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Abstract

To adapt to societal development and the enhancement of human rights standards, the European
Court of Human Rights has continuously updated the interpretation of the European Convention
on Human Rights through an evolving interpretative approach. This doctrinal evolution has
un-dergone significant practical development, including raising the standards of human rights
pro-tection, aligning with the evolution of international law, and restricting individual rights of
con-tracting states. In recent years, the emergence of new rights such as environmental rights has
facilitated the construction of a fourth-generation human rights legal framework through
pro-gressive interpretative application of the Convention in judicial practice. The European Court
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regards the Convention as a "living instrument,” and based on social consensus and the Con-
ven-tion’s purpose and spirit, it cautiously and gradually explores the application of evolving
in-terpretation and its limitations, including adherence to the principle of necessity in a demo-
cratic society, maintaining judicial restraint, and clarifying the reasonable boundaries of treaty
inter-pretation. The introduction of restriction principles contributes to the refinement of a dy-
namic interpretative mechanism, offering valuable insights for China in optimizing treaty inter-
preta-tion, aligning with international human rights norms, and safeguarding national interests.
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CEM AL ALY AENEE—A IR E PR AR, BAAERPAISEI AR EGIHA T H. N7 ERAE
SR LSNP ERIBE =, WO ARG B il A “ i i TR SR, o AN B SR,
FEIEAE A 2 IR HGR R IL IR A LAt b, AR 2 LR 1 <A RUORP AR I H AR &, SRAETAE.
it (77 O A LI AT SIS EAR R, XA ARRE T AT VA A AR R

FI AT A Ah a2 T izl e )7 NS 1 — L8R TR o [ A F 78 SR AR T s AR A P U 5 3 4
2 [ R 2 A AR AE S RREN U BRI BR H1 . o, SRASAJTRAL AR 26 AALER 2 (1 — ol ) i
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ISR Y EE R O B, DA OB EE AR I LA 2R 20 AN S B D2k, R o B SOSOAS . i [
AT FE SN B 50 B 5 ik B A R R, T IR SR A DA R AL e T W PO 08 o A R R A R
PG E DR (B SCPAT, PRGN AL B A PRI EE 58 7 5 R 3 i R, X2
P HEET A, RET - AR M BRIl BOERL” SRR ARTE A8 A 2 4 H
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2.1, (BRMARURY) &RIEAREN =%

(I ABLAZTY  (European Convention on Human Rights, %K ECHR) , MR ({#F AR EEA
HHEHAL) o X2 A ERARGRY, SERE (HAANEST) B, ZALME— RS
SRR A H, MO Z A5 B R Rl NGRS 3R (45 51, HES) 7 3RVEH N I ARG E PRk .
HAZHE ), T 1959 S AL AR (European Court of Human Rights, f#i#% ECtHR) {F sk
WAL, A7 DT BRI ARG AL R M. LR, biiEd § B R A SR AR, A
AXHESN T B AR RIS R, e 1 RO ABUE AR R 1) 5835

SR, BEAE FL2 AT A AABUOUL S B AR AE, BRI A B 75 30 1k ] B 2% 20 SR SR A W B 2% 20 R
DUIE R R4 e 5 AR ERIHR . 1978 4748 IRIF e [E % (Tyrer v. United Kingdom) |k, 2Bt BH
WtE A LR —A “EREIEE S, DAURIEIE IS AT R . X R RN A BUE B IR TE Bk
S RBEBEMRE, X — R TR EORIERBRE R AL, AMUEF R CAN TR X, BEEE
I PR b 2R AT R i 422 52 PRI BRI o XM RE 77 1 SO VIV e b R Sk A S BN R A S, DA IR A 200
RIS A I

CBRMARL SR Z) & IR AR R AN R BN R 1), TR 5 2 AR E VIR . R AR
BRI A, AR AR A I — T it 5 N AR RN S 9 Fe T AR R Ak 2 1 BE o X — BRI IA A, AU
AT R BEE N R HER M EEAE, JEHLAS (HAANBES) Pras TR EmmEms —2. ik, 4t
WA GELNE ALY (VCLT) 25 31 56158 32 R BiMRAE 262000 B R 30, IHESIAAMBRARES, H5H
TRUAERE . X NEREE RS LSO, REGH MRS TR YE . BRINIER (European Consensus,
AR EuC) AW NBLA 252 15 BE I (8] T AR A i B SR E, e\ T vk e R AN [R] 4 DORE AR B A, IF
Wt 55 T T PO RS T 0T PR REA T R . 4, 7€ 1998 4F Sheffield and Horsham v. UK &+, T4t
il = 0T M ) A 1 ) B TR S RORAE A AT I IL R, VERBE N, A AR UE B BN AR SO )
FRICIX — B HARIEABG ITE 2002 4 Goodwin FEHY, F&T 412X BE M7 M UGR AN ARAS 21 1 3%
Tt EBEHIREAFER LB DL XTI T AR BRI AR AR, T2 b5 k2 sk
BRI R EARAY,, DRI X6} 2% 238 FH e a3 A R e % LS. RO IR R A i Jg . vz, o (BRI ARUAZ)) &
FH 5 3 AR 1R 7 AR D T A DR L BRI B AN W e R AL 2 PRI A 2 T, AT 9 2 4k 2o T AR 3K
MIdE S TR AR T AR 5 e, R T EBR A S HEEE, R AS R AR R
o

2.2. BRI AR 0B R R R AR

R (Evolutionary interpretation) , XFRVEHACAERE. ZNAMRE. “UHHIHER" FIKFLANBEE
N () 1 SI2 R VR AR T R VG AR, AR S A H IAISR B o« IX PP AERE 7 V25 1 25 204 AN PR T S0 1
FHE S, T2 B R 4k 20T B4 275 5t AR DL R 2 20 1K SERRIE F G L o B BRI ABUEBELE Tyrer
v. United Kingdom FEHERFEH (ALY Z—T “WEM TH” X—JFZNJE, KR e i — L LR TG
MR AR SEA XS 0 53 Sk 0 AT RS, BHULASL T CRRINABLA LYY MR AR SR AR AT A e (VA AR
R, JRAE T RRREAE CRRINABLRZ)) BEH .

EIRWCN AN BEAE HF R G2 i 20 0 0 P VAR, IX — R R D7 V0 g o5 28 L B 2 4R i 52 F A8
FHo SR, HH T A P AN TE B0 FH AU, B8 S DL R R S B ot A Sy AN & 38U 5 T AT A7
TE4+1Y . Malgosia Fitzmaurice A4, AR A RS S5 B REMZO—4 2 B FRE, 42 EE
& IS AR TR O B AU LS5, AT RES FEUR L SR IR TR TCIESE I . BandE « i 3& A i
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SWENZ” o, E R AENU SR 6 QAR 0 — Mok 8 B “HEe BIE &R T4 QI “JKm
7 WAL T v [ AR 1 AN S R ] o — S AT T RN 2 R RE AR T T A 1
Max Weber 58 iEIEH G B — N ZBWHEAC R R, (HIZMSE M AU R ERZAR R 2t B A TS T ik
7o fERNESEET, — LSRG B RO AT, PRBEAHELE, SR AR 2 3 X 1 P e e
A EPERPRSE .

R ABGEBEAEXS (BRI AABUA L)) &R BEROR I R P AW AR 0 . K, et A~ L fESKk
B2 7 REREA . o AR LU T

2.2.1. #EABURPIRE

BB RREEEARRE . ERR AR RS AERI S, AN HRES, PRy
7&, WEBARAIAN NSRS B BRI AR R SRR &, e R A& R/ LUK
HfT B T R

BlUn{E Siliadin v. France ZH, WM ABUERESELAHE I H RSB, X L0E R, o
e HIER T (BRIMABIAL) 5 4 % bk, WEMSRIES 8D, kFskid L7E58 3 &HA
FOh AR NTEAME PR IE” (REAT R, 0 ARSR T Redl S0 0 MBI X — A m AR s
A EE R . /F RB. v. Hungary ZH1, BRI ABGEBEARIEIAC LA AN S50, KAl BT 51 &
{10 11 Sl A B AR BN e N R T BRI AR A L)) 3 8 4% (ERAMFEETTIAFD , X —#
WA & T J AR AT NIFEE, G BiEF RSN N T 2 N, it — B4R w7 ABURS
PR

2.2.2. REEFREREE

BRI NBGEBEAE XS 187 26 LIRS 2 S B W PRk A R RE K RN E R ABGERES 2, i
0] [ bR ARG T A SR O Z RO (BRI ABLA Z0) TGRS, DLHESD A L A S 3 & [
BRdtil, R A S E B ABURHECR FF—2L. 7E Opuz v. Turkey &7, WU ABGEREE K 2248 541
R E B ABCCH ARG &, E ORI R (BRI ABUA 29D 55 14 2% (BEIEBEAD 19478,
N BERSIZEFIME A TIRNBURS o B FE BR ABCSCAS AN B 5 5 AR SR A R 7 2, WG
NBUE GRS 2 AT DL LS B PRy A R e BEAT RS, I I BE A e R EBCRE RIVE ], AR
EETISMN S EE, W TR EEA . BorREE . ISE T AR EE B AN R ER R . Bl
[ Py AR s SRR SRR AR A Y

2.2.3. PREHIGELIEAN ABFI

CERINAARA L) 738 AR R R Se v T A SRR 28 1M PR A BN ABURL. 4R, 3% b il
g “NRFHSHLTHE” 1, HHBIFEEEHE 0 &L REEIMERIFAEREALFKINZ
AV B BT IRCRI R LS5, AELTE S P 25 RS BAS T AR A PR A S PR B8 DA R A 23 A LRI R, R A B2
BErEFIRAPAEEER A RFE A B BB FHEME R E£o85 A b5 RE . #a7E Sahin
v. Turkey 1, WM ABGERE S LB HBUR A T RS A JERF R ABCR], R 2484 B R MEE &
gupttiatE, MR #4E Sahin PR BRSNS BRI, X — IR R 51 R KT (BR
MABUALY) 5 9 & CREGBMAR) MiHE, —HEYCNEBN T BRI AR W& 46 2 RAT
EHGEMEBE, AR BRI REN “REASHULE BB, 2RNTF
Mo E A E R P R B S S 2 U R o BT o] P Ak S A SR 25 R SR U AT ) E A R 475 7
FREEAR T 2 o R ABUAZIEE 10 26515 M2 516 H BB (5 BN iR RIS 7 s skirs, Swd
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PSR —TEARUR], (EIFARLnt . PR A A A e AR, 3 W S B
3. B AR 2918 AR RO Rl A SC R,

EJLH4ER, FEE BRI A 2ARIE, AR AN AR EE R, S IR NSO & BT,
HEFEIAEROR . F BB AR o XL XBON B BN CRRIMARC L) (03 F s Rk
i BRI ABGEBER S IR EERERE, AL “WEI TR, SRR b, R E 5 oR
B AR, SR, Bdtpdrsl, RSB G ABUR RER . AR TIXEFNAH, T HEZ)
TR PARNBUR IR SR (R 2

3.1. FREEAE

PRI AR AT NIRAR 52 A AR B Y S, B 38 2 04 2 55 A AR ) 2 A ARG A2 By »
HEERIAA MR RN B, JEERESER A 7 (ERIMABAL)) SR, 3
BERCRI R W EAE R MR e R, A IR EES . i, (A4 FIEAE R TRIAE “H
BERCR]” () 5K ARRRIN ARG BRI AR R, AR “WENTR” , EEERLH PR
BRI ol A R o DR A R ) R S A . AR AL AN B A G AU REER, [H]
FEH RS T IR

B - SRR 2 2R L% (Verein KlimaSeniorinnen Schweiz and Others v. Swit-
zerland) AR AL BEAE % 5] 5T YR VA ST 61 B 261 o A2 VPl 3 L BUR & B A2 LS5, 1R
AR IAC S5 R G mr S A A ABUR B2, A ALEE—A “TEISCE” , KI5 4
5 (BRIMABLAZY) 22 56 (EGAD M 8 % (FAAMFEATERD BLRAERIATH A HLIEE
I LBU I T (R ARUA L) 25 8 S5AUE I 55, BIOR A B A 32 U5 AR i SR S M R RS
ERHALERN—A GERH” , DS RS S R AT AR . T A Hole NBUH DG A A A
T& T A5 AR BRI N A 2938 PR AR R P2 AR IS5 S . 1994 4F Lopez Ostra PFPHHEF %, 2005 4F
Fadeyeva %¢. 2009 4F Tatar Jf %' 5 J& V.5 1 WO A BGERE AMTE SR 2 E BUR I BARAT y, 58 T
AN ANAR R R e AR o v g 1 7 AR ) T (BRI AR AZ) 28 8 2% ATkl sE I B
BRI 5K B A T A

SR, BRI ARG e AR S5 A5 e (2 r o FH e i A e AT I TR A7 FE — S8 B 2B 1 ) A k. &
YA By FE AR B RO ) R, 3X 0] B A8V Be £ AR N AR AE AN P o Ve T3 F (0 B b . 225K
PR 38 BARRIE, BRI SR T T R e 3 FH DA R d AR FE IR 413

3.2. BRAF

LR, FEERE BEHR ORI A, B Bl AR, EHER Tz, DARRZE
UM LRI BT, AN NEE A R OR 7 32 2 I PRy A K2 03 WO ABGR B il a2 % e A2
e, Ja AR J7 56 (BRI A 2)) RiEis M, AR 2 B FeRA NEotE5 B A RN B AL
BGEH A o JF HIZH 4% T B R oG IR, Horh BRSO I S VE . Bl Ry T LA |
JAEp =P Sl i) /A 182 L o e o8 o

1987 4F Leander v. Sweden 5852 fie 79 M B (R IO S 091 2 —, VEBEHE AL S50 M h A7t A A%
TN NEHRHAT AR T QL) 5 8 2 HUE RIRSAAAL o XTI PR A S 725 Bt 75 Ak B EAX EiC4i i) it
I BRI PRI R, T HLON 5 845 S8t DR B2 4 2 HESh 7S NBRAS BRI (AL A ZT)
IRAHEZR A R - 26 1S B U N B 55 2 RBEABURIB: 2 10 505 Y, W N BGRB8 ) ke b R AR 2
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R AL FIH S S, s HURA ABIE RS, il R . Mk el R RIEEE S . flinE Z. v.
Finland &M, BRIN AL B 75 Ab B {g FR 2503 1) ORA 1) REURNF, 5 o) o B {0 IR ME P L B . A T
THYRN Z D MMEFRE BIRE T, RENNRRATFHEEERA T2 ERBIEH, RPN
P, AR RTTHOE S BURA AR, SRS ANIREE (BRI ALA L)) 5 8 A S EFA AT K iE
AR G E

ST S, BRI ABGE B I H)E DL ROE R i RE, £ (CAZ0) 58 8 SR IEEA BB PHiSr [
A NEAE R AR SE o X G RAN S B T 6 B AL BN B ORA B R G B, R R T ERfEIE
A AR AR 5 THT )55 77

SRTT, BRI ABUA 2936 R B4R T N5 BRI SR BOR], A NEARE BRT TEHE. A
G B SRR T a1 2 JER) i A0 N B A5 S 0 DR 45 7 T SE e 0k 26 240 ik FH V5 A R
FETCIRSARRI « 1 UNTE Antovic and Mirkovic v. Montenegro 271, ARt A fE BH 0 it & Bl (R4 5 B A AUE
D77 FREEAIVE TR o IxX e v) R RE I i — A e T AR R A R SO R R U

3.3. £ HRF

BRI A BE R AL B B A AR IR SR I, O T 38 REAS T R 8 B AR R S R AR R 2 3R, T8 (2
29) &R . X PR EAUR R T AR S BRIV AR ) R IEE H, AR T AL
B 5 T 4R 25 AT I A R S AR, AT (AZ) TR, EmAX TR
ANBCT BAHE B S w5 [ PRt 2 R R BRI R (ALY MR AL A e Rets
T& AN W AR A A BRIV AR R

2002 4F: Christine Goodwin v. U K Z& & KK AAIEBE £E ORI 5 14 791 3 BRI 1) 3 2 AR 22 08, 23810
GriAE T 05 B BURAE 48 AR 25 1 1) 25 PE RV 0 B, 530 Goodwin Jo ik B 2§ H AR E B B PR RIE
M FZ0E 1 (R AS R . BRALBORI A 25 ORI SRR ARCR] . AN[F]T- 1986 4 (1) Rees v. United Kingdom %,
VEBERRHE 24 I 2 06 T ORAP B85 M 501 2 BRI %) 75 SR 38 I DA K = 2R ik 20, Hoe IS I R & © & R A48
b, FEEBUFIATAER T (BRIMABUAZ)) 5 8 % (BEANFIZKEEATE) I 12 % BEHED . It
Ab, B ABUERBELE Yo v. France Z8HE X 3E B 224 RdE e 7E H AR UE B b AR < e B e ) 7 B0 85 1k 1)
FRIRMY S FANAETH B E AR IL . Costa and Pavan v. Ttaly Zm, VEBT AN CBRIMARUAZ)) 56 8 45 (R
NAEVER G BEATE) NP 238, AN Costa F Pavan @ EITHIBIAEEE AR (IVF) FIFEA
HEAL 2T (PGD) A EEST BORIMAT — M Fe HLIBSAT 1A% 03 1 1 2 AR

JUERRINABGEBE R (BRI ARUA L)) 1B “TEIMTR” , FERE A KA DL AR AR
KATRERE . (X FRO7 A I 2 FECE B A e ERA R EE . BIUnfE VO v. France 91, VEFARRE
AR B R AR LRSS (AZ) 58 2 RN ST In) i, X 3R AR AR A B R A ) 8] _F R = B
PIARAE . [RIEY, 7E S B i e AR B8 MO TR B A AMEDANIAL 278 55, Xl 0L T e Bon)
PR AEAR A AN R AR o AT ~PA A SRR 28 5 AN N B AR S R ik 55 A (1 ]

4. (BRMARALY) 1&RRERERE A RY IR REUR H PRI
4.1. (BRM AR AL) & RIRE B FER e

411, AHFIFRN AR T
QAR 20) [0 B EE TR A AJEAKURL, IR (0200 JERHRIRA T A LRI 1018,
WIS 8 2 SVE T (4P 5 2T 36 TR MRS W RO RURISE 74 IR, DL 15 HMUiE S
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FER RO T BRI BELERUR] . “ SRR PR RE LA g “ BB Ol SR WIRARLE /) “ RO
7, IXEETTRE 2l AR TR o )R UG, R SRR P e R RE B I T AR 1T
X SR LIHEAT R L H AR B YOO, e R B A IR 2 5 ABURIE LT [, Txt H 23 R
AR AR AU, B SRAEAT A6 A SR 20 7 T YRR BN g) o A0 e i 23 3R e AN NSRS T s
LIV, BIIN{E S.A.S V. France ', BRI AMLE B DAZES < JE [7] A= 30 (AL 20 R Dy A AT 2 B BURT R
%, INNEEIEAE A I I o BRI AR 2 S BN o IX— ARSI RSl AN 2B YRR NG B A H
AR KBRS, O T AR I R N NATTEIZEABUR] . 1976 4 Handyside v. UK
FN W 7 A RE R H -5 2 HE T R e DL A i AL

4.1.2. BEY XEENAR B BBEN

BRINABCEBEAE MR (BRINAALA L)) NG “3E00 TR RN, PR T7 ik AR A R T F & 4
SRR AN W #0 58 NALORIP VG, S AR AR 2, (A5 R T8 KIS B R RENY B
B i RCRIEIEVE A . A e 4 tH IR AL B 7E R e R i B 3 i T AR R R 4
B T DEEROR A REER, WITEFSE EOIE T8 BRI 45 2011 A1) M.S.S v. Belgium %
FERIN ABGERE BB 1“2 E K7 B B AME TR, BIRE E RE VTG 3% B 47 3l 2 15 2 5 Sk 3
REEZAENEXNFro SR, VEFEKE B BB BRI USSRk IR 2 3 7 E0F, X Ok 1
FIENVIRUR, 5 7k ik . 95T Tysiac v. Poland 2, J4'F Javier Borrego fTE e IR H T4
Z0E S . HMEER, ERAEZETS “ERRKIE” , ZXEXNAAME Y . Lord Sumption tHiE HiXt
TREABOS T 5002 IR T B 2 T BURINERUA VAR L WM I 70 AT A8 3 Rl 1 72 S rh 56 11wl vk
Re BN It AR B VAT AR AEVE 22 o) A B AR

4.1.3. BIRZEROREMFTT R

R P AT L AR PR AE N, AT OR IR AR A AR, DT RS AR 2
BET — NI ERANE SRS . AR R AT IR HEAS R VAR AR A I AL, T DUBE 5 B ) HERS 1
B  AHINSEBRIRIGIRE, BRI AAGE B R 2 g PP = BRI . AZERA SR — 1 &
ARSI AN A TR0 A 8 ) R, LR B T TR PR I R, — 7 T R T AR T B I RS T 5 R BN A 4iE
BTG NE, 55— 77 THNE BT I 5 (WA 80 00 B o4 Sk 4 D sy 2 SR FH 807 P e e o U i 6 A SR ) 9
[l #51WI7E Goodwin v. United Kingdom £, HH TVARE A REHe i IR I L IR B L0 A A br i, 33X
TEEARTEE R, 45 50 [ BURF G725 TR0 BRI A Bt G o] DR 4 2 e AR AR T H 5 58 AT SRR AN ]
HIFIRE R . FESLEH,  CERINARUAZ)) 71 T RE 71258 7 e 2 3 3040 24 [ B BURI RN LS5 & A
Ak, HERGINFEESBOEHYEE . B0, REBEAE A ok i 2 T BE AN B TP B N GE il
IIAT IR i [ SR AT 9o IR P th 45 2 RS AT 26 20 a] DLTRURL K YE L, 40355 1 2R A0
PR RT 0L

4.2. TR AR R BRI R

FFREFHRIK (Fitzmaurice) B2 - “ HABEINRT LUE ST 28 I1E T, (EATHEAE A RE I & 21 A
REMIPREL, B8 AN —FAS BT _ERSILNTES, KRRV« ALBEREAISIE K
&, MBS PFARE . WRE S, WY KA R s R R IUE T N, 45
R ALY S AT UL . BRI ABGERE Y T ABCE S E 5 B X B B E T 54wl
FARESN 5 RE M ST 18 TR, 8L I0IRER, AR A S P T A P 5 R 1 it
W AR CREASBERN” o REFFEEEH] MR AMRN LR, BEMRRIIRER &2
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Phy A IEVEMRREYE, 7] S 2% 240 (0 3 A8 A T Bk 14 2 ) BE A R

42.1. BfF “REHSLEREN”

RAE CERINABUALZY 28 15 Z&00E, EBERTNT “HERFEMFE” « “RIEFFRIE A
gz fe” PR ORI RERE R SR, PREEANBORE f o RS R E, BRI AAGE B s i
TIENE “REASBERN” 31X — R B SRAT A 5 AR R ) 20 A 1 (BT R A 2 BE I 75 R “AS
AR 1, I A S FHESR A H AR IR, WO AU B I i 1 1 B RS Y SR B
SR, EREA 2 E BEEN . X hEER VRS E AR B 5 1R BRI A FER 25 R g i
et i A 6 B, AERRIN AU Bt A W B o 3 TSR 45 240 1] DA K IR N\ L35 Bt 3 T 3 3 A e
VEAHHR R AR 1 B 3 A 2 BT 0 S (R, AT AR LAk 8 (oA~ 487 8 LR i RIS BRI . BHBT IS FiR
A VR4 PR A ZOBUR B I SE 5 FEFE P A it W AR, SRJE K I 5 53R A 18 0, 75
“COLREIE B PR X A LRI R R SR A IR EA S AT, MR A7 AR RLIZAR
PEIASKAMAWT R HE, A RRTEXT CBRINABLA L)) I&E A8k AR R 2 o AR “ IR A2
BE”

4.2.2. RIEEEREH

BRI AAUEBETEfRRE (RO ABLA L) B BARH H & FTE AR, RVPIRAE SR SR A A L AT iR
B, HXPHERE U AEA AL R BRI T T (BRMABIAZ)) 55 19 K mHE, A
BOERE HRRE S IR & S ) B A %7, MAREIET AR B K B AR . 255 1wl i AL
IR T A LB 2630 H0IE L, A Re & R4 2 B I LIk BT BUIRRE  SEAGARRE SU YRR A L 8 SURHA SE 1]
A, (R R AR A BILCE PRI A A T AR, BV SR VP AT 1A M A BN 423 F AT I N A4, RS R R
ReJE TS e o tbAbh, RIVENL RN 221 P8 2 AR AT 5 50 I >4 DA 4 24 ] 7 e A 1 05 kA Ay
fifi, BIUNTE Tyrer v. UK A0, Bt DA B0 B 5 O m e AR T O, A 2 B s R A 458 3
Sho SR, R ILVRNS, VR i A AR R IR D) 5 M6 1) T R B AR 2 [ K B A, 7S A AR
F o VEBGAE BT A T, A T B I S U I 2 R RR m e . RO SRR dE, R AR E A
W 3305~ — S AR HE, ERRE— AN E SO ABURY U E ST, T R A i E bR L R
REI MBI E M . BIANFE S.AS. v. France S, BRINABUERE 787075 F& 1A E [F A TSRO0, X% [F 25
1L A S35 T 52 T IR R SRR B E, F AR IR B B A LR B RF A A LI “ M bR, T
FEBREFIATHE BRI . SRR T =] i 5w ) 5 Tk AR 1 P 4
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