.::ed with the substance of

Mr. BORISOV's proposal? but felt it should not be discussed in

Mr. SHAFAQ (Iran)' said that, while sharing the views

expressed by Mr. JylASANI and Mr. SPANIEN that this paragraph

did not appear to belong in Article 6, he c3,id not agree with

Mr. NISOT regarding its incompatibility with Articles 21 and 22.

In his opinion there was nothing in Mr Q BORISOV's proposal to

contradict Articles 21 and 22.

already been adopted by the General Assembly of the United

Nations in general torms. ThE3 Sub-Commission was therefore not

entitled to rejeqt it.

Miss MONROE (United Kingdom) stated that if Mr. BORISOV

(Union of Soviet Socialist Hep1.1blics) desired his proposal to

be voted on as a,whole, she would be'against it beca.use of the

words "constitute a crinlot! ~, Sone points of the proposal would

Mrn BORISOV's pr6posal.

this paragraph might be suitable for inclusion in a convention

and proposed that it be· forwarded to the HU:r.1an Rights Comr:lission

for consideration. He pointeJ out that Article 9, Clause 3,

'of the. suggested Convention contained the points mentioned in



FifteGn

Mre BORISOV considered

11National Exclusiveness"

He cited statistics indicating that;

Tl".o pos:LtlullwU.,s uifficul t for certa::'.Ll \.: .... lo6c:<.tQs.

Hostilityl! I should be in Article 22.
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bo 1'1 f,ht tn their right place, .for example, IfHeligious Hostili tylf

should in her opinion be in Article 8, and '~National and Racial

NI'. BORISOV (Union of Soviot Socialist Rerublics) fJaid

that thu Br!.;,), Commission! s action on Pe.rt2 of his proposal night

indicato \'{hetJ:1'.H' or not the Uni tad Nations Or'ganization was to

be of'fectivs :in its protection of minorities and ",;rhet:lor or not

Mr~ NISO'T (Bolgium) objected to the proposal on legal

tho S·Ll.1J-COnliJ~ ~ sion could effectively carry out its ~'erEls of

.l~:} ';ras Lot s~u'prisod by the obj ection of 1"11' ~ DA1HELS

Mr. DANIELS (United States of Awerica) 6bjected on

Mr. SBl~FAQ (Iran) suggested that a vote bo taken as to

\"hether the Pl'oposal of Hr. BORISOV (Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics) should be considered under Article 6 or not.

grounds as it s8e~8~ to be against tho freedom of the PressQ

As s')rJbly.

i11 11Il.iS(0 countries he considored that discriDination existed.

that it ,"as not n. lJ.i.1estiol1 as to iAThother the propose,l was relevant

to Ar·ticlo 6 or ~rticl~ 21 •

substantial grounds as he saia that Part 2 should not be included

in any part of th.::~ Bill or Convention~

"Ylas part of the so~called "War Mongering Resolution ll of the

apparcn~ly uxisted in tte United Otates of America.

pillion NGgO.2~=S hadadc1res sed th81?selves to the ArJo:ci can Government

(Ulljtee nt~te3 of America) as discrimination against the ne~roes



Such cases, he maintained,

E/CN.4/Sub.2/SR.7
page 8 D'}

I e~,·,
r

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 examples of lynching.

could only be considered as crimes.

, If Part 2 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.

NI' ~ DANIELS (United States of America) said that .it was

strange that any nember of the Sub-Conunission should advocate

measures to suppress freedom of expression.

He pointed out that in the United Kingdom and the United

States of .Anerica freedom was not "absolute" but was limited,

for example, by measures against incitement of violencee He

hoped that the Sub-Commission 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 freedao.

He proposed an amendment to include in Part 2 of the

Russian proposal all those terms now accepted by the Sub-Commission,

i. e. '''race, sex, religion, language?, political or other opinion,

property status, national social origin".

The CHAIRMAN sUl~ed up the proposals before the Sub-

Commission.

The meetingrosG at 12.30 p.m.




