article 13, With respect to article 14, the Committee notes that even if
immigration hearings and deportation proceedings were to b: deemed to constitute
"guits at law"” within the meaning of article 14, paragraph 1, of the Covenant, as
the author contends, a thorough examination of the communication hus not revealed
any facts in substantiation of the author's claim that he ia the victim of a
violation of this article. In particular, 1% emerges from the author's own
submissions that he was given ampls opportunity, in formal proceedings, including
oral hearings with witn.ss testimony, both before the Adjudicator and before the
Canadian Courts, to present his case for 4ojourn in Canada. With respect to
articles 18 and 19 of the Covenant, the Committee notes that the author hns not
submitted any evidence to substantiate iiow his exercise of freedom of conscience or
expression has been restricted in Canada. His apparent contention that the
4sportation proceedings resulted from the State party's disapproval of his
political opinions is refuted by the State party's uncontasted statement that, as
early as November 1980, he had been excluded from re-entering Canada on clear
national security grounds (para. 4.2 above). Deportation »f an elien on security
grounds does not constitute an interference with the rights guaranteed dy
articles 18 and 19 of the Covenant. With rcspect to articles 2 and 26 of the
Covenant, the author has failed to establish huw the deportation of an alien on
national security grounds constitutes discrimination.

7. The Human Rights Committee therefore decides:

(a) That the communication is inadmissible under articles 2 and 3 of the
Optional Protocol because the author's claime are either unsubstantiated or
incompatible with the provisions of the Covenant;

(b) That this decision shall be communicated to the author of the

communication and to the State party.

J. Communication No. 243/1987. B. R. v. Iranca
(Daclision adopted on 5 November 1987 at the
thirty-firat session)*
Submitted byt S. R. [name deleted]
Alloged victim: The author
State party concernad: France
Date of communication: 26 August 1987

The Humac Rights Committeae., established under article 28 of the International
Covenant on Civil and Pclitical Rights,

Maeting on 5 November 1987,

Adopts the following:

w Pursuant to rule 85 of tlhe provisional rules of zrocedurs, Committee
member Christine Chanet did not take part in the adoption of the decision.
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1. The author of the communication (initial letter dated 26 August 1987; further
letters dated 1, 7 and 26 October 1987) is S. R., a French citizen born on

14 October 1956, at present living in Paris. He claims to be a victim of a
viclation by the French Government of article 2, paragraphs 1 to 3, articles 24, 26
and 27 of the Intermational Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.

2.1 The author is a teacher of French literature and of the Breton language at two
high schools in the Greater Paris area. He states that upon the recommendation of
the French Ministry of Education, he obtained authorization to teach French
literature, which also permitted him to teach Breton, on a part-time basis. For
four years, he was able to teach Breton on this basis, although, as he claims, the
director of the competent office within the Ministry of Education {Mission de

a n culturelle e : Lltures et langues régi ) had promised the
creation of a full-time post for the teaching of Breton., That post was not,
however, established, although its creation was possible, in the author's opinion,
given the anticipated increase in the number of students learning the Breton
language at the high school of Enghien and the scheduled creation of a Breton
course at the Academy of Versailles.

1'a 10D LCUre D ae 3 B B 2RgUe s BQ1lONaAtLes

2.2 1In the spring of 1987 (no exact date is given, although the most likely date
appears to be early May 1987), the Ministry of Education decided to transfer the
author from the Academy of Versailles to the Academy of Lille, where he was to be
expected to teach only Frexch with effect from the school year 1987/88, but the
Rector of the Academy of Versailles, by telex of 17 June 1987 to the Ministry of
Education, asked that the author be kept at his present post and requested tha
creation of a full-time teaching post for Breton. By a decision of

15 September 1987, the author was reinstated in the Academy of Versailles to teach
French literature 11 hours per week and Breton six hours per week for the school
year 1987/88. He claims that nine hours per week for the teaching of Breton would
have been available, but that the Rectorate of the Academy refused to let him teach
Breton at the High School of Nanterre ard instead ordered him to teach French. The
Rectorate has also decided to evaluate his performance as a teacher of French and
not, as he had requested, as a teacher of Breton. By decision of 6 October 1987,
the Ministry of Education formalized the decision of the Academy. It is now
threatening to dismiss him.

2.3 The author states that there was a growing demand for the teaching of Breton
among high school students, illustrated by the fact that the nuber of high school
students who took final school exams (épreuves de Baccalauréat) in Breton in the

Paris area rose from 50 in 1985 to 133 in June 1987.

2.4 With regard to the exhaustion of domestic remedies, the author does not state
whether he has submitted his case to an administrative tribunal, nor does he state
what kind of judicial remedies would be open to him. He attaches copies of an
extensive correspondence with the competent authorities in the Ministry of
Education as well as copies of numerous - unsuccessful - interventions on his
behalf by Deputies of the National Assembly, Mayors and Senators. Although he
acknowledges that he has not exhausted domestic remedies, he points to the urgent
character of his communication, as he seeks to defend the “"civil rights" of
students to follow courses in Breton from the beginning of the school year 1987/88.
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2.5 The author states that he has not submitted his case to another procedure of
international investigation ur settlement.

3.1 Before considering eny claims contained in a communication, the Human Rights
Committee must, in accordance with rule 87 of its provisional rules of procedure,
decide whether or not it is admissible under the Cptional Protocol to the Covenant.

3.2 The Committee observes in this connection and on the basis of the information
pefore it that the muthor has not submitted his case to any French administrative
tribunal. It has noted the author's contention, in hie le:ter of 20 August 1987,
that his communication presents a character of urgency because of an allaged civil
right of students to take courses in the Braton language ("droits civil des éleves
d'obtenir un enselgnemsnt de braeton"). .. notes, however, that, in the particular

circumstances disclosed by the communication, the author's contention dces not
absolve him from pursuing his case Lefore the French courts and from exhausting
whatever remedies are available to him. The Committee has not anough information
to find that the application of such remedies would be unreasonably prolonged and
concludes that the requirements of article 5, paragraph 2 (b), nf the Optional
Protncol hava not been met.
4. The Human Rights Committee therefore decides:

(a) That the communication is inadmiesible;

(b) That this decision shall be coamunicated to the author and, for
informatio» to the State party.

H. Commuolication No. 245/1987. R. T..%..v. the Nethexlands
(Dacision adopted on 5 November 1987 at the thirty-flrst
g2asion)*
Submitted by: R. T. Z. [name deleted]
Alleged victim: The authur
State party concerned: The Netharlanus

Date of communicaticon: 1 Octcber 1967

The Human Rights Committese., establiished under article 28 of the International
Covenant. on Civil and Political Rights,

meating on % November 1987,

Adopts the following:

" Pursuant to rule 85 of the provisional rules of procedure, Committee
member Joseph Mommersteeg «(id not take part in the adoption ot the decision.
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