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mm! nrramtioKAL COVENANT ON HUMAN BIOEPS — АШГШХЕЗ I AND I I OF THE REPOBT OF 

THE FIFTH SESSION OF THE COMMISSION ON HUMAN EIGHTS (E/1371) (Continued) 
Artic l e 16 (E / C N . V 3 6 5 , E/GN.V353/Aàd'.lO, E / C N . V 3 5 8 , Е / С Ы Л / З 8 2 , .E/ÇN.1^A29) 

Paragraph X 
1. Mr. SOBENSON (Dexanark) recaJJLed that the Conmlttee set up to examine the 
Report of the 8иЪ-Ссяйа1вэ1оп on Prevention of Discrimination ала the Protection of 
Minorities had examined that a r t i c l e and the other articles connected with the 
rights of minorities, and considered the text to Ъе satisfactory. As Rapporteur 
of the said Coáililttée, however> he did not think that the opinion of the Committee 
as a whole In any way impaired the right of i t s menbere to expreçs their individual 
opinions i n the Commission.' - , 

2 . The CHAIRMAN reminded the Coraaieeion that the Egyptian representative 
had proposed an addition to paragraph 1 and invited him to introduce his amendment. 

3. Mr, EAMADAN (Egypt) was afraid that the amendment he had proposed might 
he misinterpreted and he was anxious in consequence to state formally that his 
delegation had always heeii i n favour of the adoption of the paragraph ensia-ing 
everyone t)ir3 freodom to manifest his religion. That principle was in confonnity 
with the provle.ions of the Egyptian Constitution,article 12 of which stated that 
freedom of conscience was absolute and article I3 of which provided ttiat the State 
should protect the free exercise of a l l religions within the limitations of the law^ 
Since time immemorial different ireligious ooraaunlties had lived i n perfect peace 
and harmony on Egyptian territory and he would certainly have voted in favour of 
paragraph 1 of Article I 6 , i f tho right specified therein had not raised a problem 
that was particularly complex not only i n Egypt but i n a l l the countries of the 
Middle East. 

. Paragraph 1 gave everyone the right to change his religion, but in Egypt 
as i n other countries such freedom could Involve abuses such as had frequently been 
committed in the past and would continue to be committed i f that paragraph were to 
be adopted without the Introduction of some kind of legal restrictions. 
5. The communities of the different Christian sects as well as the other 
communities were governed by thçlr own laws regarding personal status and the 
obligations of their members were determined according to the provisions of their 

/religious laws. 
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r e l i g i o u s lave. For example, those Christian nationals vho v e r e Eoman Catholic 
could not be divorced because the canon law. did not recognize divorce. To escape 
the provisions of the law, those vho wished to divorce became converted to Islam 
which recognized divorce. Obviously there was nothing sincere i n such conversions. 
In other cases the purpose of. the conversion was to escape the irksome payment of 
alimony. There were always uziprlnclpled persons who would take advantage of such 
a provision and. thus harm the legitimate interests of persone e n t i t l e d to the 
protection of the lav and of society, 
6 . He was i n no way opposed to. the p r i n c i p l e of the f i g h t to change onrî's 
r e l i g i o n so long as that change was based on genuine conviction, and h i s amendment 
concerned only a sp e c i f i c l e g a l point. I f his^amendment was rejected, he would 
ask f o r a separate vote on the words "freedom to change his r e l i g i o n or b e l i e f 
which he would be obliged toqipose. 

7, Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) suggested that the Egyptian representative's 
problem might be solved by replacing the f i r s t two words of paragraph 2 of 
a r t i c l e 16 by the words "these freedoms". 

p,^ Mr. EAÎ-1AI)A!<I (Egypt) did not think that that amendment woiild solve the 
di f f i c u l . t y to which he had drawn..attention,, as the Christian communities i n Egypt 
were govemed by special laws and statutes emd paragraph 2 was worded too vaguely 
to cover the point he had raised. 

«t. The CHAIEMftK, speaking as representatlv«? of the United States of America, 
observed that the alterations suggested by the United Kingdom representative would 
have the effect ,of suppressing a l l freedom of conscienoa, 
10. On the other hand, she could not support the Egyptian amendment since i 
would always, be possible f o r a State to adopt a law forbidding anyone to change h i 
r e l i g i o n and thus annulling the effect of a r t i c l e 16. 

•jj,. L a s t l y , she proposed that the United States amendment, which was intended 
to make only a s l i g h t a l t e r a t i o n i n the wording of paragraph 1, should not be put 
to the vote. 

I t was so decided, 

/2.2. Mr. LEEOY-BEAULIEU 
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1С. ' Mr. LEROY-BEATILIEU (France) warned members of the Commission not to 
take too l i g h t l y amendments which concerned only the form of the textn they 
adopted. He recalled i n that connexion that the Secretariat had published a 
French text of the Universal Declaration, of Human Rights the second paragraph 
of a r t i c l e Э of which did not conform to the authentic text adopted b:' tho 
Assembly. 

13. Ml'. SCBIŒLD (Seci-etariat) explained that the booklet giving tho text 
of the Universal Iteclaretion of Human Rights i-eferred to by the íbrcnch 
ropresentativa had been printed i n New York on the basis of the te:ct adopted by 
the Genoral Assembly and had beetx caЪlвd from Paris to Nev/ York before the 
c f f i c i n l documents of the t h i r d gesaion of the General Assembly had boon 
received at Lake Success. I t had not been noted, i n that f i r s t e d i t i o n , that 
thetaxt of the second para/f^raph of a r t i c l e 2 of the Declaration had been altered 
at the l a s t minute i n a plemr;'' laoeblng of the General Assembly. A new oditio n 
of the text of the Doclaration had beea published as soon as the f i n a l text 
adopted by the General Assembly had beeii received. 

1^. The СШИЕМАК said that every time the Commission decided on a chanfle 
i n tho wording of an English text and the French representative stated that the 
corresponding French text ш э correct, the French text was not altered. She 
thnught i t might perhaps be advisable to appoint forthwith a "Stylo Coiaiviittee" 
to study tho texts adopted on the f i r s t roading. 

1^. Mr. bíALIIC (Lebanon) believed that the concordance of tho E n f l i s h and 
French texts of tho Universal Declaration of Human Rights i-alaed serious 
problems. He accepted the Secretariat's explenatlou with regard to the wordinp 
of tho second paragi-aph of a r t i c l e 2 . He had, however^ already had occasion 
•to study the concordance of the English and French texts of the Doclaration 
very c l o s e l y , and had found some twenty InBtances of differences between the 
English and French texts, nearly h a l f of which were differences of substance. 
16. The two texts were, however, equally authentic, and the Universal 
Declaration was a document of very great importance which would go dovra i n 
history. The day was bound to come when the «luestion of the disoropancies 
between the two texts would be raised, and give r i s e to serious d i f f i c u l t i e s . 
17. He thought that before the end of i t s s i x t h session the Commission 
might well recommend to the Economic and Social Council to request the Assembly 
to correct those discrepancies i n order to bring two text.s into l i n e . 

/ l ' ] . № . LEROY-BSATTT-"-' 



18. Mr. LEROÏ-BEAULIEU (France') f e l t he muet support the Lebanese representa­
t i v e ' s suggestion.. There was a suhstantial reason ipr, po doing, i n that serious 
differences hetween the Engllsh^and French texts of,,the Declai'ation might Ъэ 
p r e j u d i c i a l to the human rights^they were, intended to astablloh. I f there were 
dlBcrepanciea of substance, and Mr» I4allk's fears might be wel l founded, i t seemed 
that only the General Assembly could be competent to decide, how they should be 
se t t l e d , and that might mean that large parts of the Declaration would have to be 
taken up anew. With regard t o errors of s t y l e , he recalled that on eovernl 
.occasions he had^ askôd the Secretariat.to make certain correotlons of d e t a i l which 
would i n no way have altered the meaning of the text. The Secretariat.had always 
recognized the v a l i d i t y .of his coiTjections, but I t had never «iccí̂ .pteu tbem, 
19. .In i t s desire to give such an important h i s t o r i c a l document as the 
Universal -Declaration of Human Bights the widest possible p u b l i c i t y and being 
parbicUlarly an::lous t o use i t ;for commentary i n the schools, the French Government 
had 'been -facad with a dilemraa; either dlssominate the authentic text .-^ihich vae not 
drafted i n absolutely correct French, or prepare a new editi o n d i f f e r i n g in. some 
respects i n i t s drafting from the text.of the General Assembly and.no 1ОПЕ;ОГ 

s t r i c t l y authentic. I t had adopted the second solution.. . 
2 0 . He was a f r a i d that i n spite of the Chairman's assurances, there was some 
r i s k of the. same d i f f i c u l t y a r i s i n g i n the future i n the case of the covenant, 

№ . SQRENSOW(Denmark) asked the Commission to postpone the examination 
of the Lebanese representative's suggestion regarding a possible r e v i s i o n of the 
text of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights to a l a t e r date.and to resume the 
study of the items on i t s agenda. 

2 2 . •' CHAIRMAN said that the Commission wolud study the.Lebanese 
representative's sugeastlon at a l a t e r date. 

•рЗ; Mr. THEODORGPOULCS (Greece) did not thinlc that any of the rig h t s 
.mentioned in-t.he covenant could,be exercised i n fraude l e g i s . However, he under-
stood the gravity of the problem with which the Egyptian representative was faced 
.and consequently suggested the following text: "The right to change one's 
r e l i g i o n s h a l l , however not be exercised i n fraude legis".. 

http://and.no
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2h. Mr. EAMDAÎI (Egypt) suggestea the following text: "Ueverthelees, 
any change of r e l i g i o n made for purposes of fraud In order to evade obligations 
under the law governing personal status s h a l l he declared n u l l and void". * 

25. Mr. JEVEEMOYIC (Yugoslavia) said that a very Important problem was 
involved. There were different r e l i g i o n s In Yugoslavia too, and contrary to 
what had happened i n Egypt, those differences had led to c o n f l i c t s . The 
sit u a t i o n had been dealt with by the enforcement of laws prohibiting a l l 
r e l i g i o u s disputes and a l l propaganda directed against any r e l i g i o n whatever, 
on pain of punishment. 

The Yugoslav Government regarded freedom of r e l i g i o u s conviction as 
very Img^rtant, and he did not thlnlc that certain consequences of a change of 
r e l i g i o n could be taken into account. He regarded the Egyptian amendment as 
being too r e s t r i c t i v e i n character, since i t would l i m i t the r i g h t to change 
one's r e l i g i o n . I f a l l c i t i z e n s were equal before the law, regardless of t h e i r 
r e l i g i o n , he f a i l e d to see what d i f f i c u l t i e s a change, of r e l i g i o n could Involve. 
He could not therefore vote f o r the Egyptian amendment. 

27. Speaking as the representative of the United States, the CHAIEMAW 
th o u ^ t I t would be dangerous to Introduce a l i m i t a t i o n of the r i g h t to change 
one's r e l i g i o n into the Covenant. In her view, the general l i m i t a t i o n i n 
paragraph 2 of a r t i c l e I6 was quite s u f f i c i e n t . 

Mr. RAMADAÏÏ (Egypt) pointed out, i n reply to the representative of 
Yugoslavia, that i n his country there existed, on the one hand, the general c i v i l 
l e g i s l a t i o n , and on the other hand, l e g i s l a t i o n concerning personal status under 
which the various r e l i g i o u s communities were governed by th e i r respective 
r e l i g i o u s laws. 

Mr. №KDEZ (Philippines) iimgined the case of a country of which the 
inhabitants vsre c h i e f l y CS-iristians, but which had allowed a r e l i g i o n which 
countenanced polyc^-^ay to Gurvive i n one part of i t s t e r r i t o r y . In such cirGum-. 
stances, i f a Chrjpcian elected to reside i n that part of the country where 
polygamy was permitted, there would be nothing to prevent him from becoming a 
polygamist himself. 

* provisional translation 
/;0. Mr. S OREES ÛW 



30, lyír. aOREIISOIí (РёйЙагк) 'r'emarked that'the : Question of a l t e r a t i o n of 
•peraonal status within thé •fo'ôinévcirljr'of'civil l e g i s l a d not ovily i n 
cases of a change of r e l i g i o n , hut also Itt' cases 6 f à change of domicile or of 
na t i o n a l i t y . Therefore, the problem raised by the representative of Egypt went 
beyond the.bounds of the (jueàtlon of change of r e l i g l D n , and Mr. Sorenson con­
sidered i t undesirable to'create confusion between the c i v i l status of an 
in d i v i d u a l and his r e l i g i o u s convictions. tfhe former question was a l e g a l one, 
while the l a t t e r was s p i r i t u a l In character, 
31. The-Egyptian. Government might w e l l take the view that a change of 
r e l i g i o n f o r fraudulent purpoèes did not a f f e c t the personal statua of the person 
concerned/. That would.be a purely J u r i d i c a l matter, and such an interpretation 
on the part of the Egyptian Government would be i n no way inconsistent with the 
existlng.teKt of a r t i c l e 16. 

32, Mr. МА.ЫК (Lebanon) agreed with the representatives of Yugoslavia, 
the United. Kingdom and Denmark. Hie country's s i t u a t i o n was sim i l a r to that 
of Yugoslavia; I t formally'rejected any idea of discrimination and affirmed 
the complete and absolute freedom of a person to change his r e l i g i o n . The 
exis t i n g text of a r t i c l e 16 Was that of the corresponding a r t i c l e of the 
Declaration of Human Eights, and-he considered i t impossible to modify the 
article-without a l t e r i n g i t s meaning. The r i ^ t affirmed i n that a r t i c l e 
a fundamental one; i t was inconceivable that any r e s t r i c t i o n whatever should 
be placed upon the r i s b t to change one's r e l i g i o n , 
33. As regards the question of polygamy mentioned by the representative 
of the Philippines,. Mr, Malik doubted whether polygamy was permissible acoordlng 
to the provisions of the Charter on the equality of rights of the two sexes. 
He feared that not a l l Member States might as yet have f u l l y understood the 
scope of the Charter's provisions. 
'jh. I t was impossible to envisage the n u l l i f i c a t i o n of a true change of 
r e l i g i o n , and f o r that reason M?r. Malik hoped that the representative of Egypt 
would not i n s i s t upon maintaining his amendment. 

/ З:;: Mr/RAMADAN 
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35' № . ЕЛМАМИ (Egypt) feared that the remarks of the representative of 
Lebanon might he interpreted as indicating that Egypt was oijposed to the free­
dom to change one's r e l i g i o n . Tho principle of absolute freedom of conscience 
was observed i n Egypt, and he would repeat that the problem he had raised 
concerned a J u r i d i c a l r e s t r i c t i o n only. 
3t'- In conclusion, he read the f i n a l text of his amendment, which was as 
follows; "nevertheless, the authorities s h a l l not be bound to recognize, i n so 
far as the personal status of individuals i s concerned, changes of r e l i g i o n 
which the l a t t e r may have made i n fraude legls and with the sole intention of 
evading the le g a l obligations deriving fi-om that status." * 

37. Mr. MEHDEZ (Philippines) suggested that a way of dealing with the 
problem raised by the representative of Egypt m i ^ t be to add the words "and 
change" a f t e r the phrase "Ereedom to manifest..." i n paragraph 2 of the o r i g i n a l 
text, 

38. Mr. OBIBE (Uruguay) pointed out that the r e s u l t of the modification 
suggested by the representative of the Philippines would be to l i m i t the r i g h t 
to change one's r e l i g i o n , whereas the Egyptian amendment was intended only to 
prohibit a change of personal status. 

39. Mr. MEIÍDEZ (Philippines) withdrew his suggestion. 

0. Mrs. MFIHTA (India) understood the problem raised by the Egyptian 
representative, f o r a s i m i l a r s i t u a t i o n existed i n Indiaj but she would rather 
witness the disappearance of the system of personal laws- i n her country than 
r e s t r i c t a person's r i g h t to change hie r e l i g i o n . 

'U. , Mr. CHANG (China) pointed out that I f a change of r e l i g i o n was made, 
with fraudulent intent. I t would obviously not be recognized by the c i v i l authori­
t i e s . In general, any act committed witli fraudulous intent was not recognized; 
that was a general p r i n c i p l e of c i v i l codes. In any case fraud was covered 
by the paragraph which dealt with general l i m i t a t i o n s . The Egyptian amendment 
therefore seemed unnecessary. 

* provisional translation / . The СНАШ'М 
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'̂ З' . The СШЛЗШД^»^ speaking аз. the representativo of the United States of 
America agreed with the, Chinese representative; she f e l t that no useful шгпове 
. would he served Ъу adding the provision projjosed Ъу' the Egyptian representative 
to a r t i c l e 16, 

The Egyptian amendment шв rejected Ъу 8 votes to 3'. with ?. ahstentiona. 

^3' . , Mr,. JEVREI'IOTIC (Yugoslavia) se Id he had voted against the Egyptian 
amendment. He f u l l y understood the d i f f i c u l t y Egypt Ш 8 faced with. ITever-
theless, he thought the only solution lay In complete freedom of worship and of 
r e l i g i o n , with absolute r i g h t to change One's r e l i g i o n . That seemed to him the 
only way i n which normal relations could be preserved between ci t i z e n s of 
d i f f e r e n t b e l i e f s . 

, Mr. MENIEZ (Philippines) had abstalr.ed because i n his opinion paragraph 2 

of a r t i c l e 16 met the ügyptlan representative's objections. 

Л5г . The CHAIEMAN put to the vote the f i r s t sentence of paragraph 1; 

"Everyone has the r i g h t to freedom of thought, conscience and r e l i g i o n . , , " 
The f i r s t sentence was adopted unanimously. 

^6. The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the f i r s t part of the second sentence, 
". . . t h i s r i g h t Includes freedom to change h i s r e l i g i o n or b e l i e f . . . " 

The f i r s t part of the second sentence was adopted by 13 votes to 1. 

^7. The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the remainder of paiagraph 1. 

The remainder of paragraph 1 was adonted unanimounly. 

Paragraph 1 as a whole was adopted by 13 votes to none, with 1 abstention. 

Paragraph 2 

4-8. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Philippine proposal for. the deletion 
of paragraph 2 (Ë/CN.U/36f3, page 1|3). 

The Philippine proposal was, rejected by 9 votes to 2. with 3 abstentions. 

/Additional 
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Additional paragraph proposed Ъу tho Philippine delegation 

'+9. Mr, MEKIEZ (Philippines) suhmittod to the Commission his Government's 
proposal f o r the addition of a paragraph to a r t i c l e l 6 to read as follows: 
"Persona who conscientiously object to war as being contrary to t h e i r r e l i g i o n 
s h a l l be ex&mpt from m i l i t a r y service." 
50-. That text was self-explanatory and he hoped that i t would be car e f u l l y 
examined by the Commission, 

^1. Mr. VALSIIZUEIA (Chile) appreciated the respectful sentiments f o r 
freedom of conscience which had prompted tlie Philippine Government to propose 
that amendment. The Chilean delegation, however, found i t impossible to accept 
i t f o r the following reasons. In the f i r s t place, the amendment concerned 
conscientious objectors who VOTQ opposed to war on reli g i o u s ground; ш г , 
however, was ecLually hated by a l l and there waa no doubt that i t also violated 
the c o l l e c t i v e conscience of a l l the ci t i z e n s of a country. The amendment 
s p e c i f i c a l l y provided f o r the exemption of conscientlous objectors from m i l i t a r y 
service. M i l i t a r y service, however, was rx>t exclusively a preparation f o r war; 
i t was also designed to prepare youth f o r any other disaster which might b e f a l l a 
coimtry. The modem tendency was to lay stress on the idea of cfttlorAl d l s c i p l i i i ^ 
and i t was inadmissible that anyone, a l b e i t with the highest intentions, ehoUlu 
f a l l to participate i n the duties to be perfoiraed f o r the community. 

52. The CHA.IRMAÎI, speaking as United States representative, expressed the 
complete sympathy of her delegation \rLth the Philippine eanendment. The 
question of m i l i t a r y service \та.з nevertheless outeld-a the scope of a r t i c l e l 6 ; 

i t шв also questionable whether a spc^ifio. proviuioii of that nature should be 
included i n a general convention on fundamental human rights. 

;3, Miss вдаТЕ (United Kingdom) spealdng on behalf of a country which 
recognized conscientious objection, nevertheloss regretted that she шв unable to 
vote i n favour of the Philippine proposal, which she did not consider should be 
included i n a r t i c l e l 6 . 

Mr. ORIBE 

file:///rLth
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5^. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) thought-that a r t i c l e l6 In i t s o r i g i n a l foiro 
adequately protected freedom pf donscleilOei Ее reminded the Commission that 
m i l i t a r y service was mentioned i n a r t i c l e 8, where provision had already Ъееп 
made f o r the exemption of conscientious objectors under paragraph k , sub­
paragraph (b). The Uruguajran delegation would therefoïe abstain from voting 
on the Philippine amenclmsnt which was a duplication. 

5?. Mr. WHITLAM (AuetitiUa) said that although A u s t r a l i a exempted a l l 
conscientious objectors from m i l i t a r y service, i t would vote agaijist the 
amendment, which seemed, to be out of place i n a r t i c l e l 6 , 

56. Mrs, MEHT.\ (India) observed that those who were opposed to war on 
rel i g i o u s grounds constituted only one category of conscientious objectors;: 
there were others which should also be mentioned i f the Commission were to 
decide to consider those questions i n d e t a i l . The Indian delegation did not 
think I t would be advisable to do so, however, and would therefore vote against 
the Philippine ajuendmsnt, 

57. Mr. МЕЩЕй (Jjhilippines) withdrew his amendment but reserved h i s 
r i g h t to submit i t again to the Commission when proposals f o r a d d i t i o n a l 
a r t i c l e s were considered. 

Additional paragraph proposed by tI:iB Lebanese del3f;atlon 
58. Mr. МАЬЖ (Lebanon) pointed out that the rel i g i o u s education of 
children was a question which concerned e s s e n t i a l l y the family and should not be 
exposed to outside influences. The aim of the Lebanese amendment { E / O N , k / h 2 9 ) 

was to ensure that f a i t h would be handed down through the education of children 
within the family, i n accordance with custom. That was an Important pi-inciple 
f o r r e l i g i o u s l i b e r t y which a r t i c l e I6 was intended to protect. Under the 
terns of the o r i g i n a l text, however, that l i b e r t y was i n f a c t guaranteed to one 
generation only; I t would become i l l u s o r y i f parents were denied the r i g h t to 
bring up t h e i r chlMren i n t h e i r own f a i t h . 

/59. Miss BOWIE 
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Misa ВОЩЕ (Ujilted Kingdom) observed tha:t a r t i c l e l6 had already 
been the subject of long and Intricate discussions and, as the Lebanese repre­
sentative had himself pointed out, i t seemed preferable not to aaiend the a r t i c l e . 
Purthermore, paragraph 1 dealt with the freedom to manifest r e l i g i o n i n 
teaching, which should a l l a y the misgivings of the Lebanese delegation, 
/0. The Lebanese amendment might also have dangerous consequences. 
At the previous meeting the Commission had heard a statement by a non­
governmental organization i n defence of the p r i n c i p l e that the presumed desire 
of deceased pai-ents could Justifjr the transfer of orphans. From the point of 
view of human r i g h t s , however, the primary consideration when dealing with the 
question of children must be t h e i r well-being and security; they should not be 
taken away from the environment to which they had become happily adapted on 
the pretext that they had to be brought up i n the f a i t h of t h e i r deceased 
parents. 
6 l . The United Kingdom delegation woitld therefore vote against the 
Lebanese amendment, fearing that i t migJ^tt In future be u t i l i z e d f o r the wrong 
ends, 

-2. The CHAIBMAIÍ, speaking aa repreôentatlve of the United States of America, 
observed that i t was not the f i r s t time that the question of r e l i g i o u s education 
of children had been r a i s e ^ i n the Commission, The Commlaslon had given i t s 
attention to two provisions i n p a r t i c u l a r . The f i r s t waa intended to give 
expressly to parents of minors the right to choose i n f u l l freedom the r e l i g i o n 
i n which t h e i r children would be brought up; the second supported the 
pri n c i p l e of p r i o r i t y of the presumed desire of deceased parents. Those two 
provisions had been rejected at the previous session, the f i r s t Ъу nine votes 
to f i v e with two ahstentlona; the second by twelve votes to four with one 
abstention. The main reason for those rejections was the anxiety of the 
Commission not to consider In d e t a i l the numerous aspects of r e l i g i o u s freedom.^-
;3. With regard to the statement of the non*govemmental organization 
which the United Kingdom representative had Just mentioned, Mrs. Eoosevelt 
pointed out that the case i n point was not one of orphans happily r e s e t t l e d 

/ i n f a m i l i e s . 



i n fiUBiUes, but of chlJdJíon n v i n g In-inŝ ^̂ ^̂  
assured 'df tbe complete sympathy of the United Statoe delegation* She 
recognized, however, the ground for the fears expressed Ъу Щев.Bowie, 
as well as a l l the delicate aspects of the question. The Lebanese amendment 
also involved many other consequences; I f i t were adopted, i t would be 
necessary to determine, inter a l i a , the age at which children could use their 
Judgment i n oattere of religion ajid the circumstances i n which they would be 
authorized se to do. That being so, i t would seem advisable to keep to the 
general formula of the f i r s t paragraph,which included a l l the guarantees 
necessary, 
('A. The United .átates delegation would, for those reasons, vote against 
the Lebanese amenâioent, 

65. Mr, WHITLAM (Australia) said that his delegation was entirely i n 
favour of the principle of the Lebanese amendment. At the present time, when 
so many forces were aligned against the family and went to create such an 
ominous atmospheare for the education of children, religious education was of. 
particular importance. 
60. The Lebanese text, however, was not entirely satisfactory, particularly 
i f i t were borne i n nilnd that i t was to form pait of an international 
feonventlon, 'The Australian delegation would nevertheless support i t i n the 
f i r s t readiijg, v i t h the reservation that i t should be improved, before, its. 
f i n a l adoptlen. 

67. Mr. JEVBSMOVIG (Yugoslavia) also agreed with the Lebanese proposal; 
he approved the amendment in principle and would vote for i t i f Mr, Malik 
thought i t necessary to retain i t . He agreed with the previous speakers, how­
ever, that the text of the f i r s t paragraph seemed adequate to guar.antee the 
right i n question, Beliglous education was, i n fact, an essential part of 
religious' freedom; recognition of the l a t t e r would guarantee the former. 

68. kr. VAtEHZUEIA (Chile) said that his delegation appreciated and .. 
respected the jjotivea of the Lebanese representative; i n particular, i t 
approved the s p i r i t of tolerance and understanding he had shown i n adopting a 
formula which recognized the absolute equality of a l l religions. 

¿0. The problem 
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69. The problem which the Lebanese reprosentatiye raised was nevertheiess . 
extremely delicate. The statement made i n the Commission by a non-governmental 
organization had induced the Chilean delegation to r e f l e c t upon the question as 
a vfhole; he wished to ascertain the position of h i s Government on the p r i n c i p l e 
concerned. 

In the f i r s t place, the Chilean Government strongly supported the 
separation of the Church from the State, which i t considered'the best solution-
f o r both parties. 
71, Secondly, the Chilean Government thought that everything related to 

the education of the c h i l d was the concern of the family, the rights of v/hlch 
were f u l l y guaranteed i n the matter by the whole of the prô /Í3lcni;4 ox' the 
covenant and by the very purport of the Uni.versal Declaration of Ншлап Rights, 
7;-, Relgious problems did not occur i n genuinely democratic countries where 
there was absolute freedom of f a i t h . In Chile, therefore, where the population 
included a large number of immigrante, there v;ere very many r e l i g i o n s ; there 
Viere even cases чЪвтв members of a. family belonged to different r e l i g i o n s . The 
Chilean Government considered that those problems must be solved by the parties 
concerned without any intervention by the ?tate. The situation was not the same 
i n t o t a l i t a r i a n countries which tended to assume the right to bring up children 
according to the ideas of the State, either without any f a i t h whatsoever or by 
inculcating i n them one single r e l i g i o n . 
J The Chilean delegation feared that f o r those reasons the Lebeneae 

amendment vras not strong enough to achieve the results i t desired, and therefore 
regretted that i t could not vote i n i t s favour. 

•1. Mrs. МЕБТА (India) thought the Lebanese amendment superf?aiouB, as no 
State which guaranteed freedom of conscience and r e l i g i o n vrotild think of i n t e r ­
f e r i n g i n the family to deprive parents of t h e i r r i g h t to choose freely the 
r e l i g i o n i n vrhich t h e i r children were to be brought up. She thought that the 
question vjas of r e a l importanco only i n tho case of minorities; i t would 
therefore be more appropriate to include a provision of that kind i n the resolu­
tions on minorities which the Commission proposed to adopt. 

Mr. NISOT 
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•Yr̂ .- • Mr. rosar (BelglOTi) thotight the'-.text of'-aortic le 1б as i t stood should 
•meet the Lebanese repr^-je.-r.-'x-ivlve's i'equireiaents. The'Lebpnese nmenàment might 
defeat i t s OV.TI purpose ctf?, '-p--i,rt from the imfortuhate conséquences that amendment 
might have, to vrhlch t'ao 'O'lited Kingdom and United States repreoentatives had 
already dra'./n attontioLi, i t had the serious ¿isrc.vrntríjp thíA i t might be i n t e r -

preteâ,,::B ÍÜÍ'.L .1., ip.'ng -'-/яо r e l i g i o u s freedom of the c h i l d r e n themeelveD. He.-
v o u l d t h e r e f o r e role tho Lebfnece representí-tivc net -to proee Ыв тпт.ntíî ont, 

76. МГ.ШШМ7. (Philippines) said that most l e g i s l a t i o n s , including that of 
the Philippines, rccoGnl^ed the righ t of parents to bring up t h e i r children i n 
the r e l i g i o n of t h e i r cfhoice as well as'the ri g h t of children to be broiight up i n 
a healthy moral etraosphere. 
77. He thought t h a t the Lebanese amendraent vrould be more i n place i n 
the declaration of the rights of the c h i l d ; at least i t should be the subject 
of a separate additional a r t i c l e . 

78. Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) understood the point of view of the representatives 
who feared the possible consequences of his amendment. Since tho majority of the 
members of the Commission appeared to oppose the insertion of that amendment i n 
a r t i c l e l b , he would not care to r i s k a vote which might be interpreted by 
public opinion as indicating that the Commission attached no importance to the 
prin c i p l e s contained i n the amendment, an interpretation vrhich would be incorrect. 

. • ' He would therefore vrlthdraw his amendment and on the understanding that 
paragraph 1 of a r t i c l e 16 would be interpreted as a guarantee that parents would 
have the r i g h t to raise t h e i r chi.ldren i n the r e l i g i o n of t h e i r choice. 

в'̂ . The CHAITíMAN put to the vote a r t i c l e 16 as a whole. 
A r t i c l e 16 таз adopted by 13 votes to none, with 1 abstention. 

/ 81. Explaining 
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3 1 . Explaining his vote, Mr. СЕГВЕ (Uruguay) said the interpretations of 
a r t i c l e 16 by the various representatives were binding only upon t h e i r authors 
ana could not be considered as an o f f i c i a l interpretation by the Conmlssion as 
a whole. 

A r t i c l e 17 (Е/СЬТ.Узб̂ .у в/СИЛ/З'З^/АМЛО, Е/СТ.^/З60. Е / С Н . ^ / 3 6 О / СОГ Г . 1 , 

E / C B . k / h l p , E / ( m , h / h 2 h ) (continued) 

The CHAIEMAÎI invited the Commission to continue the general discussion 
of a r t i c l e 17, begun at the preceding meeting. 

: ; Mr. M/\LIK (Lebanon) stated that his delegation desired earnestly the 
inse r t i o n i n the draft covenant of a general provision concerning freedom of 
expression and of information, as well'as the preparation of a separate covenant 
on the same subject. He regretted that the efforts made thus far i n that 
dire c t i o n had been f r u i t l e s s , and f e l t that the General Assembly should bo asked 
to renew i t s e f f o r t s . Subject to cert'Un minor modifications, he preferred the 
text proposed by the Utilted Kingdom f o r a r t i c l e 17 {Е/СпЛ/Зб^, page 50 ) . 

0- Mr. WHITLAM (Australia) said t h a i his delegation considered that à 
concise a r t i c l e , based \xpon the thi'ee texts proposed by the United States, France 
and the United Kingdom respectively, should ue inserted i n the draft convention. 
0'; He analysed b r i e f l y each of the three texts, indicating the parts which 
his delegation would wish to see retained or deleted. Thus, i n the text proposed 
by Prance, he would prefer to delete, i n paragraph 2, the sentence beginning with 
the words "Measures s h a l l be taken...". In point of fa c t , such measures were 
e n t i r e l y natia-al, subject to the r e s t r i c t i o n s enumerated i n paragraph 3. 

As regards the United Kingdom text, he objected t o the phrase "or by 
duly licensed v i s u a l or auditory devices" i n paragraph 1 ; he f e l t that d e t a i l s 
of that type were matters for l e g i s l a t i o n i n the various countries and that the 
draft covenant should contain only provisions of a general nature. 

/' • With regard to 

file:///xpon
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0/ With regard to the Oaited States t e x t , he thought that paragraph 2 of 
that text might be retained, with some additions drawn from paragraph 2 of the 
United Kangdom text. He did not, however, favour retention of the expression 
"governmental interference", which appeared i n both the lôiited States and 
United Kingdom proposals. 
&•! In oor-ilusicn, he proposed that the representatives of the Iftiited 
States, the United Kingdom and France should meet and agree upon a single t e x t , 
taking into consideration the observations of other members of the Commission. 

Г)' Mr. LEROY-BEAULISU (France) pointed out that the basic difference 
between the text proposed by his delegation and those of the United Kingdom 
and the Uhited States lay i n the suppression of any reference to "governmental 
interference". The State had a double r e s p o n s i b i l i t y : to respect and to 
guarantee freedom of expression. By emphasizing the f i r s t duty only, the 
Commission would be neglecting the second, which vas; navertheless, the purpose 
of a l l l e g i s l a t i o n on the freedom of tho press. 
'/..• In the interests of unanimity, his delegation could agree to deletion 
of the sentence beginning "Measures s h a l l be taken..." i n -fictraGraph 2 of i t s 
te x t . F i n a l l y , he explained that the words "oral Instruction" had been deleted 
because the French delegation f e l t , t h a t a reference to instruction had no place 
i n an a r t i c l e dealing with freedom of i n f o r m t i o n and of the press. 

SJ Mr. JEVEEMOVIG (Yugoslavia) said that his delegation recognized the 
necessity for including i n the draft covenant an a r t i c l e dealing with freedcan 
of information, independently of the preparation of a special convention on 
the subject. 
-̂v: The. texts proposed for a r t i c l e 17 load the serious disadvantage of 
leaving Governments free to r e s t r i c t at w i l l the freedom of the press. 
Expressions such as "for the protection of public safety, health or morals..." 
etc, were vague and f l e x i b l e , and might give r i s e to d i f f e r i n g interpretations. 

'/I The proposed Yugoslav amendment was based on the p r i n c i p l e that any 
a r t i c l e dealing with freedom of information should be so conceived as to ensure 
that that freedom should be u t i l i z e d for the benefit of democracy and human 

recognized 
progress. The Yugoslav delegation/that the State must intervene to check abuses oí 

/that freedom. 
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that freedom, but i n i t s opinion, i t would be advisable to state s p e c i f i c a l l y 
the circumstances i n which a government might so intervene. 

The Yugoslav delegation hoped that the Commission would accept i t s 
amendment, which was based upon democratic principles and c l e a r l y specified 
the circumstances i n which freedom of expiression must be r e s t r i c t e d i n the 
interests of democracy, 

Mrs. МЕНГА (India) f e l t that the beet solution would be to adopt an 
a r t i c l e comprising a r t i c l e 19 of the Ibiiversal Declaration of Human Rights 
and paragraph 2 of tho text proposed by the United Kingdom. 

The CEAIRMAK, speaking as the representative of the United States of 
America, stated that u n t i l recently her delegation had considered the position 
of the French delegation e s s e n t i a l l y Bimllr=>r to i t s ovn, except as regards one 
lmxюrtant point, namely, the reference to governmental Interference. The new 
text submitted by the French delegation, however, contained In i t s second 
paragraph, certain new elements which the IMited States delegation could not 
accept. Moreover, the representative of France had upheld the necessity of 
guaranteeing freedom of information, not against govemmental Interference, but 
against private interference. Did that mean that editors should be forced to 
publlah everj'thing submitted to them, regardless of the opinions expressed? 
Such a principle would be at variance with the very principle of freedom 
of individual thought. 

She added that she would explain the views of her delegation on that 
subject i n greater d e t a i l at the end of the general discussion. 

APPOINTMENT OF A STYLE COMMITTEE 

'•J The CHAIRMAN appointed a committee, composed of the ropresentatives of 
Belgium, î'rance, the tfcited Kingdom, and the United States, to revise the sty l e 
of the various a r t i c l e s adopted by the Coimission, 

The meeting rose at g;20 p.m. 

2 Q / k a.m. 


