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Mr. Komov gives the following lecture in English:

“Protection of the Natural Family on the International Level: the
Russian Civil Society Input”

From generation to generation people lived in Russia and neighboring countries, giving birth to
children and upbringing them, teaching them to be good and moral persons. Children were
taught to respect their family and their parents. The natural family was in the center of their
everyday life. Nobody ever though it could change. But during the years some things were
changing. Some new laws provided more and more possibilities to intrude into the family life.
Sometimes even the same laws worked in the new ways.

The rights of the child were used to destroy the family autonomy. One call, even anonymous,
and the representative of the state agencies could enter you home to check if you're good with
your children. More and more children were just taken from the normal loving families just
because the officials disliked their way of life, or even just because of the poverty. Media-
propaganda said more and more that children are often in danger with their parents. Real
numbers were exaggerated greatly. Many didn’t believe it was true until it touched themselves
or their close friends. It became clear - this policy change had nothing to do with the real
violence and danger for children or their genuine rights.

But that was not the only problem. The serious demographic problem also became evident. The
birth rate was too law - in fact substantially below the simple reproduction level. But instead of
supporting the family, in order not to die out, we met undermining of the family, contempt
towards parenthood, extensive abortion propaganda, and indirect support of all kinds of anti-
family sexual and other behavior. It was especially bad for big families. Once being respected
they soon became suspected.

Many finally understood that something was wrong. Our families and our values were under
attack. Many adults behind the children or reproductive rights were there not to protect, but to
destruct. The family was at stake - and then, also, was a society itself.


http://www.familypolicy.ru/

Suddenly some people understood that their family found itself in a new and hostile situation.
They felt an urgent need to do something. And so, many parental groups began to fight for the
family came. Often the law was behind bad things. So the law change was necessary in order to
protect the family. Most of the parents were not competent in the complicated legal field. They
didn’'t know how the law worked and how it was created. They knew little about the
implications of the international trends. They just knew it’s coming from abroad.

Here is a point when our organization came to the stage. Our main goal is to understand and to
explain how the law works, what changes in the law are good and what are bad for the family,
and to help people work for the necessary changes. The base is always important - and so we
also try to understand and to explain how the rights of the family and of the parents are rooted
in the very nature of the family unit. The secondary goal is to protect the real families in the real
cases when their rights are broken and to explain the parents how to protect themselves. With
the very small resources we started to work in those fields facing some difficulties but also
achieving some significant success. Without claiming any power we worked informing,
advocating, explaining, and sharing experience - and even during short time it really helped
many to become more qualified.

We are trying to educate the people about the importance of what’s going on the international
level. More and more people understand that the bad family policy is often rooted in the
international organizations influences. It was a surprise for many to see how many obviously
anti-family things are coming from this level, especially from the United Nations bodies and
agencies, and also from the Council of Europe level as Russia is a member of it. It was shocking
to see how many things that were openly wrong or groundless were told on behalf of the
international norms or documents. It was necessary to stop this and to help Russia to start
working against it.

As we knew that NGOs were claimed to be heard at the international level, producing what was
called “a civil society input” we decided to move that way. We wanted to speak out honestly and
clearly our main concerns over the international developments some of those were clearly
wrong and some even were openly and obviously illegal. We decided to prepare an NGO’s
document that would express a real concern of our people and of many pro-family groups in
Russia and Ukraine where the same main problems are prevailing - the Saint-Petersburg
Resolution.

It was also important to make the working process quick and effective. Most of the groups
obviously didn’t have enough money to gather from all Russia, neither we had enough to
receive them. But most of them had some Internet access. To organize a web-conference from
Saint-Petersburg headquarter was a really fitting decision.



So we prepared the necessary materials for the event. It included the draft of what was going to
become the Saint-Petersburg Resolution in Russian and in English, set of the disputable
documents by the UN bodies and agencies - like CRC and CEDAW committees, WHO and
UNESCO, short information paper with the main points of the agenda, drafts of the open letter
to the Russian government and also one to the Ukrainian one prepared by our Ukrainian
colleagues. Then we set up a date for web-conference and used networking with other
organizations and activists to gather the participants.

The public hearing on the web was completely like the usual event of this kind. | presented the
plenary report and other participants did have a possibility to express themselves. In fact there
were not so many questions. Many people said that in the draft they see the things they thought
of for a long time but were unable to express in a correct and efficient way. That was a real
success - to understand the heartbeat of the people and to say exactly what was important.
[slide 8] Several days after the hearings we gathered more and more signatories wishing to
endorse the Resolution - more than 120 from Russia and Ukraine - it would be more, but we
wished to send it before the adoption of the new optional protocol to the UN CRC.

Let me summarize the main points of the Resolution.

The first is our basic conviction that the natural family, based on the marriage of a man and a
woman, is “the natural and fundamental group unit of society” that should have “[t]he widest
possible protection” (CESCR, 10.1). The natural family is also the best suited “natural
environment for the growth and well-being of ... children” (CRC Preamble).

The next point is that this protection should cover all the basic elements connected with the
nature of the family. Those are:

[l The very nature of the family as the unit based on the marriage of a man and a woman
with the intention to give birth to children, to provide them with upbringing and

education.
[l The right of the children to be born into the natural family - that means the basic unity

between the family and the childbirth shouldn’t be broken for the sake of the unfounded

“sexual rights”.
[l The right of the parents for freedom to choose the kind of education for their children,

and to provide them with the education and upbringing they find suitable and which is

“in conformity with their own convictions” (CESCR 13.3).
[l The right of the human being to the life from the moment of the conception, which is

inherently connected with the right of the family, as a natural place of conception and
birth.



The next important point is that nobody should have a right to use the international resources
and international law in a wrong way in order to destroy the family. It includes both:

[l The NGOs or lobbies manipulating the international procedure to promote their anti-
family agenda;

[l The UN treaties monitoring bodies, when they act ultra vires, trying to re-write the
treaties content and to create new unfounded rights (like the right to abortion or to
comprehensive sexual education) or new unfounded obligations for the state (like the

obligation to prohibit any parental physical correction like spanking);
[l The UN agencies when they try to promote those false rights and obligations presenting

them as really existing.

The next important point is that the legitimacy of the international organizations like the UN
and of the international norms is not absolute. To a considerable degree it depends on whether
they protect the natural family. Anything that destroys the family is illegitimate, regardless of
which authority does or endorsed it. The law, the norms and the social institutions, including
international organization, are there to strengthen and to protect the family as a basis of the
society - not to destroy it. When they’re destructive they would ipso facto lose all their authority
and legitimacy. In this case the governments and people should not to support, but rather leave
and resist them.

And till we are there - we should resist the wrong anti-family tendencies and to turn the
international level back to the family.

We hope that our Saint-Petersburg Resolution case would help NGOs and family rights
advocated to promote the rights of the family, as a possible model of uniting the efforts of the
pro-family national NGOs for the international goals. We would readily communicate with
anybody interested in the collaboration or help, also in using the Saint-Petersburg Resolution as
a possible model of action.

Thank you for your attention.
Part 2

The FamilyPolicy.ru Advocacy Group presents two documents, intended to contribute to the
protection of the Natural Family institution on the international level, produced by the leading
Russian pro-family experts and activists. It’s The Saint-Petersburg Resolution on the anti-family
trends in the United Nations, on the unacceptable actions of the UN human rights treaty
monitoring bodies and the executive summary of the Analytical Report Ultra Vires Acts by the
Committee on the Rights of the Child and the New Optional Protocol to UNCRC, prepared by
FamilyPolicy.ru.



Family is the key to solving all major problems of modern humankind. The moral norms and
lifestyles of the future generations are formed in the families. Our tomorrow is being shaped
today in the family. Social science data strongly suggests that any disruption of the natural
family life (civil cohabitation, single parent families, same-sex unions, etc.) negatively affect
both children and adults, lead to increased likelihood of suicide and depression, alcoholism and
drug addiction, severely damages physical and mental health.

The family institution in Russia is in deep crisis today:

- About a third of all children are born out of wedlock, with more than half of marriages falling
apart.

- More than million children are “civil orphans” living away from home, although their parents
are alive.

- Russia holds first place in the world in terms of abortion rates; for every 3 newborn children,
there are 2 abortions made; over 1.2 million abortions p.a. (officially), with population declining
240 thousand people p.a.

- Deep demographic crisis threatens the security and long-term viability of the state, that is
acknowledged by the leadership of the Russian Federation.

Constitution and laws of Russia guarantee the protection of the family, motherhood, fatherhood
and childhood. Despite this, the natural family values are under a fierce attack today by the
mass media, TV, movies, internet, and even by certain scientists and some legislators in the
State Duma. Sexual perversion and promiscuity, egoism, hedonism and selfishness are being
heavily promoted nowadays in the guise of "human rights".

These "progressive" trends, which had already led to negative consequences in the West, have
been actively promoted during the last two decades in Russia. The negative international
influences have a great impact on the welfare of the Russian natural family. All CIS countries are
under strong pressure from influential international organizations like UN, EU, UNICEF, WHO
and others, who very often act ultra vires (beyond their mandates) and illegally impose liberal
agendas on sovereign states.

That’s why one of the aims of the FamilyPolicy.ru Advocacy Group is to strengthen the presence
of the Russian civil society (which is mostly pro-family) on the international level in order to
contribute to better protection of the Natural Family institution there.

The FamilyPolicy.ru Advocacy Group was founded by the World Congress of Families (largest
international network of the pro-family NGOs from 80 countries) Representative in Russia/CIS,
Family & Demography Foundation (organizer of the “Moscow Demographic Summit: Family and
the Future of Humankind” in June 2011) and Interregional Public Organization “For Family
Rights” (initiator of the St.Petersburg Resolution published below). Our aims are to strengthen



the institution of the natural family (based on the lifelong marriage between a man and a
woman) in Russia/ClS, at the U.N. and internationally, to promote family values in the scientific
and expert communities, in the mass media, in the laws and regulations, and to help the State in
implementing consistent and effective family policies to address the current demographic crisis.

Advocacy Group “FamilyPolicy.Ru” has a priority objective of timely informing the key decision
makers and opinion leaders in the area of the family policy in Russia: the State Duma and the
Federation Council members (lower and upper chambers of the Russian Parliament), the Public
Chamber of the RF (public policy council), Administration of the President, the Government of
the Russian Federation, representatives of the executive, legislative and judicial branches of
power, both in the capital and in the regions and municipalities, as well as mass media, leaders
of scientific and expert community, NGOs and the entire civil society. Our relevant, accurate,
objective and scientifically sound reports and analytics are designed to help authorities,
stakeholders and civil society to make informed decisions that are friendly to the natural family
and to the general public.

We’re working to create an effective mechanism of protection of the natural family on the level
of the Russian and international law, to build highly efficient network of the pan-Russian
grassroots socially conservative activists, that would be able to consistently exert real influence
on the family policy in Russia, at the U.N. and internationally.

The Saint-Petersburg Resolution on the anti-family trends in the United Nations, on the
unacceptable actions of the UN human rights treaty monitoring bodies was initiated by the IPO
“For Family Rights” Chairman Pavel Parfentiev with the support of the WCF Representative in
Russia/CIS Alexey Komov, both co-founders of the FamilyPolicy.ru Advocacy Group in November,
2011. It represents the position of the wide range of the Civil Society organizations in Russia and
Ukraine on the family related international problems, especially connected with the UN
activities. After the public hearings hold in Saint-Petersburg, where the distant organizations
could participate via Internet technologies, the St. Petersburg Resolution was approved by 126
Russian and Ukrainian NGOs. After that it was approved again and again in the output
documents of many other representative civil society events, such as Il All-Ukrainian Parents
Forum in Kiev in 2012.

Being a strong public statement in defense of the Natural Family and natural parental rights,
the Resolution could be regarded as an example of the successful civil society pro-family
initiative.

The Analytical Report Ultra Vires Acts by the Committee on the Rights of the Child and the New
Optional Protocol to UNCRC is an in-depth study of the activities of the UN Committee,
monitoring the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child. It shows how the Committee
oversteps the boundaries of its official mandate and promotes approaches and ideas harming



the family and the parental rights. This undermining family and parental rights is obviously
against the genuine best interests of the World children®. The Russian version of the Report has
been presented at the International Congress “Russian Family” IX held at the Russian State
Social University with the support of the State Duma and Federation Council (lower and upper
Chambers of the Russian Parliament). The Report attracted attention of the Russian NGOs,
representatives of the regions of Russia, scientific community and the mass-media. Both
documents were presented at the World Congress of Families VI in Madrid, Spain by the
FamilyPolicy.ru Advocacy Group President Alexey Komov, WCF Representative in Russia/CIS.

APPENDIX

Saint-Petersburg Resolution on the
anti-family trends in the United Nations,
on the unacceptable actions of the United Nations human rights treaty monitoring bodies
and on the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child
on a communications procedure

Approved at the Public Hearing
on November 24th, 2011
Saint-Petersburg, Russian Federation

We, being the representatives of the civil society and non-governmental organizations of the
Russian Federation and Ukraine, taking part in the second hearing conducted in Saint-
Petersburg on November 24%, 2011, addressing the influence of international political
organizations on the condition and welfare of the family in our countries, have examined the
current trends concerning family problems in the United Nations, and in particular some
activities of the UN treaty monitoring bodies, including the Committee on the Rights of the
Child. We have also given special attention to tendencies towards imparting binding legal force
to the interpretations and recommendations of the UN treaties monitoring bodies? and to the
Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on a communications procedure?,
which is to be adopted shortly by the UN General Assembly.

Considering the above-mentioned subjects in the context of multiple international tendencies,
affecting the life, status, and welfare of the natural (traditional) family in our countries, we do
declare the following:

! The text published it the short Executive Summary of the Report. The complete Report text is available
at:  http://www.familypolicy.ru/rep/int-12-034en.pdf and the Appendix to the Report at:
http://www.familypolicy.ru/rep/int-12-034en-add.pdf

2 See, e.g. Pretoria Statement on the Strengthening and Reform of the UN Human Rights Treaty Body
System, 20-21 June 2011, http://www?2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/HRTD/docs/PretoriaStatement.doc

* UN Document A/C.3/66/L.66
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1. We are strongly convincedthat the natural (traditional) family, inscribed in human nature, and
based on the voluntary union of a man and a woman in a lifelong covenant of marriage,
intended for the birth and upbringing of children, is “the natural and fundamental group unit of
society” (Art. 16 (3) of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights).

It is obvious to us, that the authoritative and binding international human rights instruments,
such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (Art. 16) and the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights (Art 23.1 and 23.2), speak of the family, understood in this natural and
traditional way. This is evident from the language used in these documents.

The place of the family in the history and in the life of every human society is absolutely unique,
and no other form of domestic relationship can be regarded as having equal status and value.
Any attempt to provide the equal status to any other form of domestic relationship, particularly
to same-sex unions, is socially destructive.

Therefore we are convinced that the tendency to substitute the invented and disputable term
“the family in all its forms” (implying the inclusion of different forms of same-sex partnerships)
for “the family” in the recent UN documents is unfounded, hazardous and leads to anti-family
implications.

2. We are convinced that the natural family, marriage, and the birth and rearing of children are
inseparably linked to each other. Artificial separation of the birth and rearing of children from
the natural family, family life, and marriage violates the genuine rights of the child and leads to
the destruction of any society.

3. We are convinced that children have a natural right to be born into their natural (traditional)
family, with a married man and woman, and to live with and be raised by their parents, that is,
with their natural mother and father. Mothers and fathers are the model of life for their
children, especially of family life, which conforms to human nature.

4. We willingly agree with the position of the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation,
that “the family, and maternity and childhood, understood in the traditional sense, received
from ancestors, are the values that provide the uninterrupted alternation of generations, and
are the necessary condition for the preservation and development of the multinational people of
the Russian Federation, and therefore they are in need of the special defense.”* We believe that
this is true for every people in the world.

5. We are seriously concerned about the actions of some international organizations, in recent
years, acting contrary to the interests of sovereign peoples and manipulating the notion of
“human rights,” to artificially create so-called rights that were previously unknown and had no
foundation in human nature and in the nature of society, such as “the right to an abortion” and
“the right to choose sexual orientation and gender identity.” In reality there exist no such rights

4 The Determination of the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation of 19.01.2010 N 151-0-O



under international law, either by way of treaty obligation or under customary international
law.

Moreover we are strongly convinced that any international obligation or any provision under
national law that are destructing of and threatening to the family as “the natural and
fundamental group unit of society,” should be regarded as illegitimate, because they contradict
human nature and genuine natural human rights.

6. We are seriously concerned about the activities of some relatively small but well funded
groups which have designated their own ideals as representative of the whole civil society, while
their interests contradict the genuine interests of sovereign peoples. The natural (traditional)
family, the preservation of its rights and privileges (including parental rights), and the defense of
traditional family values are in the center of the genuine interests of every people.

7. It causes serious concern that, when trying to attain their destructive aims, these groups seek
to use the resources of authoritative international organizations, such as the United Nations and
its specialized agencies and organizations (WHO, UNICEF, UNFPA et al.). Using opaque and far
from genuinely democratic procedures, and masking their true designs with eloquent words,
they attempt to induce authoritative international organizations to approve documents,
strategies and programs that worsen the condition of the natural family in various states,
leading to the family’s (and by extension the states’) gradual destruction.

8. In particular, we have great concern over the fact that today, under the pretexts of defending
children’s rights under an unreasonably broad interpretation, and some recently forged new
“human rights” (such as “sexual rights”), with the support of the UN and its bodies, the
traditional culture of family life (which includes rearing children in that context) is being
systematically destroyed for many peoples, including peoples of our Countries.

We have to regard it as a form of ideological violence, violating the right of our sovereign
peoples to preserve its cultural identity and its traditions of family life and child-rearing. Some
international organizations and agencies are manipulating the human rights concepts in order
to justify the violation of the natural rights of parents and family, and in order to compel the
sovereign governments to change their national laws preserving the parental rights and the
legitimate autonomy of family in favor of so called “new global ethics” and “new global values”.

Besides the fact, that it is not a development nor a “sustainability”, but rather a destruction of
the society, we regard this as an unacceptable form of new colonialism, obliterating the
sovereignty and cultures of nations. It is the family with its natural rights that is a source and
foundation of true freedom of peoples of the world. Therefore destruction of the natural family
inevitably leads to the enslavement of peoples.

9. We insist that states should respect the unique role and position that natural (biological)
parents have in the lives of their children. Any interpretations of any provision under the
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international or national law should reflect the natural presumption that natural parents usually
act in good faith and in the best interests of their children. The rights of the parents in respect to
their children are natural and not “given” to the parents by the state or any national or
international authority. Therefore no government or any other authority (including international
ones) can legitimately cross the natural boundaries of parental and family rights in their
regulations.

We are strongly concerned over the existing unfounded and hazardous interpretation of Article 3
of the Convention of the Rights of the Child, regarding the government as having authority to
control and supervise the life of any family and the decisions of any parent under the pretext of
providing “the best interests of the child”.

We are convinced that the natural (biological) parents of the child in most cases have the best
understanding of the genuine interests of their children. The genuine children’s rights and
interests, as a fundamental rule, are best protected in the context of their natural family,
especially by their parents, or representatives chosen and appointed by the parents. Therefore
it’s the parents and not the government, experts or international authorities have the natural
right to determine “the best interest of the child”.

We are disturbed by the practice of some states, intervening into family life under the pretext of
providing “the best interest of the child,” revising the reasonable decisions of parents, and
imposing their own decisions instead. This problem is widespread in the fields of child rearing,
health care, and education, and it should be regarded as a violation of natural and genuine
human rights and family rights. This tendency clearly contradicts the genuine interests of
children.

10. This problem is especially dramatic in the field of education. Despite the prior right of the
parent to choose the kind of education that shall be given to their children, proclaimed in the
Article 26(3) of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the governments are forcing families
into state-imposed kinds and forms of education. The religious, moral and pedagogical
convictions of the parents are often not respected, as well as their liberty to ensure the religious
and moral education of their children in conformity with their own convictions, provided under
Article 13.3 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.

Notwithstanding that the liberty of parents to direct the upbringing and education of their
children is the natural right of the parents, it is too often overridden by the state without any
genuine and solid foundation. In fact, we regard it as the abuse of the state power when the
children’s right to education is misused to diminish the spiritual, moral and educational
influence of their family and indoctrinate them with values, ideas and practices alien to the
convictions of their parents.

10



We are convinced that this tendency is socially destructive and undermines the very foundations
of human society.

11. We also have great concern over the failure to protect the right of the unborn children to life
under the pretext of the invented women’s “right to an abortion”. We are well aware that “[a]s a
matter of scientific fact a new human life begins at conception” and “[fl[rom conception each
unborn child is by nature a human being” °. Unborn children are human beings, and therefore
there exists an obligation of states under international law to defend their lives equally with that
of any other human being. At the same time “[t]here exists no right to abortion under
international law, either by way of treaty obligation or under customary international law”®.

12. In this context we are alarmed at the facts concerning some activities of UN treaty
monitoring bodies, especially the Committee on the rights of the Child (CRC Committee) and the
Committee on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW
Committee).

«Treaty monitoring bodies have no authority, either under the treaties that created them or
under general international law, to interpret these treaties in ways that create new state
obligations or that alter the substance of the treaties.

Accordingly, any such body that interprets a treaty to include a right to abortion acts beyond its
authority and contrary to its mandate. Such ultra vires acts do not create any legal obligations
for states parties to the treaty, nor should states accept them as contributing to the formation of
new customary international law»’.

At the same time, the CEDAW Committee and the CRC Committee more than once acted ultra
vires, trying to create new state obligations in their interpretations of the treaties, or interfering
with the national sovereignty.

It is well known that the CEDAW Committee «has read a right to abortion into the treaty and
has pressed more than 90 countries to liberalize their abortion laws»®.

Some acts of the CRC Committee are even more evidently ultra vires.

For instance, the CRC Committee has read an obligation of the state-parties to eliminate all
forms of corporal punishment of children (broadly interpreted) into the treaty it monitors’. This
interpretation, irrespective of any attitude to the corporal punishment of children, was
unfounded, did not follow from the language of the treaty and contradicted general rules of
international treaty interpretation. In fact it led to the unfounded intervention of states in an
area where the freedom and autonomy of family and parental decisions was rightfully

> San José Articles, Art. 1 and 3, http://www.sanjosearticles.com/?page id=2
% San José Articles, Art. 5.

7 San José Articles, Art. 6

8 San José Articles, note to Art. 6
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recognized by most of the states. Irrespective of any attitude to the corporal punishment of
children it promoted an ideology in which the constant state control over the parents and family
is regarded as normal and acceptable practice, while in reality it contradicts both natural
human and family rights and the natural presumption that the parents are deciding and acting
in the best interests of their children.

Likewise the CRC Committee and CEDAW Committee read into the treaties they monitor the
obligation of the states to provide the mandatory sex education for children, regardless of their
family’s and parents’ opinion™. This interpretation is unfounded and directly contradicts Article
5 of the Convention on the Rights of the Child. At the same time UN agencies like WHO are
offering regional “standards” of sexual education starting from the moment of birth that include
instruction of children on invented “sexual rights” having no foundation in human rights
treaties. Those “standards” include providing children with information, the sharing of which
with children is prohibited and rightfully criminally prosecuted in some countries as the
corruption of minors™.

In its General Comment No. 13 (2011), CRC Committee directly intrudes into the area of national
sovereignty, demanding from the state-parties to «Ratify the two Optional Protocols to the
Convention, and other international and regional human rights instruments that provide
protection for children ...» and to «Review and withdraw declarations and reservations contrary
to the object and purpose of the Convention ...»*. The same General Comment requires from
the state to change national legislation in line with the CRC Committee’s interpretations of the

 CRC General Comment No. 8 (2006) - The right of the child to protection from corporal punishment and
other cruel or degrading forms of punishment (arts. 19; 28, para. 2; and 37, inter alia) (CRC/C/GC/8), n.
18: “Corporal punishment and other cruel or degrading forms of punishment are forms of violence and
States must take all appropriate legislative, administrative, social and educational measures to eliminate
them”. This was done despite the open recognition by the Committee that this obligation was not
presumed by the state-parties: “Article 19 and article 28, paragraph 2, do not refer explicitly to corporal
punishment. The travaux préparatoires for the Convention do not record any discussion of corporal
punishment during the drafting sessions” (ibid. n. 20). Inventing this new obligation the CRC Committee
does not take into consideration that this interpretation contradicts one of the general rules of
interpretation of treaties, provided under Art. 31.1 and 31.2(b) of the Vienna Convention on the Law of
Treaties («A treaty shall be interpreted in good faith in accordance with the ordinary meaning to be given
to the terms of the treaty in their context... The context for the purpose of the interpretation of a treaty
shall comprise, in addition to the text, including its preamble and annexes ... any instrument which was
made by one or more parties in connection with the conclusion of the treaty and accepted by the other
parties as an instrument related to the treaty»). The Republic of Singapore made the following
declaration upon accession to the Convention on the Rights of the Child: «The Republic of Singapore
considers that articles 19 and 37 of the Convention do not prohibit ... the judicious application of
corporal punishment in the best interest of the child». No objections were made to this declaration by
the State Parties.

10 See, e.g., CRC/C/IRL/CO/2 Para. 52, CRC/C/KOR/CO/3-4 Para. 58, CEDAW/C/CRI/CO/5-6 Para. 27 (a),
CEDAWY/C/2002/1/CRP.3/Add.7 Para. 112 and many others.
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Convention provisions, to “Establish and support an independent national institution of
children’s rights” and to fund all the measures recommended by the Committee®. These
obligations evidently do not follow from the treaty, monitored by the CRC Committee.

We regard those actions and interpretations of UN treaty monitoring bodies as unacceptable
and undermining the genuine basics of the international law.

13. As we noted above, there is a real possibility of interpreting some of the provisions of the
Convention on the Rights of the Child and other UN human rights treaties wrongly, in a
hazardous way that is unfavorable for the family and its rights, and therefore is socially
destructive and contradicts the genuine interests of all sovereign peoples.

We are firmly convinced, that in this situation the very existence of some important examples of
ultra vires acts by the UN treaty monitoring bodies, makes it dangerous for the true welfare of
society and for the future of sovereign peoples to provide those bodies with any additional
power, especially with the authority to provide any interpretations and decisions that would be
legally binding for the state parties.

I See, e.g. Standards for Sexuality Education in Europe: A framework for policy makers, educational and
health authorities and specialists, WHO Regional Office for Europe and BZgA, Cologne 2010 (http://
www.bzga-whocc.de/pdf.php?id=061a863a0fdf28218e4fe9e1b3f463b3). The document states (p. 12):
“In this document, it was deliberately decided to call for an approach in which sexuality education starts
from birth”. Then it states (p. 31) that “[s]exuality education is based on a (sexual and reproductive)
human rights approach”, despite the fact that the notion of “sexual rights” is absent in generally
recognized binding international treaties. Document demands to provide children at the age of 0-4 (p.
38) with the information about “enjoyment and pleasure when touching one’s own body, early
childhood masturbation”. It demands to provide children at the age of 9-12 (p. 45) with information
about “sexual rights, as defined by IPPF and by WAS”. The note refers to the following documents:
International Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF): Sexual Rights: an IPPF declaration. London 2008 and
World Association for Sexual Health (WAS): Declaration of Sexual Rights. Hongkong 1999. IPPF
declaration (http://www.ippfwhr.org/sites/default/files/files/SexualRightsIPPFdeclaration.pdf), among
other points, states in Principle 4 (p. 14) that “[s]exuality, and pleasure deriving from it, is a central
aspect of being human, whether or not a person chooses to reproduce”. WAS declaration
(http://www?2.hu-berlin.de/sexology/ECE5/was declaration of sexual righ.html) gives the following
definition of “the right to sexual pleasure” (at 5): “The right to sexual pleasure. Sexual pleasure, including
autoeroticism, is a source of physical, psychological, intellectual and spiritual well being”. In the context
of the Russian culture, for example, this sort of “sexua | education” for children at the age of 9-12 could
be rightfully regarded as criminally prosecuted corruption of minors. Art. 135 part 3 of the Criminal Code
of Russian Federation provides the punishment of 5 to 12 years of imprisonment for committing
lecherous actions with a child under the age of 12. As commentators point out, these actions could be
of physical as well as of intellectual (cynical talks etc.) character. See, inter alia: Commentary on the
Criminal Code of the Russian Federation, ed. by. V. Tomin and V. Sverchlov, 6™ ed., Moscow, 2010, p. 445.
2UN Document CRC/C/GC/13, n. 41

B |bid.
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Therefore, as representatives of civil society, we strongly object to any attempts to attach any
legally binding force to the interpretations of the UN human rights treaties given by the UN
treaty monitoring bodies.

14. Evaluating the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on a
communications procedure in this context, we believe that the procedures it proposes would be
used not only to defend the genuine rights of the children, but also to impose dubious and
socially dangerous interpretations of the Convention on the state parties. Unfortunately, taking
into account the above mentioned precedents, we cannot have enough confidence in the CRC
Committee at present.

Therefore, in the current uneasy situation, we regard it as unwise, unreasonable and even
unsafe to provide the CRC Committee with any kind of quasi-judicial authority, even if not
formally binding.

15. We declare and proclaim our strong conviction that all UN human rights treaties must be
interpreted in a way favorable to the natural family and natural parental rights. They also must
be interpreted as defending the natural right of unborn children to life from the moment of
conception. All interpretations contradicting this approach must be rejected, as contrary to
natural human rights, even if given by an authoritative body. If any provision under any
international treaty or other international human rights instrument cannot be interpreted in
compliance with this principle, such a provision must be amended or such an instrument must
be denounced in tote as inhuman.

If any international organization or agency insists on any principle or norm contrary to this
approach, this policy should be openly identified by the governments as socially destructive. In
such a case, the governments, acting for the good of their peoples and mankind, should either
compel such an organization to recognize natural human rights, natural family rights and
natural parental rights or to leave such an organization or agency.

16. We, representing the interests of civil society of our countries and our nations’ families,
exhort our national authorities, as well as all international organizations, including the United
Nations and its bodies and agencies, to stand up consistently for the interests of the natural
family, which is the foundation of every society.

We exhort the UN General Assembly to abstain from the adoption of the new Optional Protocol
to the Convention on the Rights of the Child for the time being, until the policies of the UN
treaty monitoring bodies are adjusted in accordance with the above stated principles and
approaches. If adopted without such an adjustment, we exhort the governments of our
countries as well as the other national governments not to sign and not to ratify this Optional
Protocol.
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We also declare that we will not tolerate any action by any representative of any international
organization that could be regarded as destructive to the traditional culture of our counties,
including our traditions of family life and child-rearing. If such actions are not stopped, it will
raise substantial questions before the wide public of our countries concerning the suitability of
our countries’ continued membership in such an organization. We are strongly convinced that
our sovereign peoples’ membership in any authoritative organization is less significant than
preserving the foundation of our societies - the natural (traditional) family and our cultural
identity.

This Resolution was initially approved by 126 Russian and Ukrainian NGOs & Civil Society
Representatives, then approved also by many other NGOs in Russia and Ukraine during different
civil society events.
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