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" DRAPT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON HUMAN RIGHTS: MEASURES OF IMPLEMENTATION:
CBAPTER 2: PROPOSALS RELATING TO THE QUESTION OF THE RIGET OF INDIVIDUALS,
OR GROUPS OF INDIVIDUALS AND OF o:mmzumn T0 PETITION (m/cu k/292,
n/rm 4/299)

Mr. VILPAN (Iugoslavia), explaining his vote at the previous
meting, gtated that he had been unable to take part in all the debates
on the right to petition. He agreed with the remarks of the Chinese

‘ 'roproaenutive regarding the question of implementation, and stressed
- that the !ugoslav Gmrmnt conaidered that the implementation of the
draft international cuvenant on human rights was essentinllyamatter

within the domestic jurisdiction of each State.

/At the
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At the previous meetimg reference had been made to Unper Silesia
as a place where the right of petition had been established end used
"{n the interests of human rights, but be 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 {nternatioml situation had not changed much since
the end of the Second World War, and the right of petition might still
be misuged, The Yugoslav Government was therefore opposed to such a
right.

Mr. MALTK (Lebanon) said that the Commission should plan
the work to be carried osut 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 numbcr 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 international covenant
on hwassn vights, and defer discussion of proposals relating to
implementation.

Mr. PAVIOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) recalled
that he had mede a similar proposal regarding the work of the Commission
earliexr in the session. The Commission had decifed, however, to adopt
another procedure. A two-thirds majority vote would be necessary to
reverse that decision.

He would not have objected to the limitation of th2z number and
duration of interventions if such a procedure had bteen adopted at
the beginning of the session. Certain representatives had made
lengthy speeches 2ad there should not be any discrimination egainst
those who had not yet spoken. The Commisaion should conclude its
discussions of the proposals relating to implementation at the current
meeting and, on the following day, should pass to the consideration
of the draft covenant.

/1f the
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If the Lebanese proposal were put to the vote he requested that
a separate vote should be teken on each part of it. He asked the
. Lebanese representative, however, to withdrew the first and second
parts of his proposal as they were discriminatory.

Mrs. MEBTA (India) suggested that the proposals submitted
in connexion with the prablem of implementation should be sent direct

to the various Member States as it would be difficult’for the Ccmmission

to reach any definite conclusions on them. They could be discussed
later when the comments of the various Goveruments had been received.

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

She agreed 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 et the eighth session of the Economic and Social Counc*l
but no such rule had been adopted in view of the fact that Article o
of the Charter laid down that "decisions of the Economic anGNSOcial
Council shall be made by a majority of the members present and voting".

Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) cculd not support the
Lebanese proposal that speeches of members should be limited. Members
of the Commission should have complete freedom of speech and should
be allowed sufficient time to discuss each gquestion thorougnhly.
The time allowed for speeches in the Third Committee during the third
session of the General Assembly had been limited, end that, in his
opinion, had not led to any worthwhile results.

/Referring to
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Referring to the suggestion that the Commimssion should concen=

trate on the draft covenent and defer consideration of the question
of implementation, he pointed cut that his delegaticn hed abstained
frcm voting when that matter had been raised earlier in the session.
He felt, however, that, &s tie Commission had decided to deal with the
question of luplemenvation and the draft covehant cn alternate deye,
it should not reverse its decision. Although the Commission might not
be able to terminate ite work on the draft covenent at the current
session, the resclutions adopted in that ccnnexion should be forwarded
to the various Member States, together with & stetement that the
Commisaion had not been able to study ell the articles. Governments
should also receive records of tho Commission's debates on proposals
releting to implementation,

Nr. HOUD (Australia) suggested, es an alternative to the
Lebanese provosal, that & terget date shculd be set for the conclueion.
of the work cn the draft covenant, and that a certain amount of time
should be devoted to further discussion of proposals regarding imple-
mentation.,

He felt the Ccumission might incur criticism if no attempt was
made to deal further with the question of implementation at the
current session. After additionel discuesion, the various proposals
made and & record of the views expressed by members of the Commission
could be sent to Governments. He would supﬁort the third pert of the
Lebanese proposal if an attempt were mede to set a final date fer work
on the draft covenant.

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) said that he would withdraw his proposel
if it prejudiced in any way the consideration at the current ression
of the Commiseion of the question of implementation. He accepted
the Australian propcsal, '

/Be reminded
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He reminded the Australian, Guatemelan end USSR representatilves
that rule 50 of the rules of procedure laid down that "the Cormieeion
may limit the time allowed to eech speaker," He would not, however,
prees for the limitation of time to be applied to mambers submitting
draft resolutions or amendwents,

Mr. CBANG (China) felt that it had been agreed in the
Eccnomic and Social Council that votes on matters of substance could
not be reccasidered at the seme session, but that there was no such
r1le regarding votss on procedural questions. He egreed that the
Commission should finish its work by 20 June, but pointed out that in
the short time at its disposal it could not hope to finieh work on
the draft covenant and the prcposals regarding implementation.

Miss BCWIE (United Kingdom), referring to the procedure
follovwed in the consideration of questicns of implementation, said
that it would be a pity if the Commission did not continue 1ts work
on the proposals submitted at the current session regardirg that
guestion. In view of the results of the voting at the preceding
meeting, she falt that the Ccmmission could not draw up any final
proposals. The various suggestions made might be further dlscussed
at one or two meetings in the hope that a greater measure of
agreement would be reached among the members who had submitted such
proposals. The Coumission could then take up the consideration of
the draft coverant.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the members of the Commission
who had subwiited proposals regarding measures of implementation
" should meet &nd try to reach agreement.
She pointed out that work on the draft covensnt would have to
be finished before 20 June, as that was the date set for the last
meeting of the current seesion of the Commission.

I O

Mr. cassIN
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Mr. CASSIN (France) said that the Commiesion shculd consider
the repercussions upon ite work of the votes teken at the previous
meeting, and in that connexion he f'olt that it would be prema*ure to
cut short the debate on measures of implementation.

A questicnnaire rezerding meesures of implementation should
be prepered by the Secreteriet end coneidered by the Coumission on
Friday, 17 June. The questi.nnaire shculd then be forwaerded to the
various Governments together with the propousale sutmitted at the
current sessicn c¢f the Commission and the records of the discussions
which had teken place cn those measures. Those measures should be
discussed at the next two or three meetings and then the Commission
should pass to the consideration of the dreft covenant and continue
with it until the end of the following week.

Mr. MORA (Uruguey) suggested, with regard to the Lebenese
proposal, that & compramise solution might be possible, The Cummission
could continue its work es planned until Friday, end then declde
if 1t desired to devote all its time to the draft covenent.

He had no obJection to imposing a time limit for speeches,
but could not agree that the number of stetements made by represent-
atives should be limited. Such a limitetion wculd constitute e form
of discrimineti~n ageinst members who had submitted written papers,
and who would consequently be able to meke more frequent and longer
statements. . ’

Mr. LOUTFI (Egypt) suggested, with regerd to the time limit,
that members submitting amendments should be allcwed twenty minutes
for their first end five for their second 1lntervention.

He supported the Lebanese proposal that the Commission should
devote the time remaining st its disposal to the draft covenant.
With regard t¢ measures for implementation,he auggésted that the
variocus drafts shculd be submitted to the Governmments, and that a
questionnaire should then be prepared by the Secreteariat which
would comsist of a summary of the memorandum before the Commission,
end which would include all the importent points of principle on
wvhich the Commission wished to cbtain the views of Governments.

/Miss BOWIE
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Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) supported both statements of
the Lebanese proposal with regerd to the time limit.

Mr. MALIK (Lebancn) pointed out, in support of his proposel,
that past experience had proved the usefulness end the practicadbility
of applying the time limit. He desired to have all three perts of
his proposal put to the Commission. His proposal aimed at ccmpleting
oie dccument entirely, but he nevertheless desired to carry forward
the exeminaticn of measures for implementaticn as far as poselble.

Mr. HOOD (Australia) proposed thet 15 June should be set
as the terget date for the completion of the draft covenant.

Mr., PAVIUV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed
that item 3 of the Tebanese.proposal should be voted upon first,
since it was logical to determine what the Ccmmission would work on.
The Cammission should work on the draft covenant from 9 June until
it was completed, taking 18 June as an approximate conpletion date.
After that date the Ccumission could return to Questions of imple-
mentation, _

With regard to items 1 and 2 of the Lebanese proposel, he
stated that he was opposed to limiting speeches to ten minutes
since the aim of the Commission shculd dbe to draw up as good a
covenant 28 possible, rather then to accomplish its work within
a minimum period. He thought that the Egyptian proposal to allow
tventy minutes for the first speeches by members submitting amendments
and five minutes for their following speeches might be acceptable.

The CHAIRMAN read out item 3 cf the Lebanese prcposal, eamended
in accordance with the suggestions made by the USSR representative:
"Ccncentrate on the covenant beginning 9 June to the exclusion of
everything else until 18 June."

/Mr. GARCIA BAUER
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Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guaterwals) pointed ocut that he was opposed
to changing the werking procedure of the Commlssion for the time being,
tecauce the time which had so fer been devoted to measuree for
Implerentation would be wasted,

With regerd to the time limit, he recalled that the Commission had
devoted two months in Paris to drawing up thirty erticles of the
Declaration ¢n Huumn Pighte, and concluded tkat to adopt the time limit
would Jeoperdize the effectiveness of the Copmiseion's work.,

Mr, CASSIN (France) stated that ke could not vote for the
Lebanese propeeal, tecevse 1t would mean that ao dlacuesion would
teke place with Governmente concerning measures for implementation.

The CEAIPMAN put to tke vote the words "beglaning 9 June"
of the Lebancee mroposal,
Those words were rejected by 8 votes to 5, with 3 abstentlons.

The CHAIRMAN tut to the vote the words "until 18 June"
of the Lebanese prorosel,
Thode_words were rejecued by 7 votes to 3, with Lk avatertions.

Mr, MALIX (Lebanon), In view of the suggestion made by
the Australian representative that 15 June should he set as & terminmation
dete for the work oa the draft covenant, accepted “16 June" instead
of "18 June".

The CHATRMAN put to the vote the Lebanese proposal, emended.
as followe: "Concentrete on “he Covenant to the exclusion of everything
else until 16 June". '

That proposel was adopted by 1l votes to none, with 3 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Lebanese propoeal with regard
to the time limit, as follows: "limit time of firet interventica on
Covenant to ten minutes, and every subsequent interventlon to five miautes",
That propceal was_rejected by 5 votes %o 5, with 6 abstentions,

/ic. CBANG
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Mr, CEANG (China) stated thet he had no* ~oted because
ke felt tkat the firet vote was not clear., He asiked wkether the
Lebanese proposal eignified tuat the Commission would cortinue its
discussion cn the draft ¢ovenan. up to and including 16 June,

Mr, LCUTFI (Egypt) pointed out thet the Comuisslon had
asked the Secretariat to prepare a questiocnnaire in order to obtain
the views of Governments on the drafts submitted, and that 1t would
be deeirable to have tie discussion on that questionnaire on 16 June.

The CHAIRNAN stated that she considered the Commission agreed
upon 16 June inclusive es the date on which the work on the draft
Covenant would be concluded.

She asked the Commission to coneider document E/CN.4/303 in order
to decide upon the date on which it would consider the questionraire
prerared by the Secretariat, Thes Cormission should conslider the
questionnaire on Friday, 17 June, the day after it had completod
ite work on the draft covenant.

Mr, PAVLOV (Unlon of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked the
Chairran to explain whet purpose the questionnaire to be prepared by
the Secreteriat would serve, in viev of the fact that the Commission
was already in possesslion of the proposals submittoed by Governments,
the Secretariat!s memorandum, and the Commission's previous documents,

The CEAIRMAN replied that the representative of France had
elready explained that such & questionnaire would define the differences
which had arisen in the Cormission!s dlscussions, and would better eneble
Goverrnments to express thelr views concerning the various drafts submitted
‘ and the Secreteriat's memorsndum,

The Ckalrnan puto to the vote the proposal contalned in document
E/CN.4/303 with the words "Friday, 17 June" in place of tke worde

"Wednesday, 15 June".
That proposal was adovted by 12 votes to morme, with 3 abstenticns.

The CEATRMAN asked the Commisesion to decide upon the incluslon
of the word "reasonably" before the word "neceszary” 1n the French
amendment to paragraph 2 of erticle 16 (E/CN.4/301).
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Mr. MALIX (Jebenon) ateted that he had asked for the deletion
of the word "reasonably”, because he considered that 1t vas unnecessary.

The CHAIRMAN, @peeking as the rerressntative of the United States
of Auwerica, stated that the word "reasocnably" was a recognized legal
term in the United States, with a wider meaning than the word
"necessary", which in itself did not provide any protection agalnst
measuree which could be considered unreasonable,

Mr, MALIK (Lebancn) stated that he did not feel that the
word "reasonably” constituted any rrotection egainst arbitrery limitation,
but that on the contrary it opened the wey to misinterpretation.

Mr. PAVI ¥ (Union cf Soviet Soclalist Republics) etated that,
1f the French amendment were to be included in the draft covenmant, 1t
would make 1t difficult for some States to sign the convention because,
in whatever light that amendment were interpreted, it would necesserily
be concluded that the laws of cach sigmatory State were divided into
veanoneble and unreasonsble ones, He could not support such a distinction.

Mr. CASSIN (France) poinmted out, in reply to the USSR representative,
that in all countries there were police officials wko did not act in e
reasonable manner in enforcing the law, BEe had maintained the word
"reasonable" in the French amendment because it Eignitied a protection
against arbitrary limitetion. In other words, 1t established the
distinction between reasonable and unreasonable limitations, and not,
a8 the USSR rerpresentative had supposed, between reagonable and
unreasonsble laws,

The CEAIRMAN remarked that e measure might be called necescary
and yet be unreusonable,

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) stated that, 1f "reasonably necessary"
could mean that such measures might be interpreted by the State as
not being strictly necessary, ho could not agree with the inclusion

of tbe word "reasonably".
Le suggested the wording "which 1s reasonable and neceesary".

/The CHAIRMAN



E/CN.4/SR 110
Page 12

The CHAIRMAN accepted that wording.,

Mr. ENTEZAM (Iren) said that he did not sharxe the
opinion of the lLebanese represecatative, I% was not sufficlent for a
State to take meesures; 2t was also necessary for those meazures
to be reascmeble, Qualifying tho limitations as "reasonable
and necessary" would defeat the purpose of the emendment. The
representative of the USSR had not supported the 1dea beceuse he
felt that the good falth of Governmente was telng questioned.

Mr. KOVATENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic)
pointed out that the explanation given by the United Etates
representative contredicted the statement mede by the representotive
of France, According to the lattert!s explenation, his amendment
envisaged limitations covered by laws which could be carried out
by an officlal, although they might not be laws but officlal ects,
The interpretation given by the French representative opened the
door to erbitrary police action., The United States interpretation
wvas quite different.

Mise BOWIE (United Kingdom) egreed with the Uxrainian
representative that the explanations given by the representatives
of the United Stateas and Francc were contradictory. The English
tranelation did not agree with the original French. She could
not support the United States version. In ker opinion, the
Englieh text should reed: "euch reasonable limitations as
are pursuant to..." although she neintalned that the word
"necesegary" was superfluous,

[ite, Chnarles MALIK
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~ Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebenon) agreed that a discrepency existed
between the French and English texts. The French text reflected the
idea in a manner with vhich he agreed completely. He would vote in
faevour of the French text but would not vote for the English text, if
the word "reasonebly" was left before the word ‘necessary"”, &s an
errcneous interpretation could be given. He vas vwilling however to
vote for the United Kingdom suggestion as it would bring the English
translation closer to the French text.

The CHAIRMAN, epeaking es represontative of the United States of
America, said that she would agree to the text reading. "subJect only to
such limitations as are pursuant to law and are reasoneble and necessary".
She asked the Frénch representative whether that translation acocurately
reflected hie ifea.

Mr. CASSIN (France) said that the basic meaning was undoubtedly
the seme. The idee in the Fremch text was thet such limitations should
exist when they were considered necessery by a ressonable person.

Once that principle was agreed unon, an adequate translation could be
found by the English-sneeking delégations.

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) wondered why the word "security" should have
replaced "public safety"” which was the terwm ueed in the original
United States amendment. The French text used the word "securité”
which had a political connotation.

N 1

The CHAIRMAN, speeking as representative of the United States of
Americe, explained thet it had heen a simple tramelation from the
French text.

Mr. MALTK (Lebenon) said thet the change altered the weaning
considerably. The United Staﬁee representative had expiained "public
sefety" as including such thinge as traffic and fire regulations.

If he was correct in his assumption that "gecurité” in French had a
much broader mesning, it chenged the substance of the text.

Mr. CASSIN (France) said that “gecurité” in French meant
security of persons, of things generally; perhapa bven of the nation
but it would be better not to use the term securite Eubligu e" which
was covercd by the word "ordre".

/ Mr. MALIK -
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Mr. MALIK (Lebenon) remarked that the explanation by the French
representative confirmed his opinion that there was a difference betveen
the English and French texts. o

The CHAIRMAN, speaking es the representative of the United States
of America, said thet her delegation vouid be prepered to restore the
tern "public safety” if it was closer to the French text.

Mr. CASSIN (France) said that the expression "securité" had heen
the translation given by the Secreteriat end that the French delegation
f2lt that 1t wes entirely satisfactory.

Mr. MALIK (Lebeanon) esaid that he could not support a French
transletion which departed from the original text. The French vertion
should express the equivalent of "public safety”. Otherwise the French
delegation should make it quite clear that their text departed from the
¥nglish version. :

Mr. CASSIN (France) explained that the trenmslation into English
of the word "securité" was "public safety" and he reaffirmed his
opinion thet the French text should be meintsined as it had been submitied
to the Committee. -

Mr. STEYAERT (Belgium) supported the opinion of the French
representative on the meaning of "securite"

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) said that from the explanation given by the
representatives of the United States end of France, the terms "public
safety"” and "edcurite” did not have the seme meaning, and the
representative of France would have to take the reeponsibility for a
text which departed from the English version.

Mr. HOOD (Australia) wondered whether the expressions
"pursuent to law" and "reasonsble and necessary" conveyed the meening
intended, He felt that in some instapc.: those two i1deas could conflict
in their prectical application. In the case under discussion, it wae not
clear whether the ultimate criterium would be the legality of the
limitations or the fact that those limitatione were neceseary.

/ Perhaps the
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Perheps the expression "pursusnt to law" could be eliminated from
the text.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) agreed that there
were differences in the English, French and Russian texts. For instence ’
the word "bellefs" ("croyences") did not coinocide with the Russien text.
The question of "religious beliefs" was distinct from "beliefs” in
general,

M>. CASSIN (France) said that the USSR representative wes correct
in reising that point. The word "croyences" in tha French text should be
replaced by "convictions'.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that that chenge would apply to the

French text but not to the English versiocn which would remein unchenged.
In reply to the question raised by the Australien representative,

the Chairmen, spesking as the United States repreeentative, seid that
the reason for including the expreesion "pursuent to lavw" -« the
original text said "prescribed by law"” -- was thet her delegation felt
thet 1t wsuld represent en additionel protection against arbitrary
action. The author:lt:léa should not be allowed to take action
unless there was & law which Justified it, end that law should be
established on the besis of reessonableness.

%&M At the request of Mr. PAVIOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republice),
"#4ie CHAIRMAN put to the vote, in parts, the French emendment to
srticle 16, paragraph 2, reading: "Freedom tc menifesi one's religion
or beliefs shall be subject only to such limitetions as are pursusnt
to lew".

That text was adopted by 1l votes to none, with 3 ebstentions.

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the second part reading:
"and sre resscnable and necessary to protect public safety, public
order and health, morals and the fundamentel rights and freedomws of others"”.

That text wae adopiad by O votes to nome, with 5 ebstentions.

The CHAIRMAN finally put to the véte the French amendment &8 a whole.
The French amendment a8 a whole wes sdopted by 9 votes to none, with
5 abstentions.

/ Mr. VILFAN
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Mr. VILFAN (Yugoslavia) explained his vote. He had been unable
to be present at the discuseion which hed taken place in the Commiseion
but hed voted for the French amendment on the understanding thet the
limitetions it prescribed were twofold: they were based on law end
they would have to be reasoneble and necessary. His vote hed been based
on the explanmation by the French representative of his amendment.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socielist Republice) had ebsteined
from voting because he had certain doubte with regerd to the gecond
pert of the French amenlaent. The text should have confined 1tself to
the limitations contained in laws and not restricted freedom of speech
ead thought. The article allowed too much scope and freedom to police
action. So meny limitations hed been added to those provided by law
that littles had been left of the freedom which the article was supposed
to exprese. The text was, in fact, contradictory; in the firet pert
it provided fer certain freedoms, which were denied in the secemd part
because of the limitations imposed. He would therefore ebstain from
voting on the erticle as a whcle.

~ The CHAIRMAN put to the vote article 16 as & whole.
Article 16, as a whele, was adopted by 10 votes to 1, with U
abatentions.

Mr. CASSIN (Frence} expreseed the hope that the USSR representative
might later change his mind when he had hed a chance to study more
cerefully the French text. He felt sure thet that repreaentative would
find that his aim wae identical to that of the French delegetion.

Mr. MALIK (Lebenon) explained hie vote. His opinion differed from
thet of the USSR representatii s in that the lat.er assumed that every law
vae 1ivso facto necessary and reasonable, but the text eimed at making a
clear distinction between laws which were arbitrery end those which
wers reesonsble and necessary for the purposes enumerated.

Mr. CHANG (China) could not understend why, in comnexion with
such a serious question as freedom of religion or beliefs, the Commission
should have imposed limitations which had not been considered neéeasary
in other erticles. He felt that those who really practised their
religion would not feel complimented by the reatricticne which hed teen
/ imposed on
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imposed on them. Mr Chang hoped that the Committee might eventuslly
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 euch
freedom not only by law but elso by considerations of public safety,
oublic order and health.

In that connexion, he mentioned the missicnery effort in China.
There had been a time when religion wes not linked to "civilization",
es in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries when the Jesuits
had gone to China not to civilize but eimply to preach vreligion.

A happy collaboration had existed epd the Jesuite learned also i
great deal from their Chinese friende. In the nineteenth century

a different attitude had developed and trade and financial end other
intereste became linked to religious ectivities. Mr. Chang wes glad
to note that a change of ettitude was developing end he hoped that
religion end "civilizatior” would remain separate.

Mr. VILFAN (Yugoslavia) wished to comment on the statement of
the Lebenese revresentative. The point he had raised on whether or not
the French amendment implied judgmwent on the reasocnablenese and necessity
of lews wes not related to the decision which had Jjust been voted upon
by the Compission. Every State believed that its laws were reassoneble
and neceseery. The French amendment showed that each limitation should
be provided for by law and that those legel limitatione should be
apolied reasonably if they were coneidered necesssry.

Mr. KOVALENKO (Ukreinian Soviet Socialist Republic) hed abstained
from voting on article 16 as a whole because of the distinction wade
between ressonable end unreasonable laws. Democratic States could not paes
erbitrary laws; if they did so they becemwe updomocratic. Who was going
to vass judgment on whether e law was arbitrary or unreaeoneble? Such an
attitude reflected a constant tendency to intervene in the sovereign
rights of certain States. He could not accept the attempt by the
French representative to divide the werld into reagoneble and

unreasonable people.

The meeting rose at 6 p.uw.



