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DRAFT INTFRNATTONAL COVENAMPS ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND MEASURES OF TMELEMENTAT ION
DRAFT COVENANT CONTATNED IN THE REPORP OF THE SEVENIE SESSION OF THE COMMISSION
(£/1992, ennex I, ennex III, sectlon A; E/CN,b4/528, E/CW, L/508/p44 .1,
E/c.b/61), annex Ty H/CN, h/L 166 E/CN.4/L.121, E/CN.4/1,136, E/CN.4/1.139)

('r:_onbinued)

Artiole 2

e O DA

Mra, MENTA (India) sald that, in view of esrlier diécussion in the
Commimalon, she withdrew the firet Indisn amendment for the rbplacement of

"tho word "immediately™ in peragraph 3 by the words Yea soon ag may be". She
wighed, however, to maintaln the second Indian amendment hy which tho Becwetary-
Goneral would notify tho General Assembly raether than the other States Partles

of' derogations,

Mz, JEVREMOVIC (Yugoalavia) peid that 1t wes '-umecessa:oy to ax‘pla‘ln
in detall the Yugoslav amendment to pa,ragraph 2 0alllng J:‘or the insertion of -
e reference to the principles of the Charter end the Universal Declaration of
Human Righte, In his opinion thet addition was essentlel to avold eny R
- posaible misinterpretation of the words "international law",

Tn persgraph 3, the Yugoslav delegation proposad’ an addition
roquiring Jtates.to explain the reamons which had led them to derdgaté" from
any of the provisions of the covenant., ' If internastional control was to };'é;
achieved, States must not only be roquired to give offlolal notificetion of
deropetlion but also to Justify thelr action, ' '

- In view of the Commiselon's declsion to have & meperate artlcle on =
rosorvatlons, he withdrew the Yugoslev amendment for an addltional para@ﬂph
in ertiole 2 in that gonnexion (E/oN.4/L.136). -

Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) said in introdioing tho United Kinglom
emendments (E/CN,IL/L‘J..'SF)) that in paragreph 1. the first ohange wag intended
to limit deropatilons to cases of grave emergsnoy tpreatening the life of the
nation. The existing text under which public authorities could officially
proclaim an emergenoy and geek derogations was open to abuse. 'He noted that
the same ides was embodied in the USSR proposal, but the United Kingdom “
k delegation conmidered its own formmlatlon preferable.,

/The second
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‘Tho seoond chenge In paragraph 1 was purely e drafting emendmont
while the third trancpoped tho oontent of the second sentence of pararewmlid 2
of the existing text. The final change in the flrat peragraph had been
swbmitted because the Unilted Kingdom dolegation beliaved thet the rirht oX
deropntion, should not he s¢ absolute ag to permit discrimination aolely
on the grounde of vace, colowr, sex, languago or religion, In itime of wear
or publio emerpency, disorimination on the ground of netional status mrdl
be easentiol , but even in time of crisis discrimination for the rensons @€t
fovth in the United Kingdom text showld not be permitted,

The United Kingdom amendment to paragraph 2 hed been drafted irx
relation to the Uniued Kinplom emendment to artiole 3, which the Commiss X on
had rejeoted, Tn view of the text of article 3 whioh the Commlgalon hadt
approved, 1t might be felt that the referonce to "exoept in respect of
desths resulting from lewful aots of ver" in the United Kinplom emendmen-ts
wae uNNCoORBAY and he therefore vas prepared to withdraw that part of hi e

text, Jo would reserve to a lator intervention the explanation of tlic
oulsslop 10 bis ameadwent Yo persgreph 2 of the reference to article 13,

M. VALENZUFLA (Chile) noted that the original text of article 2,
paragrapﬁ 1 roferrad only to a state of emerzenoy whille the United Kingdovm
amendment introduced a reference to "in time of ver', In his opinion 14
would be inappropriate in an international covenant to inoclude a referericzo
to war. Morsovor, from e striotly legal point of view such a reforence
was u.rmeoesaar,v becauss publlic emorgenoy would be deemsd to oover a time
of wver,

While ho understood tho intention of the United Kingdoin in referring
to & public emergenoy "threatening the 1ife of o nation", 1% ves dirficrayt
© to give a precise legal definition of the 1ife of a nation. Tt was slgenifi-
cant thaet the text did not relate to the life of the government or of thie state,

The other United Kingdom cmendment to paregraph 1 was an improwement,
but ihe finel olaueé ghould b oompleted by the insertion of social origsdn
and birth as two additional grounds on which dlmcrimination should be pa=gy.
hibited ovon in time of emergenoy.

/ThB United Kixyrdom
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The United Xinjdom srmendment to parsgravh 2 involved a vexy
areclellzet snd cxcepticnel cesc which was cnvered by the reference to public
epeveoney.  Urecver ouch ceses, if they arose, would involve self-defence
rathor thoen erpresaion. The arendrzent was therefore unnecessary end might

te ernlelited for prounrends purpeseE,

Yr. BRACCO (Yrugvey) seid that subject to certaln reservations he was
iIn suboitontiel) apreexent with the United Kingdom amendmente to article 2,

He prreed with the repreosentative of Chile that the reference to war
in rarn-enyh 1 owes unicairedle, dbubt wes prepered to osupport it if the
United Iipriom revrosentative acrecd to veplace the reference to "international
iaw" by 2 refercnce to the Charter or to Cheptexrs VIT and VIII, to make 1%
cleay ihmt wrr weps yecornized only in case of self-defence oxr for other reasons
resornized in the Charter,

Commonting on the expression "threatening the life of the natlon" he
said thot, slthoush “natlon" wae eesler to define legelly than "people”, it
woull e betier to reler to a threat to the life or interest of a people in a
cerenant on humen rishia, .

o hnvtedl thet the United Kingiom representative would agree to add a
raferente to gacial ~risin and birth in the compendable non-discriminstion
provisfon ot the end of pareyrvaph 1, in order $o ensure coneistency with other

artialen of the covenani,

Mg, ROOSTVELY (United States of America) sald that the United Stetes
dalompticn was satisCied with the pregent text of article 2 end had therefore
submittsd no amendments. & wap, however, prepared to suprort the United Kingdom
proposnls for prrerrsphs 1 and 2, sublect to throe omigsions, . She considered
thut the veference to war in paragraph 1 was uonecessary in view of the
inclusina of the worde "public emerycncy” end edded that in an International

covenant 1t would be regrettadble to include any allusion to war. She also
feit that the clause "mnd 2o not involve dlscrimination solely on the ground of

race, colour, sex, languspe or relipion” should de omitted because 1t might be
tnterpreted to anthorize discrimination on other grounde, such as natiopal origin.

/In paragraph
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In pareqrevh 2 she felt that it wos unnecessary to refer tc " exsept iv
regnect of deaths resulting Trom lawful sct of war', She requested seprrate
vohes on those three phrases and sald thet the United States delegation waulld
vote agninat them,

“he hed no obJeation to the USDR emendment but preferred the
United Kinpgdom phraseology, which she assumed would be put to the vote first,

She had the ssme objections to the Yugoslav amendment to parsgraph 2
a8 she hod stotel in connexion with article 10, In her opinion 1t woulld be
regrettable, conTuslng end wndeslrable to edd a reference to the Charter an
the Universel Declsration of Humen Rirhts and posslbly thereby tc include
the limitations of article 29 of the Universal Declaration, particularly in
relation to thke srticles on torture and slavery., She was also concerreid that
the reference misht be interpreted to cover article 2, paragrsph 7 of the
Cherter snd thereby rnecste any luplementation machinery. -

The Yugoslav smendment to paragrevh 3 wes a declded improverment since
it sdded a further sefsruard. Bhe was onyosed to the Indlan mendment becanse
the obligations wnder the covenant applied nnly to contracting Stntes, if st e
lotny dote gll Hewbers of the United Wationa ratified the covenant, the

United States Goveriment would agree that the Secretary-General chould reyvori on

dcropations o tle Genora‘l Aoasaubly.,

Lo, OBIOLG /‘ (Union of Soviet Soclalist Rezublics) ezﬁd in presenting
the USSR amendment (5/CN,4/1.121) that 1t was clear that derogation from
chligations under the covenant could not be rermitted in all cesen oo SOETECNCY,
but should be restricted to emergencies threatening the interests of the pocple,
That concepd was broad enous sh to cover the polnt adequately and to exclule cafes
of sbuse by Governmenta agcting contrary to the interests of their peorle

“he TESR delegation woe prepaved to support the United Kingdom
ereniment, which wee slmilar to the USSR proposal, on condition that the
refarence to ' i,ime of war" should be omltted from the firgt paragraph

L

/ and. the
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and the words "exeept in respect of deaths resulting from lawful acts of war'
deletol Teow the seazornd raragraph, He explained that his delegation was

~e

iroevd dn priuciple to any reference to wer in an internationel instrument

L

2 65 the covenant.

lr. JUTIGHY (Franeo) preferred the original text of paragraph 2
referring to "interrational law" without the sdded reference to the Charter
and the Univorsa. Declaration, as suggested by the Yugoslav delegation, He
noted that the article dealt with der-retiens in time of emersency and thatb
In that combext the Charter ard the Universal Deeleration would not be
veaningiul,

The Indian amendrent would be dangerous in perwitting States which were
not parcvies to tiie coverent to Judge deropations, In that connexion, he
rorecd with the United States representative!s remarks,

Tha Yugoslay anenduent to paragraph 3 was scceptable because 1t was
norinl to require justificciion of the serious metion of dercgation by a State,

He pointed cut, in connexion with the United Kingdom amendment ﬁo
paragraph 1, thac the omissicon of the requirement of officisl proclamation of
8 purlle emerrency wlight result in erbitrary action and sbuse, In many countries
the state of slepe cculd be dselar~d only under ccrditiona defined by law, that
suarantee weuld Lo lost unlose the requirement of public proclamsibion was
maintaiced, He would therelore move the insertion of the words "officially
‘2oulaimed by the authorities" taken fron the original text of p&fagraph 1. He
elsy felt that that wording would ccver wer and added that from the legal and
tle psycehnicpieal poind of walw e airect saference to war was undesirable,

The Un.ved Kingdom formulstinn at the end of paraesraph 1 had merit, but
consideration siwuld be gilven to the Ciilean surgestion, especially in connexion
with social origin. It might be uwnwise to deprive victims of diserimination
or wilewfnl acty of all reredies, and under the United Xingiom formulation States

coaldt derapate fiom the pua—untees releting to remedics.

Mr., RI20T (Religinin) noted shat under international law, in case of

war, the covenant would be at least suspended between belligerents.

JAZMI Bay
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AZMI Bey (Egypt) was in general sgreement with what the Chilean,
United States, USSR and Prench representatives had'said about the United Kingdom
amendment, ' : ' R
d ‘Hle wondered vhether the’omission of.a refcrence to. artlcle 13 in the
list of articles in the United Kingdom amendment from which derogation was not
permitted was due to an oversight, Certainly derogation from the right to hold

and change religion or bélief was urithinkable even in direst emergencies.

M, HOARD (United Kingdom) ‘explained that, vhile his delegation would
not w1sh to permit interference with freedow nf religlon in any circumstances,
the difficulty was that article 13 also spoke of the right to manifest religion-
or belief in public and 1n private, and thet the exercise of that right uight be
identical with the exer01se of the right of freedom of expression and the right of
peaceful assembly, from which derogation was obviously necessary in certain
emergenciee, such as a state of war. It might therefore happen that a derogation
in a particular case which could be promoted under articles 15 and 16 would at the
same time be prohibited under article 13, Perhape the Commission could help him
find = wey ‘out mf that difficulty.

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) agreed with the French representative that the
'YugOElev amendment in*rcducing a reference to the Charter and the Declaration
in paragraph 2 was unacccptdble. As the covenant was admittedly narrover in scope
than the Declaration, dﬁrogation from the covenant which was not contradictory
to the Declaration was impossible, and the provision as amended would hecome
meaninglesa. He wnuld, however, vote in favour of the Yugoslav amendment to
paragraph,3, as States should certainly be required to explain why they had
derogeted from the covenant, ‘ .

The words in the United Kingdom amendment, "threatening the life of the
nation” should not be a replacement of the phrase "officially proclaimed by the
,uthorities" but an addition to 1it, as tbat phrase repreaented an added safeguard
in many countries, in which the offic1el proclemation of & state of emergency
vas strictly regulated by law, The word "sedely" in the United Kingdom amendment
should be deleted as 1t implied that while discriminetion was not permitted on any
one ground given in the text, it would be permissible on eny. two grounds. He

_agreed with the Chilean representetive that the words "social rrigin" should be

udded to that passage,
/The difficulty
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The aifficulty to which the United Kingdoth representative had drown
attention might perhaps be solved by so re~drafting the text of article 13
that menifestation of religion or belief should be contained in a separate
paragraph., It would then be possible to state that no derozation should be
permitied from that paregraph of artiele 13 which would then deal exclusively
with freedom to hold or chanpe religion or belief,

AZMI Bey (Egypt) remarked that there should be no difficulty about
ineluding the whole article 13 in that list, ac paragraph 3 of that article ,
as adopted by the Commission (E/CN./G66/A4d.T), slready permitted limitation
of the right in the interests of public safety and crder, so that vhatever
restrictions could be applied under article 2 were already applicable under
erticle 13 itself,

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) cbaerved that if the Egyptian representativé was
right, the list of articles from which derogation was not permitted should
inzlude articles 1%, 15 and 16, which mlso contained guch specific lluitations,

Mr, JEVEDMOVIC (Yugoslavia) accepted the United Kingdom amendment,
with the rescrvations mode by previous speakers, He wondered, however, whether
it would not be preferable, in the clause dealing with non-diserimination, to
establish an exhaustive list, such as was contained in the Declaration,

The United Kingdom amendment, like the origingl text of article 2,
contaived a reference to international lew., Ingsmuch ag the Charter aond the
Declaration were an integral poart of internationsl law, he moved his original
amendment (E/1992, onnex III, section A) to paragreph 2 as an ingertion in the
United Kingdom amendment (E/CN.A4/L,1%9); thus, the words "and in particular
with the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and the Unilversal
Declaration of Human Rights" would be placed after the words "international law"
in that text,

biro, ROOSEVELT (United States of America) asked for a vote in parts
on the Yugoslav mmendment, first, down to the word "nations" end, secondly,
on the remainder. The amendment seemed to imply that the Declaration was

part of internatlonal law; of course it was not. ,
/M, NISOT
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Mir. NISOT (Belgitu) snid that bhe Declarstion was not pert of
international: law, since 1t was not mandatory. Moreover, the reference “to
it and to the Charter might deter non-Member States from: adherlng to the
covenants - He would therefore véte against the Yugoslav amendmeént ,

Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) formally moved the
deletion from the United Kingdom smendment of the words "war or other", "except
in respect of desths resulting from lawful acts of war”, and "solely"; the

lagt for the redson given by the Lebanese representative.

Mr, HOARE {United Kingdom) appreciated the argument against mention
of war advanced by geveral delegatioms, and therefore accepted the first two
deletions proposed by the USSR representative. The word "solely", however;”
had a certain importance: as it might easily happen that during an emergency
a State would impose restrictions on & certain nationsl group which at the seme
time happened to be a raclal group, that word would make 1t impossible for the
group %o claim that it had been persecuted solely on racial grounds, He
therelore asked for a separate vote on ‘that word.

He was prepered to accept a reference to social origln, as suggested
by the Chilean representative, but not the mention of birth, as legltlmate
restrictions might in.some cases be imposed on persons because of thelr blrth
in a foreign country, although they were no longer that countryts netionals. :

‘He did not think that article 13 as a whole could be included in the
list of those from which no derogation was possible, any more than articles lh
and.15. ALl those articles provided for the same type of limitation, but
limitation which epplied in times of peace were plalnly inadequate in a case of
public emergency, when much more stringent measures night be requlred. Some
solutlon should be found meking It possible to refer only to the relevant -

~part of article 13, '

Mrs. MEHTA (India) recalled that her deleéation had always contended
that the covenant would.be a:treaty between the various States parties to it and
the United Nations as a whole;~that was ‘the reason for the Indian’ amendment

(E/1992, Annex IIT, section A)., As the Commission did not share that view, and
as measures of implementation had not et been drafted, she withdrew that

amenduent for the.present,
. /She would
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She would support both the United Kingdom amendment , with a reférence
to "people", rather than "nation", as. euggested by the Uruguayan representative,
and the additional language proposed by Yugoslavia to paragraph 3.

b, VALENLUELA (Chile) was pleased that the United Kingdom' Tepre-

sentative had accepted the addition of the words "

soclal origin", and agreed,
after the explanation given, that a reference to birth was not deéira‘ble.
He did not think that "the life of the nation" was a concept recognized in law.
If the United Kingdom representative maintained that text , e would ask for a
separate vote on the words "threatening the life of the nation". -

He wished to put on record the Chilean delegation's deep concern
with the inaccurate translation into Spanish of the various texts before
the Commission., He had no desire to criticize the Spanish translation sectibn,
which was doing excellent work; but measures had not beén taken to endow that
section with sufficient steff szo that it could prepsre acceptable translations,
Thus, in an amendment to article 2, public energency had bééh mis;crgansl.ated as
"Eelir*ro extreordinario”, In gereral, the Secretariat should not regard

Spanish o5 o sub-species of the French language, as literal translations

from the French frequently resulted in absurdities.

tir, BRACCO (Urvguay) fully associated himself with the Chilean o
representativet's remarks. B

He was pled that the United Kingdom. representative had deleted the
wention of war in his cmendment; asg, however, in‘the view of the Uruguayan
Aeleration the only legitimate kind of war was var 'wag,eci in self-defence, a8
provided for in the Charter, he would like to see ‘a reference to the Charter
alter the words "international low" in the United Kingdom mnendlﬁfan't_. He would
therefore support the Yugoslav nmendment to that passage, '9." well ns the
Yuzoslov amendment to article 2, paragraph 5. He fully agrced w1th the
Urdted Kingdon reprcscntative that in the part of the Uni ted K:Lngdom amendment
dealing with non-digcerimination there should be a mention of soeial origin,
but not of birtn. _

. The Chilean representstive had been gquite correet in saying that

“nation" wes not a generally recognized concept. Furthermore, since the

covenant dealt with the rights of individuals, it would be more appropriate to
/speak of
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" spesk of "people" -~ individuals in the aggregéte, as it were -~ then of
"nation”; and derogation should be permitted not only when the life.of a
nation or people wag et stake, but in cese of such calamities as floods

and earthquakes, vhich might affect only a section of the population., He
therefore preferred the phrase in the USSR amendment, "threatening the
-interests of the people", and would be glad to vote for it as a substitution
for-the United Kingdom wording, "threatening the life of the nation",

AZMI Bey (Egypt)'étill thought that the words "public safety" and
"order" in paragreph 3 of article 13 (E/CN,k/668/Ad4.7) gave a broad enough
limitation to meet all the requiremetits of a state of emergency either in war
or in ‘peacde time, since the cbncept of ordre public was very flexible, He
therefore moved an amendment to insert "13" in the United Kingdom emendment
(E/CN.4/L.139) to parsgreph 2. -

Mr. JUVIGNY (France) replied that,. in French law at least, the-
coneept: of ordra public was far from flexible, In fact, a state of emergency
could be proclaimed in peace time only under conditions very strictly defined
by law and only by a ‘Jadicial or other competent authority, Restrictions were
imposed under quite different conditions in time of war and, with regard to the
rights set forth in articles 1k, 15 and 16, were regarded as ineviteble in any
country, Thus, derogations from the rights set forth in those articles were not,
contrary to what the Lebanese representative had said, to be regarded as
éomparable to the suggested derogation from the righte in article 1%, In any
case, he stl1ll could not see ' any restrictions should be placed on
manifestations of religion or beliefs even in time of war, except the normal
limitations such as those necessary to protect public safety, since "beliefs”
in thut context weant simply religious or philosophic convictions and exéluded
political convictions and manifestations, Morecver, during the Seeond World
‘War, the menifestations of religlon had in fact been much more wideépread'than
in time of peace. That implied that the application of a special form of
"ordre public" for war time did not seem appropriste in ‘that connexion,

T M AZROUL
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Mrs AZXOUL (Lebanon) sald that it would be very dengercus to apply
the Egyptian representative’s interpretation of "ordre. public! to ertiele 13,
as 1t mlgh‘t enable the same”limitations to be placed wpon. the freedom to
anifest re;Ligion or belief in peace time as In tiwe of war, It wight
well be, bowever, that the French representative’s explanation that the
dangers resulting from the manifestation of religion cr belief were virtuelly
the. same in times of war and peace and his interpretation of the neening of
the word "heliefs! in.the.context might be sufficient, Yet beliefs might _
not be.merely philosophical; they wight te poldtical, if‘ 1t was mgreed that
limitations wmight be imposed only on the menifestetlon of religlon or
beliefs, the problem might be solved by a structural alteration of ariicle 13,

AZMT Bey (Egypt) could find no conflict between his interpretation
nt the conception of ordre public and the French representative's Interpreta-
tion, The term was flexible because, in Egyptlen lew st lesst, it was
nowhere precisely definéd end there was no exhaustive listing of the cases
to which 1t wnight spply. Abuses might occur, and it was then that the
jqdiq:@a; or other competent authorities tock actions

Mr. WHITLAM (Australia) observed that his country's experience during
the Beeond World Wer showed that some limitations on the fréedom to wanifest
religinn or belilefs must be permitted in time of war, There had been an
orgenization claiming to be a religious body, and indeed reccgnized ss such
by a decision of the Australian courts, which sincerely believed that the
British Empivre was.the incarnation of evil and must be destroyed. In peace
time that body had full freedom to preach thet belief, but obvlously in time
of war it had had to be restreined. Thus, the best solution might be to
. insert in the United.Kingdom emendment (B/CN,4/L.139), which he supported
88 & whole, the phrase "13 (except in respect of the freedom to menifest his -
religion or belief)". : P

/M ¢ HOARE
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Mr. FOARE (Unitea Kingdom) thought that the solution proposed by the
"ustralian representetive was, likely to be the best possible in -bhe, circumstances,

The Egyptian representa.tlve's 1nterprets.+ion rf the term ordre publlc" entirely

bore out h*s .delegationts contentlon that it 1mplled an undaly broad llrnita*bion.
He could. no“b agree with the I‘rench representa.tlve tha‘c no limitatlons neecl be
lmposed on the freedom of ;'el1gion and beldief in time of wer ) so-called '
phllosophlcal co*wictions migh't be among the most dangerous L‘orms of expression
of opinion in war time, and the 1llustra,tion clted by the Austra.lian representative
;,wes, also abundant proof that that argument was incorrect He could not sgree
with the Urugusyan repr esentative that "people" should zfeplacé "nation". In the
;A{‘lgllo-Sax.on int_erprgbatlion‘, at sny rate, the comnotation of "nqi‘:ion*' vas much

more comprehensivé than that of nationality law; in fact, the usual term' to
describe the. state of emergency contempla;hed in that article was "national

N emergency »..Such a broad 'tPrm, embracmg all the pecple in the State provided the
only Justiflca,tion.ifor actlion. The word "people night give rise to some doubt
whether ivt__gienote‘q' all the p_eoplé,rr some of them, He would, however, be ‘
prepared to consider aﬁ.y‘ sat:_i.sfact,ory amendment or a separate vote on the phxase
“the life of the nation" , 80 that the Commission could take the final decision,

. AZNI Bey (Egypt) thought that the Australian representativels
- suggestion was, if not the best possible, the lesst unsatisfactory, solution.
It conveyed what the Commission intended. .

L Mr NISOT (Belglum) opposed the Australian sugges‘tion, a5 & deplorsble
impressi’m would ‘be made by an admissmn ’chat 'there W(.re cases in which freedom
to manifest religion could be restrjcted.

o 1\’11' AZXOUL (Lebanon) proposed that in additmn a ref‘erence to article G,
paragy aphs 1 and 2 ’ and arta.cle 8, paragraph 2, sub-paragraph (,a) should bve
inserted in the United Kingdom amendment to paragraph 2. 4 l

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United Stetes of America) dld not think that a reference
to arti¢le 6, paragraph 2, was warranted and asked for a gseparate vote,

The CHAIRMAN invited the Commission to mct on the United Kingdon
amendment (E/CN.4/L.139) in parts and the smendments thereto.
/Mr, MOROZOV



E/CNo4/8R4330
Page 15

Mr, MOROZOV {Union nf Soviet Sosislist Republics) assked bthat the
USSR amendwment (E/CW.4/L.121) should be regarded ms moved to the French oral
smendment to insert the words “officielly preclaimed by the suthorlties”,
as that was tentamount to the reinstatement of part of the origlnal text.

Mr, VALENZUELA {Chile) nsked fnr e separate vote »n the words
"eaused by circumstancea” in the USSR amendment (B/CN,A4/L.121).

Mr. HCARN (United Kingdom) theught thet the USSR representativels
proposal would give rise to econfuainn, but would noh press hin chjections™to 1t

After further discussion, Mr, MUROZOV (Union of Soviet Bnciallst
Republies) found that the insertion of the Freneh and USSR smendments would
give rise 1o a wording that could not be regerded as sablsfectory. That
might not be so in the English or French version, but 1t scemed to ba zo in
the Ruselan, He wished to pender the situsblon and therefore meved the
sd Journment of the meeting,

The motion for sdjournment wes adcopted by 9 vobes o U, with

2. ghetentions.

The weeting rose gt 5.50 p.n.

1/7 a.m,





