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DRAFT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON HUMAN RIGHTS: MEASURES OF IMPLEMENTATION:
CHAPTER 2: PROPOSALS RELATING TO THE QUESTION OF THE RIGHT OF INDIVIDUALS,
OR GROUPS OF INDIVIDUALS AND OF ORCANIZATION TO PETITION (E/CN.M/292,
E/CN. )+/999

| Mr. VIIPAN (Yugoslavia), explaining his vote at the previous
_meeting, stated that he had been uhable to take part in all the debates
on the right to petition. He ag%eed‘with tbé remarksyof the Chinese‘
_represencative regarding the question of implementatlon, and stressed
‘that the Yugoslav Government oonSLdered that the implementation of the
draft ;nﬁcrnational covenant on human rights was essenclallyELmattel '
within the domestic jurisdiction-of each State.

‘XAt the '
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At the previous mpeting reference had been made to Upper Silesia
ag a place where the right of petition had been eatablished and used
in the interests of human rights, but ke felt that it was misleading
to mention only the case of Upper Silesia, as there were many other
such cases.
. The fact that the right of petition had been used by Hitler to
undermine the status of Central Europe proved that’such a right could
be misused. The international situation had not changed much since _
the end of the Second World War, and the'right of petition might stillf#
be misused, The Yugoslaev Government was therefore opposed to such 8
right. '

Mr. MALTK (Lebanon) said that the Commission should plan
the work to be carried out during the time remaining at its disposal.
The number and duration of interventions of each representative should
be limited, Speakers should be allowed ten minutes for the first
intervention on each article and five minutes for each subsequent
intervention. The number of interventions regarding each article
should be limited to one except in the case of movers of amendments.
The Commission should concentrate on the draft intermational covénant
on human rights, and defer discussion of proposals>relating to |

implementation.

_ Mr. PAVIOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) recalled
that he had made a similar proposal regarding the work of the Commission
earlier in the session. The Commission had decided, however, to adopt
another procedure. A ﬁwo-thirds me jority vote would be necessary to
reverse that decision. : |

He would not have objected to the limitation of the number and
iuratidn of interventions if such & procedure had been adopted at
the beginning of the session. Certain representatives had made
lengthy speeches and there should not be any discrimination ageinst
those who had not yet spoken, The Commission should conclude its
discussions of the proposals felating ta implementation at the current
meeting and, on the following day, should pass to the consideration
of the draft covenant. ‘ |

/If the
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If the Lebanese proposal weré‘put to the vote he requested that
a separate vote should be taken on each part of it. He asked the
Lebanese representative, however, to withdrew the first and second

parts of his proposal as they were discrininatory.

MrS.‘MEHTA (India) suggested that the proposals submitted
inyconnexion.with_the‘prnblem of implementation should be sent direct |
to the various Member Stateé.as it would be difficult for the Cemmission
to’réach any definite conclusions on.them, They could be discusséd

later when the comments of the varlous Governments had been received.

_ The CHAIRMAN said that several members of the Commission
had had the seme idea as the Indian representative, but she felt that
such action should not be taken until later in the session.

She agresd with the USSR representative that the Commission had
decided previously to work on the draft covenant and proposals on
implementation on alternate days, but pointed out that the rules of
procedure did not call for a two-thirds majority vote in cases where
the Commission wished to reverse a decision. That question had been
discussed at the eighth session of the Economic and Social Councll.,

’ but no such rule had been edopted in view of the fact that Article b1
- of the Charter laid down that "decisions of the Economic and”Social
Council shell be made by a majority of the members present and voting".

_Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) could not support the
Lebanese proposal that speeches of members should be limited. Members .
" of the Commission should héve complete freedom of speech and should
be allowed sufficient time to discuss each question thoroughly.
The time allowed for speeches in the Third Committee during the third
gession of the General Assembly had been limited, and that, in his
opinion, had not led to any worthwhile results.

\

/Referring to
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Referring to the suggestion that the Commission should concen-
trate on the draft covenant and defer considération of the question.
of implementation, he pointed out that him delegation had ebstained
from voting when that matter had been raised earlisr in the session.

' He felt, however, that, as the Commission had decided to deal with the
question of implementetion and the draft covenant on alternate days,
it should not reverse its decision., Although the Commission might not
be able to terminate its work on the draft covenant at the current
gession, the resolutlions adopted in that compnexion should be forwarded
to the various Member States, together with a statement that the
Commission had not been able to study all the articles. Governments
should alsgo recelve records of the Commission’s debates on proposals

relating to implementation.

Mr, HOUD (Australia) suggested, as an alternative to the
Lebanese yroposal, that a target date should be set for the conclueion
of the work on the draft covenant, and that a certain amount of time
should be devoted to further discussion of proposals regarding imple-
mentation, |
He felt the Commission might incur criticism if no attempt was
made to deal further with the question of implementation at the '
current session. After asdditional discuseion, the various proposals
made and a record of the views expressed by members of the Commisaion
could be sent to Goverpments, He would support the third part of the
Lebanese proposal if an attempt were made to set a final date for work

on the draft covenant.

Mr, MALIK (Lebanon) sald that he would withdrew his proposel
if it prejudiced in any way the consideration at the current geaglon
of the Commiseion of the guestion of implementation. He accepted

the Australian proposal.

/He reminded
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He reminded the Australian, Guatemelan and USSR representatives
that rule 50 of the rules of proosdure laid down that "the Commigsion
‘mey limit the time ellowed to each speaker.” He would not, however,
pfe'es for the limitation of time to be applied to members submitting

draft resolutions or amendwents,

- Mr. CHANG (Chiné) feit that it had been ‘agreed in the
Economic and Social Councll that votes on matters of substance could
not be reconsidered st the same é{ession, but that there was no such
ruls regarding votes on procedural Quesﬁions . He sgreed that the
Commiseion should finish its work by 20 June, but pointed out that in
the ghort tims at its disposal it could not hope to finish work on

the draft covenant and the proposais regarding implementation.

Mise BCWIE (United Kingdom), referring to the procedure
followed in the comsideration of questions of implementeation, said
that it would be & pity if the Commission did not continue its work
on the proposals submitted at the current session regarding that =
question. In view of the rvesults of the voting at the preceding
meeting, ghe felt that the Commission could not draw up any final
proposals. The various suggestions rﬁade‘ might be further discussed
at one or two meetings in the hope thét a greater measure of
agreement would be reached among the members who hed submitted such
propogals. The Commiasion could then take up the conslderation of
the draft covenant. __ N ' o

The CHATRMAN auggested that the membefs of the Commission
who had submitted Propoeals regarding ine&sufes of Implementation
- should meet and try to‘reach'agreemen’c.
She pointed out thet work on the draft covenent would have to
be finished before 20 June, as that was the date set for the last

meeting of the current session of the Commission,

Mr. cASSIN
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Mr. CASSIN (France) said thet the Commiesion should congider = .

the repercussions upon its work of the votes taken at the previous

meeting, and in that connexion he felt that it would be preméture to
cut short the debate on measures of implementation,

, A questicnnaire regarding measures of implementation should
be prepared by the Secretariat and coneidered by the Commission on
Friday, 17 June. The questionnaire should then be forwarded to the
various CGovernmenbs together with the proposale submitted at the |
current session of the Commission and the records of the discussions
vhich hed teken place on those measures, Those measures should be
discussed at the next two or three meetings and then the Commiésion
ghould pass to the consideration of the draft covenant and continue
vith it until the end of the following week.

Mr, MORA (Uruguay) suggested, with regard to the Lebanese
proposal, that a campromise soluticn might be possible. The Commiseiop
could continue ite work as plasnned until Friday, and then declde
1T it desired to devote all 1ts time to the draft covenant.

He had no objection to ilmposing a time limit for speeches,
but could not agree that the number of statements made Dby represent-‘
atives should be limited., Such a limitation would constitute a form
of discrimination againgt members who had submitted written papers,
and. who would consequently be able to make more frequent and lgnger

statements.

Mr. LOUTFI (Egypt) suggested, with regard to the time limit,
that members submitting amendments should be allowed twenty minutes
for their first and five for their second Intervention.

He supported the lebanese proposal that the Commission should
devote the time remeining at its disposal to the draft covenent.
With regard to measures for implementation,he suggested that the
various drafts should be submitted to the Governments, end that a
duestlonnaire should then be prepared by the Secrestariat which
would consist of a summary of the memorandum before the Commissicn,
end which would include all the importeant points of principle on
which the Commission wished to obtain the views of Governments,

/Mlsa BOWIE
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Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) supported both statements of

the T.ebanese proposal‘with regard 1o the time linmit,

Mr., MALIK (Lebanon)‘ pointed out, 1n support of his proposal,
that past experience had proved the usefulness end the practicability
_of applying the time limit. He desired to have all three parts of
his prﬁpoéal put to the Commission, His proposal aimed at completing
one document entirely, “put' he nevertheless deslred to carry forward

the examination of mMeasures fof implementation as far ag posaible.

Mr. HOOD (fustralia) proposed that 15 Juns should be set
as the target date for the completion of the draft covenent.

My. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Soclalist Republica) proposed
that 1ltem 3 of the .tebanese.proposal should be voted upon filrst,
‘since 1t was logical to determine what the Commission would work on. x
The Commission should work on the draft covenant from 9 June until :
1t was completed, talcing.' 18 June as an approximate completion date,
After that date the Commiselon could return to questions of -imple-F

mentation,

Withrregard to items‘ 1 and 2 of the Lebanese proposal, ‘he

stated that he vas opposed'to limiting sbeeches-to ten minutes

since the aim of the Commission should be to draew up as good. 8 - o K

covenant &g possible, rather .than to accomplish its work within -
& minimum period. He thought that the Egyptian proposal to allow

| twenty xﬁinuﬁes for the first epeeches by members submitting amendments

and five minutes for their following apeéches might be acceptable.

) The CHAIRMAN read out item 3 of the Lebanese proposal, amended
in accordance W1th the' suggestions made by the USSR representative:
"Concentrate on the covensnt beginning 9 June to the exclusion of

overything else until 18 June."

fir, GARCIA BAUER .~
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Mr. GARCTA PAUSR (Guatemals) pointed out that he was opposed
to changlng the working procedure of the Commission for the time being,
Lsecause the time which had so fer besen devoted to measures for

implementation would be vasted,

With regard to the time limit, he recalled that the Commission had
devoted two months in Paris to drvawing up thirty srticles of the
Declaration cn Human Rights, and concluded that to adopt the time limit
wyould Jeopardlze the effectiveness of the Commisslon's work,

Mr, CASSIN (France) stated that he could not vote for the
Lebanese proposal, Dhecapse 1t would mean that no discusslon would

take place with Governments concerning measures for implementation.

The CEATRMAN put to the vote the words "beginning 9 June"

of the Léba.neee Troposal,
Those words were rejected by 8 votes to 5, with 3 abstentions.

The CHATRMAN put to the vote the words "until 18 June"

of the Lebanese proposal, S
Those words wers rejected by 7 votes to 3, with L abstentions.

Mr, MALIK (Lebanon), in view of the suggestion made by
the Austrelian vepresentative that 15 June should be set as a termination
date for the work on the dveft covenant, accepted “16 June" instead
of "18 June™. ' '

The CHATRMAN pu{: to the vote the Lebanese proposal; amended
88 follows: "Concentrate on the Covenant to the excluslon of everything

elge until 16 June",
That proposal was adopted by 1l votes to none, with 3 abstentlons,

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Lebanese proposal with regard
te the time limit, ag follows: "limit time of first intorventlon on
Covenant to ten minuteo , and every subsequent interventicn to five mlmutes".
That propoéal vaB rejected by 5 votes to 3, with 6 abstentions, |

[, CHANG
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_ Mr. CEANG (China) stated that he had ne* ~oted because
" he felt that the first vote was not clear, Ee asled whether the
Lebanese proposel gignified that the Commlssion would continue its
discussion on the draft ¢ovenany up to and including 16 June,

Mr, LOUTFI (Egypt) poimted out that the Commilsslon had
a.élced ﬁhe Secretariat to prepare a questionnaire in order to obtaln
| the views of Governments on the dxa.fi;s su‘bmitﬁed., and that it would
" Dbe deeiyable to have the discussion on that 'questibnnaire ‘on 16 June.

The CHATRMAN stated that she considered the Commission agreed
~upon 16 June inclusive as the date on which the work on the draft
Covenant would Be concluded. |

| Bhe asked the Commission to conslder document E/CN.4/303 in order
%o decide upon the date on which 1t would consider the questlonmeire

~ prepared by the Secretarlat. The Commission ehould consider the

questionna;}re on Friday, 17 June, the day after 1t had completed
its work on the dreft covenant,

Mr., PAVLOV (Unlon of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked the
Chaixyran to explain what purpose the questlonnaire to be pfepared by
~ the Secretarlat wonld serve, in view of the fact that the Commlesion
- wap already in possession of the proposals submitted by Governments,

‘the Secretariat's memorandum, and the Commlsslon's previous documents.

_ The CHAIRMAN replied that the representatlve of France hed .
e already explalped that such a questionnaire would define the differences
| which hed arisen in the Commisslon®s dlscusslons, and would better enable
Gover’mnenilss to express their views concerning the varlous drafte submitted
'ana the Sedretariat‘s. memoyandum, | )
The Chalvman pub to the vote the proposal contalned in document
IVE/CN.‘J-L/3O3 with the words "Friday', 17 June" in pl&ic_e of the words

~ "Wednesday, 15 June'.
‘ That proposal was adopted by 12 votes to nome, with 3 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN asked the Commliselon to decide upon the inclusion
of the word "reasonably" before the word "necessary" in the French

k'amendment to paragraph 2 of article 16 (E/CN.LL/?)OJ.),

Mr. MALIK
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Mr. MALIX (Lebanon) stated that he had seked for the deletion
of the word "reasonably"”, bepause he consldered thmt 1t vas unnecegsaxry, |

, The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of thé United States
of Auerice, stated thal the word "reasonably' was a recognized legal

term in the Unlted States, with a wider meaning than the word

"necessary", which in 1tself &1d not provide any protection againet

measures which could be consldered unyeasonable,

| Mr, MALIK (Lebanon) stated that he did nob feel that the
word "reasonably"” constituted any protectlon againet arbltrary limitation,
but thet on the contrary it opened the way to misintergrotation.

Mr, PAVLOV (Unlon of Soviet Soclaliet Republics) stated that,
1f the French amendment were to be included in the dreft covemant , it
would make it difficult for some Stateﬁs to sign the convention beéause,
in whatever ligut. that amendment were interpreted, It would necessar 1ly
be concluded that the laws of each signatory State were divided into
reagonable and unveasonsble ones. He could not support such a distinctidn. '

Mr, CASSIN (France) pointed out, in reply to the USSR representative, '
#het in 81l countries there were police officials who did not act in &
reasonsble manner in enforcing the law, e had maintalned the word

"reasonable" in the French amendment because it signifled e protection

agalnst arbitrary Iimitation, In other words, it established the
dlstinction hetween reasonable and wnreasonable limitations, and not,
a8 the USSR representatlive had supposed, between reatonable and

unreasonabls lawa.

 The CHATRMAN remarked that e measure might be called necessary

and yot be unreasonshle,

Mr, MALTIXK (Lebanon) stated that, if "yeasonably necessary’
could meen that such measures mlight be Interpreted by the State ag
not belng strictly necessary, he could not agree with thel inclusion

of the word "reasonably".
He suggested the wording "which 1s reasonable and necessary”.

/The CHATRMAN




CB/ONL4/SR 119
Page 12

' The CHAIRMAN accepted that wording.

My, ENTEZAM (Iren) sald that he dld not share the

‘ op"nion of the Lebanese repreae.ﬂative. 4 was not sufficlent for.a
State to take measures; 1t wae also nscesmayy for those measures.
to be reasomeble, Qualifying tho limi_ta'tions'as "reasonable

and recessary"” would defeat the purpose‘of the smendment., The
representative of the USSR had not supported the idea becsuse he
felt that the good falth of Governmenie wes belng questloned,

M. KOVALENEO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialiet Republic)
pointed out that the exi)lanation glven by the Unlted States
representative contradlcted the statement mede by the representatlve
of France. According to the létter’s explenatlion, his amendment
_envisaged limttations covered by lawse which could be carried out
(‘oy an - off‘icial although they mlght not be laws but officlal act
The interpretation given by the French representative opened the
door to arbitraryw police 'action; The United States interpretation -

was quite different,

_ Miss BOWIE (ﬁni-t;ed Kingdom) egreed with the Ukrainian
representative that the explanations given by the representatives

’of the United States and France were contradiotory.. The English
translation did not egree with the originé.l French, She could
not support the United States version, In her opinion, the |

Fnglish text should yesd: "euch reasonable limitations as |

are purevant to,.." although she meintained that the word

"necesgary" was superfluous.

[Mr, Cherles MALIK
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Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon) agreed that a diserepancy existed
between the French and English texts. The French text reflected the
idea 1in & manner with which he agreed completély. He would vote in B
favour of the French text but would not voté for the English text, if
the word "reasonably” was left before the word "necessary”, as en
errongous interpretation could be given. .He was willing however to
vote for the United Kingdow suggestion as it would bring the English

tranglation closer to the French text.

The CHAIRMAN, speaking &g represenﬁative of the United States of
America, sald that she would agree to the text resding: '"subject bnly to
such limitations as are pursuant to law and are reagonsble and necessary'.
She asked the French representative whether that translation accurately

~~~~~

Mr. CASSIN.(France) said thét the basgic meaning wasg ﬁndoubtedly
the same, The idea in the French text wae that such iimitatinns should -
exist when they were coneidered necessary by a reasonable person.

Once that principle was agreed upon, an adequate trapnslation dou;d be
found by the English-speaking delegations. ‘

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) wondered why the word "security"” should have
replaced "public safety" which was the term used in the original ’
United Sfates amendment., The French text used the word "agourite
which had & political comnotation. | |

The CHAIRMAN, speaking as repraséntative’of the.United Staﬁesjof,
America, explained thet it had bheen a simple trenslation frow the

French text.

Mr, MALIK (Lebanon) said that the change altered the meaning
‘considerably. The United States representative had explained “public
safety” ag including such things &s traffic end fire regulations. |
If he wag correct in his assumption that ”securite” in French had a
-muach broader meening, 1t changed the eubstanos.o? the text.

_ Mr. CASSIN (France) said that "securite" 1n French weent
security of persons, of.things generally, perhaps aven of the natlon
but it would be better not to use the term "securlte publiqus" thch

was covered by the word "ordre’.

/ Mr. MALIK
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Mr. MALIK (Lebenon) remarked that the explanation by the French
representative confirmed hie opinion that there ves a difference between
the English and French téxtd. | ‘

The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States
of America, said that her delegation would be prepared to reetore the
term "public safety” if 1t vas closer to the French text.

Mr. CASSIN (Frence) eaid thet the expreeeion ”eecurite” had been
the translation given by the Secretariat and that the French delegation
felt that 1t wes entirely eetisfectory '

Mr. MALIK (Lebenen) sald that he could not gupport a French
translation which departed from the original text, The French version
should exprese the sguivalent of "public safety". Otherwise the French
delegation should make it quite cleer that thelr text departed from the
English versiom. ’ :

Mr.‘CASSIN (France) expleined that the trenslation into Englieh
of the word "mecurité" was "public safety" and he reaffirmed his
opinion that the I'rench text should be waintained ae it had been submitted .

to the Committes.

Mr. STEYAERT (Eelgiur) supported the opinion of the French

representative on the meaning of "securita!

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) said that from the explanatiqn given by the
representatives of the United States end of France, the terme‘"public
gafety" and "edourité" did not have the same meaning, and the
repreeentetive of Frange would have to take‘the responsibility forwa
text which departed frow the English version. ‘

Mr. HOOD (Australia) wondered whether the expressions
"pursuant to law" and "reasoneble and necesgary" conveyed the meening
intended, He felt that in some inetancee those two ideas could conflict
in their praetical application, In the case under discusegion, it was not
clear whether the ultimate‘criteriﬁm would bevthe legality‘of the
limitations or the fact that those limitations were necessary.

/ Perhaps the



Perheps the expression "pursuent to law” could be eliminated from

the text.

Mr, PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) agreed thet;there
were differences in the English, French and Russian texts. Eof_instanca,
the word "beliefs" ("croyances") did not coincide with the‘Rﬁéaian téxtt
The question of "religious beliefs" wag distinct from "beliefs' in

H

_ general,

Mr. CASSIN (France) said that the USSR representative was correct
- in raising that point. The word "croyences" in the French text should be .

replaced by "convictions". - , _ i

. The. CHAIRMAN pointed out that that change would apply to the

French text but not to the English version which would remain unchangaé. |
- 'In reply to the question raised by the Australien reprasentativé, o

the Chairman, speaking as the United States representative, said that

the reason for including the expression "pursuant to law" -~ the

original text said "prescribed by law" -- was thet her delegation felt
.that it would represent an additional »nrotection aegainet arbitrary
‘action. The authoritiss should not be allowed to take action
~unless there was a law which Justified it, and that law should be

established on the basis of reagonablenses.

) At the request of Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Soolalist Republics),
the CHATRMAN put to the vote, in parts, the Franch apqpamant;tp .

article 16, paragraph 2, reading: '"Freedom to menifest .one's religion

or beliefs shall be subject only to such limitations as are pursuant"_7

to lay"., , , .

That text was adopted by ll votes toynonelvwith 3 abstentiqns.r‘

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the second pert reading:
. "end are ressonable and necessary to protect publlic gafety, public
order and heelth, morals apd the fundameptal rights end freedoms of qthera”; 

- That text was adopted by 9 votes to nons, with 3 abatentiqns.

The CHAIRMAN finally put to the vote the French amendment as aywhole.
The French smendment ag a whole was sdopted by 9 votes to nmone, with .

> abstentions. T o

/ M. VILEAN
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Mr. VILFAN (Yugoslavia) explained his vote. He had been unable
to be present at the discussion which hed taken place in the Commission
but hed voted for the French amendment on the understanding that the
limitations 1t prescribed werse twofold: : they were baseq on law and
they would have to be reasonabls and necessary. His vote had been based

on -the explenation by the French representative of his.amendment.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Repuﬁlics) had ebstained
from voting because he had oertain.doubﬁs with regard to the second
part of the French anendwent. The text should have confined itself to
the limitations contained in laws and not restricted fresdom of speech
and thought. The article allowed too much scope and freedow to police
action. So meny limitatlone had been added to those provided by law
that little had been left of the freedom vhich the article was supposed
to express. The text wee, in fact, contradictory; in the first part
1t provided for certain freedoms, which were denied in the gecond part
because of the limitations imposed. He would therefore abstain ffbm

voting on the article as a whele.-

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote article 16 as a whols.
Article 16, as a whole, was asdopted by 10 votes to 1, with 4

abgtentions.

Mr. CASSIN (B‘rance) expressed the hope that the USSR representative
might later chenge his mind when he had had a chance to study mor'e
carefully the French text. He felt sure that that representative would |
find that‘his alm wag ldentical, to that of the French delegation.

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) exrlained his vote. His oﬁinion differed from
that of the USSR representative in that the latter assumed that every law
wae ipso facto necessery and reasonable, but the text aimed at making a
clear distinction between laws which were arbitrery and those which

were reasonable and necessary for the purposes enumerated.

Mr. CHANG (China) could not understend why, in connexion with
such a serious question as freedom of religioh or beliefs, the Commission
should have lmposed limitations which had not been considered necessary
in other articles. He felt that those who really practised their
. religion would not feel complimented by the restrictions which hed been
‘ / imposed on
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imposed on them. Mr Chang hoped that the Committee might gventually
decide to delete the second paragraph of that article and replace it by
a general limitation, It seemed to him inconsistent to promote, on the
one hand, freedom of religious beliefs and, on the other, to limit such
freedom not only by law but also by considerations of public safety,
public order and health.

In that connexion, he mentioned the wissionary effort in China.
There had been a time when religion wae not linked to "civilizetion',
ag in the seventeenth and elghteanth centuries when the Jesulte
had gone to China not to civilize but simply to preach religion,

A happy collaboration had existed and the Jesuite learned also &
great deal from thelr Chinese friends. In the nineteenth century

a different attitude had developsed and trade and finsncial and other
interests became linked to religious activities. Mr. Chang wes glad
to note that & changs of attitude was developing eand he hoped that

_ religion and "civilization" would remein separate.

Mr. VILFAN (Yugoslavis) wished to comment on the statement of
the Lebenese representative, The point he had raised on whether or not
the French amendment implied Judgment on the rsasonableness and necessity
of laws was not related to the decision which had just been voted upon
by the Commission. Every State believed that its laws were reasonable
~ &nd necessary. The French amendment showed that each limitation should
be provided for by law and that those legal limitations should be

applied reasonably if they were coneidered necespary.

|

Mr. KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Soclaelist Republic) had abstained
from voting on article 16 as a Vhole because of the distinction made '
between reasonable and unreasoneble laws. Democratic States‘could not pass
arbitrary lawes; if they did so they became undemocratic, Who was going |
to pass judgment on whether a law was arbitrary or unreasonable? Such an
attitude reflected a conetant tendency to intervene in the sovereign
rights of certain States. He could not aoéept the atteuwpt by the
French representative to divide the world into reasonable and

unreagonable peopls.

The meeting rose at 6 p.m.






