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which contravened the purposes set out in the 
first paragraph, for example, might not be trc:ns­
mitted by the correspondent himself but mrght 
be concocted at the agency's headquarters; no 
provision was included to prevent that prac­
tice. No mention was made of telephoned reports ; 
they could be equally harmful, yet, if they were 
included, the only possible result would be the 
permanent censorship of international t~lephone 
lines. In brief, the text of the compromise pro­
posal was incompatible with the purposes of the 
convention. 

With regard to the value of the compromise 
itself, he thought that it would have been more 
advisable to draft a satisfactory convention, even 
though only a few States might become parties to 
it, than to obtain a larger number of accessions 
to a convention which, in his view, had become 
almost meaningless. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) felt that 
the substitution of a moral obligation for a manda­
tory provision was satisfactory; he had therefore 
voted for the compromise text. Moral obligations, 
in his opinion, frequently proved as binding as 
legal stipulations; breach of them brought retri­
bution in the form of subjective moral suffering. 
Correspondents were constantly attempting to 
improve their ethical code. Progress in ethics 
might not have kept pace with technical advances, 
but the members of the Committee might be 
confident that their reliance on the sense of re­
sponsibility of correspondents would not be dis­
appointed. The Third Committee's discussions 
had undoubtedly given journalists some guidance 
towards self-improvement. 

Article X (A/C.J/502) 

The CHAIRMAN called attention to the amend­
ments to the compromise text for article X sub­
mitted by the delegations of India (A/C.3/506) 
and Belgium (A/C.3/509/Rev.l). 

Mrs. RAY (India) said that the amendment 
submitted by her delegation was designed to make 
the text clearer. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY­
SECOND MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New Y ark, 
on Monday, 9 May 1949, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

15 7. Freedom of information: report 
of the Economic and Social Conn· 
cil (A/631) (continued) 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION: REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE 5 
(A/C.3/496) (CONTINUED) 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
wished to correct a mistake he had unwittingly 
made in his speech at the previous meeting: con­
trary to what he had honestly thought, the records 

informations qui vont a l'encontre des buts enonces 
au premier paragraphe, par exemple, peuve~t 
n' etre pas transmises par le correspondant lm­
meme, mais etre inventees de toutes pieces au 
centre meme de l'entreprise d'information; le texte 
ne prevoit aucune disposition pour empecher cette 
pratique. II n'y est pas fait mention des informa­
tions transmises par telephone, qui peuvent etre 
tout aussi dangereuses. II est a remarquer toute­
fois que si elles etaient visees a cet article, la seule 
chose q~i puisse en resulter serait l'etablissement 
d'une censure permanente sur les !ignes teie­
phoniques internationales. En resume, le texte 
du projet de compromis est incompatible avec 
les fins de Ia convention. 

En ce qui concerne la valeur du compromis 
lui-meme, M. Kahali estime qu'il y aurait eu 
interet a rediger une convention satisfaisante, au 
risque de ne Ia voir signee que par quelques Etats, 
plutot que de rechercher un plus grand nombre 
d'adhesions a une convention qui, a son avis, est 
devenue presque vide de sens. 

M. 0TANO VILANOVA (Argentine) considere 
que la substitution d'une obligation morale a une 
disposition de caractere obligatoire est satisfaisante. 
C' est pourquoi il a vote pour le texte transac­
tionnel. Les obligations morales, on l'a souvent 
vu, ont autant de force que les obligations juri­
diques. Une infraction aux obligations morales 
trouve son chiitiment dans le discredit qui frappe 
son auteur. Les correspondants cherchent 
constamment a relever le niveau de la morale 
professionnelle. II se peut que le developpement 
de la morale ne soit pas aile de pair avec le progres 
technique, mais les membres de la Commission 
peuvent avoir le ferme espoir que Ia confiance 
qu'ils font au sentiment de la responsabilite chez 
les correspondants sera justifiee. Les journalistes 
ne manqueront pas de tirer profit des debats de 
la Troisieme Commission. 

Article X (A/C.J/502) 

Le PRESIDENT attire !'attention sur les amende­
ments au texte transactionnel de !'article X qui 
ont ete presentes par les delegations de l'Inde 
(A/C.3/506) et de la Belgique (A/C.3/509). 

Mme RAY (Inde) explique que l'amendement 
presente par sa delegation a pour but d'eclairer 
le sens du texte. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX CENT VINGT-DEUXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le lundi 9 mai 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

157. Liberte de !'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA TRANSMIS­
SION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS ET 
AU DROIT DE RECTIFICATION: RAPPORT DE LA 
Sous-CoMMISSION 5 (A/C.3/496) (sUITE) 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) 
voudrait rectifier une erreur qui s'est glissee dans 
son intervention de la seance precedente: contraire­
ment a ce qu'il croyait en toute bonne foi, les 
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showed that the USSR representative had not 
abstained when the vote was taken on the Mexican 
amendment which had become paragraph 8 of 
article XII: on the contrary, he had voted in 
favour of that amendment (202nd meeting) and 
had abstained only when the article as a whole 
was put to the vote (203rd meeting). 

Article X (AjC.3j502) (continued) 

Mrs. RAY (India) said that the Indian dele­
gation had explained its position with regard to 
article X at length during the 220th meeting. She 
did not therefore think it necessary to repeat the 
reasons that had prompted her to submit her 
amendment (A/C.3j506). 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) pointed out that the 
amendments submitted by his delegation (A/C.3/ 
509 /Rev.l) were merely drafting changes. The 
first two changes affected only the French text 
and were intended to bring it into line with the 
English text. The third was designed to express 
more clearly the idea contained in the last sen­
tence of the first paragraph of article X but, like 
the others, did not constitute a substantive amend­
ment 

He was confident that he had faithfully inter­
preted the authors' intention. He would be pre­
pared, however, to withdraw his suggestion if it 
gave rise to any objections; otherwise, he would 
agree that that suggestion, which was merely a 
matter of style, should be referred to Sub-Com­
mittee 5. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
was prepared to accept the purely drafting amend­
ments submitted by the Belgian representative. 
The Indian delegation's amendment, on the other 
hand, constituted a substantive change and, if it 
were adopted, would considerably alter the 
meaning and scope of article X. 

He pointed out, first of all, that the term 
"information agencies" applied, by definition, to 
newspapers; the first part of the Indian amend­
ment was therefore superfluous. 

He then pointed out that the new article X 
adopted the wording of the original text drawn 
up by the Conference on Freedom of Information 
(E/Con£.6/79). There had never been any ques­
tion, at Geneva, of imposing upon Governments 
the obligation to release communiques to every 
newspaper published on their territory, as the 
Indian delegation feared. That delegation had 
pointed out that it would be hard to comply with 
such an obligation and difficult to discharge it. 
However, the assurance which the Indian delega­
tion was seeking in that regard was implicit in 
the text, which provided that the State would re­
lease the cmnmunique "through the channels 
customarily used for the release of news con­
cerning international affairs for publication". That 
did not upset the practice current in every coun­
try nor require Governments to undertake com­
mitments which they could not fulfil. 

The sole purpose of article X - and that was 
strictly in accordance with the intentions of the 
French delegation, which had originally drafted 
the text, and of the Geneva Conference, which had 
elaborated it ·- was to ensure the widest possible 
publicity to correction comn1>uniques. The article 
provided that the communiques should be released 

comptes rendus montrent que le representant de 
l'URSS ne s'est pas abstenu de prendre part au 
vote sur l'amendement mexicain qui est devenu 
le paragraphe 8 de !'article XII : il a vote, au con­
traire, en faveur de cet amendement (202eme 
seance) et ne s' est abstenu que lorsque 1' ensemble 
de !'article a ete mis aux voix (203eme seance). 

Article X (AjC.3j502) (suite) 

Mme RAy ( Inde) rappelle que Ia delegation de 
!'In de a longuement expose sa position a 1' egard 
de !'article X au cours de Ia 220eme seance. II 
ne lui semble done pas necessaire d'expliquer a 
nouveau les motifs qui l'ont amenee a soumettre 
son amendement (A/C.3/506). 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) fait remarquer que les 
amendements presentes par sa delegation (A/C.3/ 
509) ne sont que des amendements de redaction. 
Les deux premieres modifications de style ne 
concernent que le texte fra111;ais et ont pour but 
d'assurer sa concordance avec le texte anglais. 
La troisieme est destinee a exprimer de fa\on 
plus claire !'idee contenue dans Ia derniere phrase 
du premier paragraphe de !'article X, mais elle 
n'apporte, elle non plus, aucune modification de 
fond. 

M. Lebeau est certain d'avoir interprete fidele­
ment !'intention des auteurs. Toutefois, il serait 
pret a retirer sa suggestion si elle soulevait des 
objections; au cas contraire, il accepterait que 
cette simple suggestion de style fftt renvoyee a 
la Sons-Commission 5. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) se 
declare pret a accepter les amendements de pure 
forme presentes par le representant de Ia Belgique. 
L'amendement de la delegation de l'Inde, par 
contre, est un amendement de fond Jont !'adoption 
modifierait considerablement le sens et Ia portee 
de !'article X. 

M. Canham signale, tout d'abord, que le terme 
"entreprises d'information" s'etend, par defini­
tion, aux journaux; Ia premiere partie de l'amende­
ment de I'Inde est done superflue. 

II fait remarquer ensuite que le nouvel article X 
reprend textuellement le libelle du texte initial 
etabli par Ia Conference sur la liberte de !'informa­
tion ( E/Conf.6j79). Or il n'a jamais ete ques­
tion a Geneve d'imposer aux gouvernements 
!'obligation de transmettre les communiques a 
chaque journal publie sur leurs territoires, comme 
le craint Ia delegation de l'Inde. Celle-ci a fait 
remarquer que ce serait Ia une obligation difficile 
a respecter et, au surplus, onereuse a mettre en 
pratique. Mais Ia garantie que recherche a cet 
egard Ia delegation de l'Inde est implicite dans le 
texte meme, puisqu'il prevoit que l'Etat transmet­
tra le communique "par les voies qu'il utilise 
habituellement pour Ia transmission des informa­
tions concernant les affaires internationales en vue 
de leur publication". II ne s'agit done pas de 
bouleverser la pratique en vigueur dans chaque 
pays, ni de demander aux gouvernements de 
prendre des engagements qu'ils ne pourraient pas 
tenir. 

Le seul but de !'article X-et cela est strictement 
conforme aux intentions de Ia delegation de Ia 
France qui redigea ce texte a l'origine, et de Ia 
Conference de Geneve qui le mit au point - est 
d'assurer Ia plus large publicite possible aux com­
muniques de rectification. Cet article prevoit que 
les communiques seront transmis simultanement, 
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simultaneously, on the one hand, to the Press 
in general through the normal channels, and on 
the other, directly to the headquarters of the 
agency responsible. 

If the Indian amendment were accepted, cor­
rections would be released only to the agency 
originally responsible for the publication of the 
news requiring correction; and the scope of the 
right of correction would thereby be very re­
grettably restricted. 

Mrs. RAY (India) thanked the representative 
of the United States for his explanations which 
relieved some of her delegation's misgivings ; 
her delegation was reluctant, however, to agree 
to the word "release", in the English text, which 
implied a certain degree of obligation on the part 
of Governments. As, according to the United 
States representative, it implied merely the release 
of communiques through the normal channels, 
the Indian delegation would prefer to say "make 
available". It proposed to replace the word "news­
papers" in its amendment by the word "corre­
spondents". 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines), Mr. RuNDALL 
(United Kingdom), Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART 
(Netherlands) and Mr. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ 
(Colombia) pointed out that the Indian repre­
sentative proposed replacing one word by two, to 
express the same idea. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
agreed with that observation. He thought it could 
be noted in the record of the meeting that the 
term "release" was used in its technical meaning 
of "make available"; that would, no doubt, dispel 
the Indian delegation's misgivings. 

Mrs. RAY (India) pointed out that the word 
"release" in its technical sense was known only 
in Press circles. The convention would, however, 
be ratified by Governments. In the circumstances, 
it would seem better to choose the clearest formula, 
at the risk of using one word more. 

She pointed out also that she proposed to say 
"correspondents or information agencies" because, 
regardless of the definition in the first article, 
that formula was used in other provisions of the 
convention. It occurred at least six times in arti­
cle IX, which the Committee had just adopted. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) and Mr. NORIEGA 
(Mexico) were in favour of the purely drafting 
amendments requested by the Indian delegation. 

After a brief discussion, Mrs. RAY (India) 
said she would not insist that the word "release" 
should be replaced by "make available". 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the words "in­
formation agencies" should be replaced by the 
words "correspondents or information agencies". 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) said he would abstain 
from commenting on the actual wording of arti­
cle X. He would, however, make some observa­
tions on its substance. 

d'une part a la presse en general par les voies 
habituelles, d'autre part directement au siege de 
1' entreprise responsable. 

L'amendement de l'Inde, au contraire, s'il etait 
accepte, limiterait la transmission des rectificatifs 
a la seule entreprise responsable a l'origine de la 
publication de la nouvelle donnant lieu a rectifica­
tion ; ce serait restreindre d'une fa<;on tres 
regrettable le champ d'application du droit de 
rectification. 

Mme RAY (Inde) remercie le representant des 
Etats-Unis de ces eclaircissements qui dissipent 
une partie des doutes de sa delegation ; celle-ci 
hesite encore, toutefois, a accepter dans le texte 
anglais le mot release, qui sous-entend un certain 
degre d'obligation de la part des gouvernements. 
Puisqu'il ne doit s'agir, selon le representant des 
Etats-Unis, que de la simple transmission des com­
muniques par les voies normales, la delegation de 
l'Inde prefererait dire: make available. Elle pro­
pose de remplacer, dans le texte de son amende­
ment, le mot "journaux" par le mot "corres­
pondants." 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines), M. RuNDALL 
(Royaume-Uni), M. VAN HEUVEN GOEDHART 
(Pays-Bas) et M. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Co­
lombie) font remarquer que la representante de 
l'Inde propose de remplacer un mot par deux pour 
exprimer la meme idee. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) appuie 
~ette observation; il pense que !'on pourrait porter 
au compte rendu de la seance que le terme release 
est employe dans son acception technique, corres­
pondant a make available, ce qui apaiserait sans 
doute les scrupules de la delegation de l'Inde. 

Mme RAY (Inde) fait remarquer que le mot 
release dans son acception technique n'est connu 
que dans les milieux de la presse. Or la conven­
tion sera ratifiee par les gouvernements : dans 
ces conditions, il semble preferable de choisir 
la formule la plus claire, au risque d'employer 
un mot de plus. 

Mme Ray fait remarquer d'autre part que, si 
elle propose de dire "aux correspondants et aux 
entreprises d'information," c'est parce que cette 
formule, nonobstant la definition qui figure a 
!'article premier, figure dans les autres disposi­
tions de la convention: elle revient au moins six 
fois dans !'article IX que la Commission vient 
d'adopter. 

M. BAGDADI (Egypte) et M. NoRIEGA 
( Mexique) se prononcent en faveur des modifi­
cations de forme demandees par la delegation de 
l'Inde. 

A pres une courte discussion, Mme RAY ( Inde) 
declare qu'elle n'insistera pas sur le remplacement 
du mot release par make available. 

Le PRESIDENT propose de remplacer les mots 
"aux entreprises d'information" par "aux cor­
respondants et aux entreprises d'information". 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. KAHALI ( Syrie) dit qu'il s'abstiendra de 
tout commentaire en ce qui concerne la redaction 
proprement dite de !'article X, mais qu'il presen­
tera quelques observations quant au fond. 



380 

Article X comprised two parts: the first indi­
cated the procedure to be followed in exercising 
the right of correction; the second stated the 
penalties which might be applied to a Contracting 
State which failed to discharge its obligations 
under the article. 

To what obligations did it refer? According 
to the first paragraph, a Contracting State which 
had been requested to make a correction was 
bound to ensure release of the communique; if 
the sole purpose of that provision was to pre­
scribe that role of messenger, the paragraph 
seemed quite superfluous. 

To what penalties did it refer? Nothing less 
than the law of retaliation. Article X did not 
propose any other means of settling any differ­
ence arising between two States with regard to 
the right of correction - which was to be affirmed 
for the first time on the international level -
than the application of the old adage "an eye for 
an eye and a tooth for a tooth". 

Mr. Kahali would not add any comment ex­
cept to note that the legal principle of that article 
was unworthy of the Third Committee. 

The Syrian delegation had been the only one 
to vote against article X.1 It might, on that occa­
sion, have been accused of failing to share the 
spirit of conciliation which had prevailed in the 
Committee. But it was only regard for the prestige 
of the United Nations that had dictated its atti­
tude. It felt it was not right to compromise when 
the interests of humanity and respect for human 
rights were at stake. The convention should have 
intrinsic value : its success would depend on its 
scope, not on the number of signatories. As it 
stood, it did not bind the parties to anything or 
imply any obligation. It was contrary to legal 
norms and meaningless, and would serve only to 
enable States to use its provisions as an excuse 
to re-establish censorship in peacetime or to 
justify any other arbitrary measure it might 
please them to take. 

In the opinion of Syria, an international con­
vention on the transmission of news and the right 
of correction worthy of the name should comprise 
two parts : the first would proclaim the absolute 
and unqualified freedom of correspondents ; the 
second would establish the moral responsibility 
of correspondents and provide, inter alia, for a 
code of honour and an international tribunal. Only 
a convention drafted along those lines would 
really establish freedom of information. 

Mr. Kahali urged the members of the Commit­
tee not to take too hasty a decision on such 
important texts and asked them not to go so far 
in the spirit of compromise as to compromise the 
convention itself. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) said that substantive 
criticisms such as those just made by the repre­
sentative of Syria did not seem quite appropriate 
at that stage of the work. He remarked also, with 
regard to the second paragraph of article X, that 
the right of correction could only be based on the 
principle of reciprocity. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the text of 
article X, incorporating the oral Indian amend­
ment, which the Committee had accepted. 

1 See 197th meeting (article C). 

L'article X comporte en fait deux parties: Ia 
premiere indique la procedure a suivre pour 
1' exercice du droit de rectification ; Ia seconde 
indique les sanctions qui pourraient etre appliquees 
a l'Etat contractant qui ne s'acquitterait pas des 
obligations qui lui incombent en vertu dudit 
article. 

De quelles obligations s'agit-il? Aux termes du 
premier paragraphe, l'Etat contractant saisi d'une 
demande de rectification est tenu d'assurer la 
transmission du communique : si toute la portee 
de cette disposition se reduit a cette simple fonc­
tion de messager, le paragraphe parait bien 
superflu. 

Et de quelles sanctions s'agit-il? Rien moins 
que la loi du talion. L'article X, en effet, ne 
propose pas autre chose, pour resoudre tout 
differend qui surgirait entre deux Etats a propos 
du droit de rectification que !'on se propose de 
consacrer pour la premiere fois sur le plan inter­
national, que d'appliquer le vieil adage: "ceil pour 
ceil, dent pour dent". 

M. Kahali declare qu'il n'ajoutera aucun com­
mentaire, si ce n'est pour faire remarquer que le 
principe juridique qui decoule de cet article est 
indigne de la Troisieme Commission. 

La delegation de Ia Syrie a ete Ia seule a voter 
contre !'adoption de !'article X 1 . On aurait pu, a 
cette occasion, lui faire le reproche de s'etre 
derobee a !'esprit de conciliation qui regnait au 
sein de la Commission. Or seul le souci de la 
dignite de !'Organisation des Nations Unies a 
dicte !'attitude de la delegation de Ia Syrie. 
Celle-ci estime, en effet, que l'on n'a pas le 
droit de transiger lorsque !'interet de l'humanite 
et le respect des droits de l'homme sont en jeu. 
La convention doit a voir une valeur intrinseque: 
son succes dependra de sa portee, non du nombre 
de ses signataires. Or, en son libelle actuel, elle 
n'engage a rien, ne comporte aucune obligation; 
elle est antijuridique, vide de sens, et aura pour 
seul effet de permettre aux Etats de se prevaloir 
de ses dispositions pour retablir la censure en 
temps de paix ou pour justifier toute autre mesure 
arbitraire qu'il leur plairait de prendre. 

Aux yeux de la Syrie, une convention interna­
tionale digne de ce nom relative a Ia transmission 
des informations et au droit de rectification devrait 
comporter deux parties : Ia premiere proclamerait 
Ia liberte absolue des correspondants, sans aucune 
limitation; Ia seconde etablirait Ia responsabilite 
morale des correspondants et prevoirait, entre 
autres, !'institution d'un code d'honneur, Ia creation 
d'un tribunal international, etc. Seule une con­
vention redigee dans ce sens consacrerait veritable­
ment Ia liberte de !'information. 

M. Kahali adjure les membres de la Commis­
sion de ne pas prendre de decision trop hative 
sur des textes aussi importants et de ne pas, par 
esprit de compromis, compromettre Ia convention 
elle-meme. 

M. NORIEGA ( Mexique) declare que des cri­
tiques de fond comme celles que vient de presenter 
le representant de la Syrie ne semblent pas tout 
a fait appropriees a ce stade des travaux. Il fait 
remarquer en outre, a propos du deuxieme para­
graphe de !'article X, que le droit de rectification 
ne peut se fonder que sur le principe de la reci­
procite. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le texte de !'article 
X, incorporant l'amendement verbal de l'Inde 
accepte par la Commission. 

1 Voir la 197eme seance (article C). 
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Article X was adopted by 37 votes to none, 
with 7 abstentions. 

Article XII, paragraph 8 (AjC.3j502) 
Mrs. RAY (India), in submitting her delega­

tion's amendment to paragraph 8 of article XII 
( A/C.3 j 508), recalled that the Indian delegation 
had warned the Committee of the difficulties which 
woud arise as a result of the definition of the word 
"correspondent" in article 1.1 She had stated at 
that time that those difficulties might make it very 
difficult for some countries to adhere to the con­
vention. 

The aim of the convention was to ensure the 
protection of foreigners who worked in a foreign 
country, but did not benefit from the advantages 
which that country's legislation gave to its 
nationals ; its aim was not to grant privileges to 
some nationals as compared with others because 
they were correspondents and were employed 
by a foreign information agency. As a matter of 
fact, such a possibility had never been envisaged 
at Geneva. 

Such a thesis was unacceptable to countries 
like India, whose Constitution proclaimed the 
absolute equality of all its citizens. India could 
not accept the view that one of its nationals could 
ignore the authority of the State and yet claim 
the protection of an international convention be­
cause he was employed by a foreign concern. 

As it realized that it would be difficult as that 
stage to alter the definition adopted in article I, 
the Indian delegation proposed to amend para­
graph 8 of article XII, so as to make it clear that 
the provisions of the convention would not be 
applicable to nationals employed by a foreign in­
formation agency in their own country. 

Mrs. Ray thought that paragraph 8 as it stood 
consisted of two parts and that the second part 
contradicted the first and made it unacceptable. 

Mr. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) said that the 
amendment submitted by his delegation (A/C.3/ 
507) was motivated by the desire to avoid any 
kind of discrimination. 

He pointed out that the definition of the word 
"correspondent" which had been given for the 
purposes of the convention was a source of real 
difficulty and regretted that the warnings which 
the representative of China had given on the 
subject had not been heeded. In submitting its 
amendment, the delegation of Afghanistan had 
attempted to put the three categories of corre­
spondents - those pursuing their activities 
abroad, those working in their own country and 
those who were employed by a foreign informa­
tion agency in their own country - on the same 
footing. 

Mr. RUNDALL (United Kingdom) appreciated 
the fears the representative of India had expressed 
as to the setting up of a privileged class of citi­
zens, but thought that paragraph 8 in its new 
form carried sufficient guarantees against that. 

The United Kingdom delegation therefore could 
not accept the Indian amendment. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
stressed that the Indian amendment in fact con-

' See 185th meeting. 

Par 37 ·voi.:r contre zero, avec 7 abstentions, 
!'article X est adopte. 

Article XII, alinea 8 (A/C.3j502) 
Mme RAY (Inde), pn~sentant l'amendement de 

sa delegation a l'alinea 8 de l'article XII (A/C.3/ 
508), rappelle que la delegation de l'Inde avait 
mis la Commission en garde contre les difficultes 
que souleverait la definition du terme "corres­
ponclant" formulee a I' article premier1

; elle avait 
declare alors que ces clifficultes pourraient renclre 
['acceptation de la convention tres clifficile pour 
certains pays. 

Le but de la convention est d'assurer la protec­
tion des etrangers qui, exen;ant leur activite dans 
un pays etranger, ne jouissent pas des avantages 
que la legislation nationale accorde aux ressortis­
sants de ce pays; il n'est pas cl'accorcler des 
privileges a certains ressortissants par rapport 
aux autres, parce qu'ils exercent la fonction de 
correspondants et qu'ils sont employes par une 
entreprise cl'information etrangere: du reste, une 
pareille eventualite n'a jamais ete envisagee a 
Geneve. 

Une telle hypothese est inacceptable pour les 
pays comme l'Inde clont la Constitution proclame 
l'egalite absolue de tous les citoyens. L'Incle ne 
peut accepter qu'un de ses ressortissants puisse 
ne pas respecter l'autorite de l'Etat et se reclamer 
de la protection d'une convention internationale 
parce qu'il est au service d'une entreprise 
etrangere. 

Comprenant qu'il serait difficile de modifier a ce 
stade la definition adoptee a l'article premier, la 
delegation de l'Inde propose clone de modifier 
l'alinea 8 de l'article XII de maniere a y preciser 
que les dispositions de la convention ne s'appli­
queront pas aux ressortissants employes sur leur 
propre territoire par une entreprise d'information 
etrangere. 

Mme Ray estime que l'alinea 8, dans sa redac­
tion actuelle, comprencl deux parties, dont la 
seconde contreclit la premiere et la rend inac­
ceptable. 

M. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) dit que l'amende­
ment presente par sa delegation (A/C.3j507) 
s'inspire du desir d' eviter toute discrimination 
quelle qu'elle soit. 

Il signale que la definition donnee au mot 
"correspondant" pour les fins de la convention 
constitue une source de difficultes reelles et il 
regrette que les avertissements clonnes a cet egard 
par le representant de la Chine n'aient pas ete 
ecoutes. En proposant son amendement, la dele­
gation de 1' Afghanistan a cherche a placer sur le 
meme pied les trois categories de correspondants, 
c'est-a-dire ceux qui exercent leur activite a 
l'etranger, ceux qui travaillent sur leur propre 
territoire et ceux qui, sur leur propre territoire, 
sont employes par une entreprise d'information 
etrangere. 

M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) comprend les 
craintes exprimees par la representante de l'Inde 
en ce qui concerne la creation cl'une classe de 
citoyens privilegies, mais il pense que l'alinea 8, 
en son nouveau libelle, contient des garanties 
suffisantes a cet egard. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni ne pourra done 
accepter l'amendement de l'Inde. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) sou­
ligne que l'amendement de l'Inde contredit, en 

'Voir Ia 185eme seance. 
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tradicted the decision of principle the Committee 
had taken on the definition of the word "corre­
spondent" in article I. It would be recalled that 
that definition had given rise to lengthy discus­
sions. The Indian amendment would result in 
depriving some persons to whom the term "corre­
spondent" applied, in accordance with the defi­
nition, of the benefits of the convention. 

The Indian delegation's proposal was there­
fore inadmissible. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
expressed his delegation's wish to contribute to a 
solution of the difficulty which the representative 
of India had pointed out. The United States dele­
gation was well aware that such a difficulty might 
prevent some States from becoming parties to the 
convention. 

The Indian amendment called for two remarks. 
In the first place it had been drafted in such a 
way as to go beyond the idea it intended to ex­
press. In fact, as it stood, it applied not only to 
the nationals employed by a foreign information 
agency working in their own country, but also to 
all correspondents working for a foreign concern, 
wherever they might be. For example, it would 
apply to an Australian journalist who was Reuter's 
correspondent in Washington. 

That first defect could obviously be remedied 
by changing the text of the amendment. But that 
would not be enough to eliminate all the defects. 
Mr. Canham disputed, for example, the idea that 
the original text of the Conference on the Free­
dom of Information granted the privileges of the 
convention only to those foreign correspondents 
who were working outside their home countries. 
There had never been any question at Geneva 
of allowing the slightest discrimination of any 
kind against foreigners or against nationals em­
ployed by a :foreign agency. In fact, the convention 
was above all designed to protect the profession 
of correspondent. That was the meaning of the 
joint text the six delegations had elaborated 
after long and meticulous discussion. 

The United States representative's second re­
mark was as follows : information agencies operat­
ing abroad generally employed a considerable 
proportion of locally recruited personnel. The 
proportion was between SO and 7S per cent. If the 
Indian amendment were adopted, therefore, one­
half or three-quarters of the total number of per­
sons who "regularly engaged in the collection 
and reporting of news material" would be de­
prived of the advantages of the convention. That 
would be an unjust and profoundly regrettable 
decision. 

Mr. Canham recalled that when article I had 
been discussed, he had pointed out the value of 
articles and evidence from nationals1 and had 
stressed the need to encourage foreign information 
agencies to recruit their personnel on the spot. 
The Indian amendment would render such a prac­
tice impossible, for information agencies would 
prefer to employ their own nationals in order 
to be certain of taking advantage of the provisions 
of the convention. 

The United States delegation therefore hoped 
that the Committee would adopt the text of para-

1 See 183rd meeting. 

fait, !a decision de principe prise par Ia Commis­
sion en ce qui concerne Ia definition du mot "cor­
respondant" dans !'article premier. Cette defini­
tion, on s'en souvient, a donne lieu a de longues 
discussions. Or l'amendement de l'Inde aurait 
pour effet de soustraire du benefice de Ia conven­
tion une partie des individus auxquels s'applique, 
conformement a cette definition, le terme "cor­
respondant". 

La proposition de Ia delegation de l'Inde n'est 
done pas recevable. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) ex­
prime le desir de sa delegation de contribuer a 
eliminer Ia difficulte signalee par Ia representante 
de l'Inde. La delegation des Etats-Unis n'ignore 
pas, en effet, que si cette difficulte existait elle 
serait de nature a empecher !'adhesion de certains 
Etats a Ia convention. 

L'amendement de l'Inde suscite deux observa­
tions. Tout d'abord, il est redige de telle maniere 
qu'il depasse !'idee qu'il veut exprimer: en son 
libelle actuel, il vise en effet non seulement les 
ressortissants d'un Etat qui sont employes par 
une entreprise d'information etrangere fonction­
nant sur le territoire de cet Etat, mais egalement 
tous les correspondants qui travaillent pour une 
entreprise etrangere, que! que soit le lieu oil ils 
exercent leur activite: tel serait, par exemple, le 
cas d'un journaliste australien qui serait le cor­
respondant a Washington de l'agence Reuter. 

On peut evidemment remedier a ce premier 
defaut en modifiant le texte de l'amendement. 
Mais cela ne suffirait pas a en supprimer tous les 
defauts. M. Canham conteste notamment que le 
texte initial de Ia Conference sur Ia liberte de !'in­
formation n'accordait Ia jouissance des privileges 
de Ia convention qu'aux seuls correspondants 
etrangers exen;ant leur activite en dehors de leur 
propre territoire. II n'a jamais ete question a 
Geneve de permettre Ia moindre discrimination, 
quelle qu'elle fut, a l'encontre des etrangers ou 
des ressortissants nationaux employes par une 
entreprise etrangere: car c' est Ia fonction de cor­
respondants que Ia convention est appelee a prote­
ger avant tout. Tel est le sens profond du texte 
commun etabli par les six delegations apres de 
longues et minutieuses discussions. 

La seconde observation du representant des 
Etats-Unis est Ia suivante: les entreprises d'infor­
mation fonctionnant a 1\~tranger emploient genera­
lement une proportion importante de personnel 
recrute localement. Cette proportion est de l'ordre 
de SO a 7S pour 100. Si done !'on adoptait 
l'amendement de l'Inde, on soustrairait du benefice 
de Ia convention Ia moitie ou les trois quarts du 
nombre total de personnes qui "font profession 
de recueillir des documents d'information et de 
les faire connaitre au public". Ce serait Ia une 
decision injuste et profondement regrettable. 

M. Canham rappelle qu'il avait dit, au moment 
de Ia discussion de !'article premier, tout le prix 
qu'il fallait attacher aux articles et aux temoignages 
des ressortissants nationaux1 ; il avait alors 
souligne Ia necessite d'encourager les entreprises 
d'information etrangeres a recruter sur place leur 
personnel. L'amendement de l'Inde rendrait une 
telle pratique impossible, car les entreprises d'in­
formation prefereraient employer leurs propres 
ressortissants afin d'avoir !'assurance de pouvoir 
se prevaloir des dispositions de Ia convention. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis espere done que 
Ia Commission adoptera le texte de l'alinea 8 

1 Voir Ia 183eme seance. 
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graph 8 of article XII as it appeared in document 
A/C.3j502. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) on a point of order 
observed that the amendment submitted by India 
was inadmissible. During the discussion of para­
graph 2 of article I of the draft convention the 
Committee had decided that the word "corre­
spondent" would apply to correspondents nationals 
of the country where the information agency for 
which they worked was located, as well as to 
correspondents of foreign nationality,1 and had 
consequently drafted the definition of the word 
"correspondent" as it appeared in paragraph 4 
of that article. 

In submitting its amendment, the Indian dele­
gation was in fact reopening the debate on that 
decision of principle and on paragraph 4 of arti­
cle I. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) was also of the 
opinion that adoption of the Indian amendment 
would give rise to serious difficulties; if the corre­
spondent were one of its own nationals, the State 
would be free to censor or re-draft the articles 
written by that correspondent and restrict his 
freedom of movement. The result of that amend­
ment would therefore be to make the convention 
inoperative. 

Mr. CHA (China) supported the Indian amend­
ment and declared that his delegation had always 
upheld the principle it contained. 

The United States representative had opposed 
the amendment with the allegation that one-half 
or three-quarters of the personnel of information 
agencies consisted of nationals of the State in 
which the agencies operated, and that those 
nationals ought to be protected by the convention. 
Perhaps that was the real reason why some dele­
gations wished to extend the convention to corre­
spondents who were nationals of the country in 
which the information agency was situated. 

The Chinese delegation did not think it neces­
sary for States to become parties to an inter­
national convention in order to protect their own 
nationals. It would be a mistake to interpret its 
attitude as an attempt to erect barriers between 
its own nationals and foreigners, but it could not 
agree that certain citizens of a country should 
enjoy special status. An international convention 
was necessary only for correspondents working 
in a State of which they were not nationals. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the point of order 
raised by the Belgian representative was relevant. 

He therefore stated that the Committee should 
first vote on reopening of the debate on the deci­
sion of principle it had taken with regard to the 
definition of a correspondent; that decision had 
to be taken by a two-thirds majority. Only then 
would the Committee be able to vote on the 
amendment proposed by India. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the text of the convention 
as drawn up by the Conference on Freedom of 
Information was already anomalous in that it 
accorded exclusive privileges to foreign corre­
spondents on the pretext of free access to infor­
mation. Such provisions were in contradiction 

1 See 183rd meeting. 

de l'article XII tel qu'il figure au document 
AjC.3j502. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique), intervenant sur une 
question d'ordre, fait observer que l'amendement 
propose par l'Inde est irrecevable. La Commis­
sion, lors de la discussion du paragraphe 2 de 
l'article premier du projet de convention, a decide 
que le terme "correspondant" s'appliquerait aux 
correspondants ressortissants du pays ou se trouve 
l'entreprise d'information pour laquelle ils travail· 
lent aussi bien qu'aux correspondants de natio· 
nalite etrangere1 ; elle a redige en consequence la 
definition du mot "correspondant" qui figure 
actuellement a l'alinea 4 dudit article. 

En proposant son amendement, la delegation de 
l'Inde rouvre en fait le debat sur cette decision de 
principe et sur le paragraphe 4 de l'article premier. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) estime egalement que 
l'adoption de l'amendement de l'Inde souleverait 
de serieuses difficultes : l'Etat serait libre, lorsque 
le correspondant serait l'un de ses ressortissants, 
de censurer ou de refondre des documents d'in­
formation emanant de ce correspondant et de 
restreindre sa liberte de mouvement. Cet amende­
ment aboutirait done a rendre la convention 
inoperante. 

M. CHA (Chine) declare que sa delegation a 
toujours soutenu le principe enonce dans l'amende­
ment de l'Inde et appuie done cet amendement. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis a combattu cet 
amendement en alleguant que la moitie ou les trois 
quarts du personnel des entreprises d'information 
se composaient de ressortissants de l'Etat sur le 
terri to ire duquel 1' entreprise etait situee et que 
ceux-ci devaient etre proteges par la convention. 
Peut-etre est-ce la en efiet la raison veritable pour 
laquelle certaines delegations veulent etendre cette 
convention aux correspondants ressortissants du 
pays ou se trouve situee l'entreprise d'information. 

La delegation de la Chine ne croit pas pourtant 
qu'il soit necessaire pour les Etats de devenir 
partie a une convention internationale pour pro­
teger leurs propres ressortissants. Il serait faux 
d'interpreter cette attitude comme une tentative 
de sa part de dresser des barrieres entre ressortis­
sants nationaux et etrangers ; mais elle ne peut 
accepter que certains ressortissants nationaux 
jouissent d'un statut special. Il n'est necessaire 
d'envisager une convention internationale que pour 
les correspondants travaillant dans un Etat dont 
ils ne sont pas ressortissants. 

Le PRESIDENT estime que la question d'ordre 
soulevee par le representant de la Belgique est 
pertinente. 

l1 declare done que la Commission devra se 
prononcer d'abord sur la remise en discussion de 
la decision de principe qu'elle a prise concernant 
Ia definition du correspondant; cette decision doit 
etre prise a la majorite des deux tiers. Ce n'est 
qu'ensuite que la Commission pourra voter sur 
l'amendement propose par l'Inde. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) remarque que le texte de la 
convention, tel qu'il avait ete elabore par la Con­
ference sur la liberte de !'information presentait 
deja l'anomalie d'accorder, sous Ie pretexte de 
libre acd~s aux informations, des privileges exclu­
sifs aux correspondants etrangers. De telles 

1 Voir Ia 183eme seance. 
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with the basic principles of international law 
which was against the granting to aliens of rights 
not enjoyed by the nationals of a country. There 
had then been an attempt to grant those same 
privileges to correspondents who were employed 
by a foreign information ag-ency but were nationals 
of the country in which the agency was located, 
and thus to put those citizens out of the reach 
of national jurisdiction. Such a claim endangered 
the respect of a country's citizens for the laws 
and sovereignty of the State. The citizens of a 
State would be divided into two groups, one of 
which would benefit from the provisions of an 
international convention, and cease to be subject 
to the country's laws and might even appeal to 
foreign Governments for protection against those 
laws. 

Nothing of the kind existed in international 
law. Such assertions were so obviously irregular 
that representatives had objected to the claim on 
several occasions and had stated that the advan­
tages of the convention could not be granted to 
national correspondents. Whatever efforts were 
made to silence those protests, the question was 
inescapable. The inclusion in the convention of 
articles permitting the interference of foreign 
States in the status of the citizens of another State 
could lead only to international complications. 

Those were the considerations the Committee 
should bear in mind in considering- the Indian 
proposal. It had been claimed that the proposal 
was inadmissible from the point of view of pro­
cedure. Even if that objection had any founda­
tion, there had been no concern for procedure in 
many other cases, when questions affecting the 
interests of only one or a few States had been 
involved. That was a question affecting the inter­
ests of all countries. If the Committee had made 
a mistaken decision on the point, it would have to 
go back on its decision and deal once more with 
the question of the application of the convention 
to national correspondents as well as with the 
more general question of the exclusive privileges 
accorded to foreig-n correspondents. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) thought the Belgian rep­
resentative's argument against the admissibility 
of the Indian amendment unfounded. The Com­
mittee had made a decision of principle on the 
definition of a correspondent. But there was 
nothing to prevent it from making subsequent 
exceptions to that definition. The new paragraph 
proposed by the six delegations in fact made an 
exception to the principle. The Indian amendment 
did no more than extend that exception. 

The question was not therefore one of reopen­
ing the discussion on the Committee's decision, 
but of ascertaining whether the exception already 
made in the text under discussion could be 
extended. The proposed new paragraph limited 
that exception while the Indian amendment 
extended it, without, however, withdrawing the 
p_rivileges they enjoyed from information agen­
CJes. 

In support of the Egyptian representative's 
remarks, Mrs. RAY (India) pointed out that as 
the discussion on paragraph 8 of article XII had 
been reopened, the amendment proposed by her 
delegation was in order. In fact, it simply ex­
tended the exception already contained in the 
paragraph proposed. 

dispositions sont en contradiction avec les prin­
cipes memes du droit international qui veulent que 
l'on n'accorde pas aux etrangers des droits dont 
ne jouissent pas les ressortissants ~ationau;c .. , On 
a ensuite voulu accorder ces memes pnvtleges 
a~x corre~pondants employes par une entreprise 
d'information etrangere mais ressortissants clu 
pays ou se trouve l'entreprise, et soustraire ainsi 
ces citoyens a la juridiction nationale. Cette pre­
tention met en peril le respect par les citoyens 
des lois et de la souverainete de l'Etat. Les 
citoyens d'un Etat se verraient repartis en deux 
fractions dont l'une, beneficiant des dispositions 
d'une convention internationale, cesserait d' etre 
soumise aux lois du pays et pourrait meme faire 
appel contre ces lois a la protection de gouverne­
ments etrangers. 

II n'existe rien de tel en droit international. 
L'anomalie de pareilles affirmations est si evidente 
qu'a plusieurs reprises des representants se sont 
eleves contre cette pretention et ont declare que 
!'on ne saurait accorder les avantages de Ia conven­
tion aux correspondants nationaux. Quels que 
soient les efforts faits pour faire taire ces protesta­
tions, l'on ne peut echapper a Ia question. L'inclu­
sion dans Ia convention d'articles permettant 
l'immixtion d'Etats etrangers clans le statut des 
citoyens d'un autre Etat ne pourrait concluire qu'a 
des complications internationales. 

Telles sont les considerations clont Ia Commis­
sion doit tenir compte en examinant Ia proposition 
de l'Inde. On a pretendu que cette proposi­
tion etait irrecevable du point de vue de la proce­
dure. Meme si cette objection a quelque fonde­
ment, dans bien des cas, alors qu'il ne s'agissait 
que de questions touchant les intt~rets cl'un ou de 
quelques Etats, !'on ne s'est pas preoccupe de 
Ia procedure. II s'agit ici d'une question qui 
concerne les interets de tous les pays. Si la Com­
mission a pris sur ce point une decision erronee, 
elle doit revenir sur cette decision et envisager a 
nouveau la question de !'application de Ia conven­
tion aux correspondants nationaux ainsi que Ia 
question plus generale des privileges exclusifs 
accordes aux correspondants etrangers. 

Pour M. BAGDADI (Egypte), !'argumentation 
du representant de Ia Belgique contre Ia receva­
bilite de l'amendement de l'Indie n'est pas fondee. 
La Commission a pris une decision de principe 
concernant Ia definition du correspondant. Mais 
rien ne l'empeche d'y apporter par Ia suite des 
exceptions. Or le nouvel alinea propose par les 
six delegations pose precisement une exception a 
ce principe. L'amendement de l'Inde ne vise qu'a 
etendre cette exception. 

La question n'est done pas de rouvrir le debat 
sur la decision prise par Ia Commission, mais de 
savoir si l'on peut etendre !'exception deja posee 
clans le texte en discussion. Le nouvel alinea 
propose limite cette exception tandis que l'amende­
ment de l'Inde l'elargit sans, par ailleurs, enlever 
a I' entreprise d'information les privileges dont elle 
jouit. 

Mme RAY (Inde), appuyant les observations que 
vient de faire le representant de l'Egypte, souligne 
que, puisque le debat est rouvert sur l'alinea 8 
de !'article XII, l'amendement propose par sa 
delegation est recevable; il ne fait, en effet, 
qu'elargir !'exception deja contenue dans le para­
graphe propose. 
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Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
observed that, by virtue of article I, a corre­
spondent could be a national of the country in 
which the information agency was situated. The 
new paragraph proposed for article XII simply 
gave a State the option of regarding its nationals 
as correspondents within the definition given in 
the convention. According to the Indian amend­
ment, on the other hand, the convention would 
not be applicable to nationals employed as corre­
spondents by a foreign information agency. The 
amendment therefore contradicted article I and 
made it necessary to reopen the discussion on 
that article. Moreover, in his opinion, the text 
of the paragraph proposed in document AjC.3j 
502 to a large extent disposed of the anxieties 
of the Indian delegation. 

With regard to the remarks of the USSR rep­
resentative, he pointed out that article III con­
tained the necessary guarantees of respect for 
national legislation as it stipulated that corre­
spondents - both national and foreign - and 
information agencies must comply with the laws 
in force in the countries in which they worked. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) supported the 
Indian amendment (A/C.3j508). It would make 
it possible to prevent certain nationals from 
attempting to harm their countries under cover 
of the protection the convention gave correspond­
ents. The convention might establish such immu­
nity for correspondents that it would be too diffi­
cult for a State to denounce the activities carried 
on by a national correspondent under the protec­
tion of the provisions on freedom of information. 

While it was true there was a risk that adoption 
of the Indian amendment might lead to discrimi­
natory measures against national correspondents, 
there was on the other hand a risk of even more 
dangerous discrimination against nationals of a 
State in the granting to some of those nationals, 
in their capacity as correspondents, immunity to 
carry on activities prejudicial to their countries. 

It would therefore be wise to adopt the Indian 
amendment. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) said that the proposed 
new paragraph only appeared to change the situ­
ation. What difference was there between ensuring 
that information agencies had the advantages of 
the convention and ensuring that correspondents 
had them? Would not the correspondents enjoy 
the advantages of the convention as representa­
tives of the agencies ? 

In his opinion, the Indian amendment did not 
broaden the idea contained in the paragraph; in 
fact, it contained an opposite idea, which con­
tradicted the principle adopted at the beginning 
of the Committee's examination of the convention. 
If, however, the amendment were considered to 
be in order, the contradiction might be attenuated 
by using at the beginning an expression such as : 
"None of the provisions of the Convention can 
compel a Contracting State to apply this Conven­
tion to one of its nationals ... " Moreover, in 
order to take into account the United States rep­
resentative's observation that the amendment 
caused ambiguity, the words "operating in its 
territory" would have to be added after "infor­
mation agency of another Contracting State". 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) fait 
observer que, en vertu de !'article premier, un 
correspondant pent etre un ressortissant du pays 
ott se trouve l'entreprise d'information. Le nouvel 
alinea propose pour !'article XII ne fait que 
laisser a Ia discretion de l'Etat Ia faculte de con­
siderer ses ressortissants comme correspondants 
dans l'acception definie par la convention. Selon 
l'amendement de l'Inde, au contraire, la convention 
n'est pas applicable aux ressortissants nationaux 
employes comme corresponclants par une entre­
prise d'information etrangere. Cet amenclement 
contredit done !'article premier et necessite la 
remise en discussion de cet article. Par ailleurs, 
a son avis, le texte de l'alinea propose dans le 
document AjC.3j502 repond dans une large 
mesure aux preoccupations de l'Inde. 

A propos des observations du representant de 
l'URSS, M. van Heuven Goeclhart signale que 
!'article III contient les garanties necessaires 
concernant le respect des lois nationales puisqu'il 
stipule que les corresponclants - tant nationaux 
qu'etrangers- et les entreprises d'information 
doivent se conformer aux lois en vigueur dans les 
pays ou ils exercent leur activite. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) approuve 
l'amendement de l'Inde (A/C.3/508) car il 
permet d'eviter que certains ressortissants natio­
naux ne cherchent a porter prejudice a leur pays 
sons le couvert de la protection accordee par la 
convention aux correspondants. La convention 
risquerait d'etablir une telle immunite pour le 
correspondant qu'il serait excessivement difficile 
pour un Etat de denoncer l'activite exercee par un 
correspondant ressortissant de cet Etat, sous la 
protection des dispositions relatives a Ia ilberte 
de !'information. 

S'il est vrai que !'on risque, en adoptant 
l'amendement de l'Inde, de prendre des mesures 
discriminatoires contre les correspondants natio­
naux, l'on risque, par contre, d'etablir une discrimi­
nation plus dangereuse encore a l'encontre des 
ressortissants nationaux d'un Etat en accordant 
l'immunite a certains de ces ressortissants en 
qualite de correspondants dans l'accomplissement 
d'activites prejudiciables a leur pays. 

II serait clone prudent d'adopter l'amendement 
de l'Inde. 

M. AzKoUL (Liban) declare que le nouvel 
alinea propose ne modifie qu'en apparence la situa­
tion anterieure. QueUe difference existe-t-il, en 
effet, entre le fait d'assurer les benefices de la 
convention a l'entreprise d'information et celui de 
!'assurer aux correspondants? Le correspondant 
ne jouira-t-il pas, comme representant de cette 
entreprise, des a vantages de Ia convention? 

L'amendement propose par l'Inde ne constitue 
pas, de l'avis de M. Azkoul, un elargissement de 
!'idee contenue dans cet alinea; il contient une 
idee opposee et contredit le principe adopte au 
debut de l'examen de Ia convention par Ia Com­
mission. Si, cependant, cet amendement etait 
juge recevable, l'on pourrait attenuer cette contra­
diction en employant au debut une expression telle 
que: "Aucune des dispositions de Ia Convention 
ne pent obliger un Etat contractant a appliquer 
cette convention a un de ses ressortissants . . ." 
D'autre part, pour tenir compte de Ia remarque 
du representant des Etats-Unis concernant 
!'equivoque creee par cet amenclement, il serait 
necessaire d'y ajouter les mots "operant sur son 
territoire" apres "entreprise d'information d'un 
autre Etat contractant". 
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If, however, the Indian amendment was declared 
to be out of order, the idea could be retained by 
requesting that the paragraph proposed by the 
six delegations, the first phrase of which was the 
same as the Indian amendment, should be voted 
on in parts. Mr. Azkoul added that he would 
reserve his right to suggest drafting changes in 
that paragraph. 

The Lebanese delegation was against applying 
the provisions of the convention to correspondents 
who were nationals of the country where the 
information agencies were operating, not because 
it wished to curtail the privileges granted to 
them - the privileges of citizens would always 
in fact be greater than those which might be 
granted to foreign correspondents - but as a 
matter of principle or for constitutional reasons. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) felt that a distinction 
should be made between the question of national 
jurisdiction and that of discrimination. If too 
rigid a formula were adopted in the matter of 
jurisdiction, there was a risk of establishing dis­
crimination against some correspondents. 

With regard to the misgivings of the Indian 
representative about the second phrase of the 
paragraph, Mr. Noreiga thought that the scope 
of the sentence might be more clearly defined by 
adopting some such wording as, "taking into 
account, however, the fact that any decision on 
this matter should not affect the facilities granted 
to information agencies as such". Thus, it would 
be specified that the information agency was act­
ing as a legal entity. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
emphasized that the paragraph proposed by the 
six delegations went as far as possible to meet the 
objections raised. It represented a compromise 
between the view that the State could not allow 
its own nationals the privileges granted to foreign­
ers, and the view that it was impossible to 
grant to foreigners privileges which nationals did 
not enjoy. Under the proposed text, unless a 
State decided otherwise, it was not required to 
regard its own nationals as foreign correspond­
ents. No Contracting State could therefore lodge 
a complaint on behalf of one of those nationals 
employed by one of its information agencies. Such 
complaints could be made only on behalf of the 
information agency as a legal entity and because 
of possible obstacles to its work. 

The text proposed by the six delegations there­
fore took both points of view into consideration as 
far as possible. It did not exclude nationals from 
the benefits of the convention in so far as the 
execution of their duties in the information agency 
was concerned; but it did exclude them where 
their relations with their own State were con­
cerned. 

Mr. BORATYNSKI (Poland) said that the rela­
tionship between citizens and their own Govern­
ment was regulated only by domestic legislation. 
It would be irregular to try to determine that 
relationship in an international convention. The 
fact that the convention would grant privileges 
to national correspondents only in connexion with 
the execution of their duties did not change the 
anomalous nature of the provision. Privileges 

Si, cependant, l'amendement de l'Inde est declare 
irrecevable, il sera possible d'en conserver l'idee 
en demandant le vote par division sur l'alinea 
propose par les six delegations, dont le premier 
membre de phrase est identique a l'amendement de 
l'Inde. M. Azkoul se reserve, par ailleurs, de 
suggerer des modifications de redaction a cet 
alinea. 

La delegation du Liban se prononce contre 
!'application des dispositions de la convention aux 
correspondants qui sont ressortissants du pays ou 
se trouve l'entreprise d'information, cela non pas 
pour restreindre les privileges qui leur sont 
accordes - les privileges des citoyens seront tou­
jours superieurs en fait a ceux que l'on pourra 
accorder aux correspondants etrangers-mais pour 
des raisons de principe et des motifs d'ordre con­
stitutionnel. 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique) estime qu'il faut dis­
tinguer la question de Ia juridiction nationale et 
celle de la discrimination. Si l'on adopte une 
formule trap rigide en matiere de juridiction, on 
risque d'etablir une discrimination a l'encontre de 
certains correspondants. 

En ce qui concerne les preoccupations de la 
representante de l'Inde relatives au second membre 
de phrase de l'alinea, M. Noriega pense que l'on 
pourrait, pour preciser la porte de ce texte, y 
ajouter un libelle tel que: "tenant compte, cepen­
dant, du fait que toute decision a cet effet ne devra. 
pas porter atteinte aux facilites accordees aux 
entreprises d'information en tant que telles". On 
specifierait ainsi que l'entreprise d'information agit 
en tant que personne morale. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) souligne 
que l'alinea propose par les six delegations repond 
dans toute Ia mesure du possible aux objections 
qui ont ete soulevees. II represente un compromis 
entre la these de ceux qui affirment que l'Etat ne 
peut pas donner a ses ressortissants les privileges 
accordes aux etrangers et la these de ceux qui 
soutiennent qu'il est impossible d'accorder aux 
etrangers des privileges dont ne jouissent pas les 
ressortissants nationaux. Selon le texte propose, 
un Etat, a moins qu'il n'en prenne la decision, n'est 
pas tenu de considerer ses ressortissants comme 
des correspondants etrangers. Aucun autre Etat 
contractant ne peut done porter plainte au nom de 
l'un de ces ressortissants employes par une de ses 
entreprises d'information ; les plaintes ne peuvent 
etre adressees qu'au nom de l'entreprise d'informa­
tion comme personne morale et en raison des 
obstacles qui pourraient etre mis aux travaux de 
cette entreprise. 

Le texte propose par les six delegations tient 
done compte, dans toute Ia mesure du possible, des 
deux points de vue: il n'exclut pas de la conven­
tion les ressortissants nationaux dans la mesure 
ou il s'agit de l'accomplissement de leurs fonctions 
au sein de l'entreprise d'information; mais il les 
en exclut en ce qui concerne leurs relations avec 
l'Etat dont ils sont ressortissants. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) declare que les rap­
ports entre les citoyens et leur gouvernement ne 
sont regis que par les lois nationales. II serait 
anormal de vouloir les determiner dans nne con­
vention internationale. Le fait que la convention 
n'accorderait de privileges aux correspondants 
nationaux qu'en relation avec l'accomplissement 
de leurs fonctions ne modifie pas l'anomalie de 
cette disposition. Les privileges et immunites sont 
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and immunities were always granted in connexion 
with the exercise of a duty, but usually referred 
only to certain categories of foreigners and not 
to nationals. 

The Polish delegation therefore strongly 
opposed the provision. 

Mr. MAYRAND (Canada) observed that, con­
trary to the Egyptian representative's statement, 
the paragraph proposed by the six delegations did 
not make an exception to the definition of a cor­
respondent in article I. The paragraph was drawn 
up in very general terms: its aim was to leave 
it to a State to decide whether or not to consider 
one of its own nationals as a correspondent in the 
sense defined by the convention. 

The Indian amendment therefore in fact 
brm;ght paragraph 4 of article I under discussion 
agam. 

Mrs. RAY (India) agreed to the inclusion of 
the words "operating in its territory", suggested 
by the Lebanese representative, to avoid the 
ambiguity pointed out by the United States rep­
resentative. She said that her delegation had never 
intended to extend the privileges granted by the 
convention to nationals employed by foreign infor­
mation agencies. It was only concerned to see 
protection granted to correspondents of foreign 
nationality. 

The Lebanese representative had said that the 
first part of the paragraph proposed by the six 
delegations was virtually identical with the amend­
ment submitted by India, and she hoped that that 
amendment would h~ supported by all delegations. 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) recalled that the French 
representative had said that the convention satis­
fied nobody completely. 

Without wishing to go deeply into the reasons 
why he opposed the amendments submitted by 
the delegations of India and Afghanistan, he 
pointed out to their supporters that the amend­
ments contradicted other articles of the conven­
tion, and especially paragraph 4 of article XII. 
According to the provisions of that paragraph, 
nothing in the convention should be construed as 
prejudicing the adoption by a Contracting State 
of any legislation requiring that a portion of the 
staff employed by foreign enterprises operating in 
its territory should be composed of nationals of 
that State. It was now suggested that that national 
personnel should be deprived of the privileges 
granted to the foreign agency in which it was 
employed. 

The Syrian delegation could not subscribe to 
such discrimination. 

The CHAJRJ\L\N requested that, before voting 
on the Indian amendment, the Committee should 
decide whether to reopen discussion on the deci­
sion of principle it had taken, in connexion with 
article I, concerning the definition of a corre­
spondent. 

The result of the vote was 22 in favour, 19 
against and 3 abstentions. The proposal to reopen 
discussion on that question was not adopted, 
having failed to obtain the required two-thirds 
majority. 

toujours accordes en rapport avec l'exercice d'une 
fonction, mais concernent normalement certaines 
categories d'etrangers et non pas des ressortissants 
nationaux. 

La delegation polonaise est done entierement 
opposee a cette disposition. 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) fait remarquer que, 
contrairement aux affirmations du representant de 
l'Egypte, l'alinea propose par les six delegations ne 
cree pas une exception a Ia definition du corres­
pondant figurant a !'article premier. Cet alinea 
est en effet redige en termes tres generaux: il 
vise a laisser aux Etats contractants Ia faculte de 
considerer ou non l'un de leurs ressortissants 
comme un correspondant dans l'acception definie 
par Ia convention. 

L'amendement de l'Inde remet done effective­
ment en discussion l'alinea 4 de !'article premier. 

Mme RAY (Inde) accepte !'addition des mots 
"operant sur son territoire", suggeree par le repre­
sentant du Liban, pour eviter !'equivoque indiquee 
par le representant des Etats-Unis. Elle declare 
que sa delegation n'a jamais eu !'intention d'eten­
dre aux ressortissants nationaux employes par 
une entreprise d'information etrangere les privi­
leges accordes par la convention. Sa delegation 
tient uniquement a ce qu'une protection soit 
accordee aux correspondants de nationalite 
etrangere. 

Soulignant le fait que le representant du Liban 
a indique que la premiere partie du paragraphe 
propose par les six delegations est pratiquement 
identique a l'amendement presente par l'Inde, 
Mme Ray exprime l'espoir que cet amendement 
recevra l'appui de toutes les delegations. 

M. KAHALI ( Syrie) rappelle que le representant 
de la France a declare que cette convention ne 
donnait entierement satisfaction a personne. 

Sans vouloir s'etendre sur les raisons qui lui 
font combattre les amendements de l'Inde et de 
!'Afghanistan, il fait remarquer a leurs partisans 
que les termes de ces amendements sont en contra­
diction avec les articles de Ia convention et plus 
particulierement avec l'alinea 4 de !'article XII. 
En effet, aux termes de cet alinea, aucune des 
dispositions de la convention ne peut porter 
atteinte a !'adoption par un Etat contractant de 
dispositions legales aux termes desquelles le per­
sonnel des entreprises etrangeres fonctionnant sur 
son territoire devra comprendre des ressortissants 
de cet Etat. Or on voudrait maintenant supprimer 
a ce personnel national les benefices accordes aux 
entreprises etrangeres dans lesquelles il est 
employe. 

La delegation de la Syrie ne peut souscrire a 
cette discrimination. 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission, prealable­
ment au vote sur l'amendement de l'Inde, a se 
prononcer sur la remise en discussion de la deci­
sion de principe qu'elle a prise a propos de !'article 
premier concernant la definition du correspondant. 

Il y a 22 voi:c pour, 19 voi:c contre et 3 absten­
tions. N' ayant pas obtenu la majorite requise des 
deu:c tiers, la proposition tendant a rouvrir le 
debat sur cette question est rejetee. 
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The CHAIRMAN stated that as a result of the 
vote just taken, the Indian amendment was no 
longer under discussion. 

He put the amendment submitted by the dele­
gation of Afghanistan (A/C.3/507) to the vote. 

The amendment was rejected by 16 votes to 7, 
-with 21 abstentions. 

Mr. Az KOUL (Lebanon), supported by Mrs. 
RAY (India), asked that the new paragraph pro­
posed by the six delegations (A/C.3j502) should 
be put to the vote in parts, the first part from the 
beginning to the words "this Convention", and 
the second part from there to the end. 

Mr. Azkoul further felt that, in order to give 
greater clarity to the paragraph, it would be well 
to add the phrase "employed by a foreign infor­
mation agency operating in its territory" after 
the words "one of its own nationals"; in the 
second part, the words "the information agency" 
should be replaced by the words "that informa­
tion agency", and that the words "by which such 
national is employed" should be deleted. 

Mr. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia), Mr. 
KAYSER (France), Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico), Mr. 
ARAMBURU (Peru), Mr. RuNDALL (United 
Kingdom) and Mr. CANHAM (United States of 
America) accepted the suggestion of the Leba­
nese representative. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first part 
of the paragraph, from the words "Nothing in 
the present" to the words "this Convention", as 
amended. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows: 
India, having been drawn by lot by the Chair­

man, was called upon to vote first. 
In favour: India, Iraq, Lebanon, Mexico, 

Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, 
Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of 
South Africa, Union of Soviet Socialist Repub­
lics, United Kingdom, United States of America, 

·Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Burma, Byelorus­
sian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Chile, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Ecuador, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Guatemala, 
Honduras. 

Abstaining: Belgium, China. 
The first part of the paragraph was adopted by 

45 votes to .none, with 2 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the second 
part of the paragraph from the words "except to 
the extent" to the end, as amended. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows: 
The Byclorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, was 
called upon to vote first. 

In favour: Canada, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, France, 
Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nether­
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, 
Peru, Philippines, Sweden, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States of 
America, Australia, Belgium, Brazil. 

Against: Chile, Egypt, India, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Pakistan, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Social-

Le PRESIDENT declare que, a la suite du vote 
qui vient d'avoir lieu, l'amendement de l'Inde n'est 
plus en discussion. 

II met aux voix l'amendement de 1' Afghanistan 
(A/C.3/507). 

Par 16 voix contre 7, avec 21 abstentions, 
l'amendement est rejete. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban), appuye par Mme RAY 
(In de), demande que le nouvel alinea propose 
par les six delegations (A/C.3j502) soit mis 
aux voix par division, la premiere partie allant 
du debut aux mots "cette Convention," Ia seconde 
de ces mots a la fin. 

II estime par ailleurs qu'il y aurait lieu, pour 
donner plus de clarte a ce paragraphe, d'ajouter 
apres les mots : 'Tun de ses ressortissants" le mem­
bre de phrase: "employe par une entreprise d'in­
formation etrangere exen;ant son activite sur son 
territoire", de remplacer, dans la seconde partie, 
les mots: "l'agence d'information" par: "cette 
entreprise d'information," et de supprimer les 
mots : "a laquelle ce ressortissant est employe". 

M. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie), 
M. KAYSER (France), M. NoRIEGA (Mexique), 
M. ARAMBuRu (Perou), M. RuNDALL 
(Royaume Uni) et M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis 
d' Amerique) acceptent Ia suggestion du represen­
tant du Liban. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la premiere partie 
de l'alinea, du debut aux mots "cette Convention", 
telle qu' elle a ete amen dee. 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par l'Inde, dont le nom est 

tire au sort par le President: 
Votent pour: Inde, Irak, Liban, Mexique, Pays­

Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, 
Pakistan, Panama, Perou, Philippines, Pologne, 
Arabie saoudite, Siam, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d;Ame­
rique, Venezuela, Yemen, Y ougoslavie, Afgha­
nistan, Argentine, Australie, Bresil, Birmanie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, 
Canada, Chili, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Dane­
mark, Equateur, Egypte, Ethiopie, France, Grece, 
Guatemala, Honduras. 

S' abstiennent: Belgique, Chine. 
Par 45 voix contre zero, avec 2 abstentions, la 

premiere partie de l'alinea est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met ensuite aux voix la seconde 
partie de l'alinea, des mots "si ce n'est dans la 
mesure" jusqu'a Ia fin, telle qu'elle a ete amendee. 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L' appel commence par la Republique socialiste 

sovietique de Bielorussie, dont le nom est tire au 
sort par le President. 

Votent pour: Canada, Colombie, Cesta-Rica, 
Cuba, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Equa­
teur, France, Grece, Guatemala, Honduras, 
Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, 
Norvege, Panama, Perou, Philippines, Suede, 
Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis 
d' Amerique, Australie, Belgique, Bresil. 

V otent contre: Chili, Egypte, In de, Irak, Liban, 
Pakistan, Pologne, Arabie saoudite, Syrie, Re­
publique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union 
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ist Republics, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Burma. 

Abstaining: Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re­
public, China, Ethiopia, Siam, Turkey, Venezuela. 

The second part of the paragraph was adopted 
by 26 votes to 16, with 6 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the para­
graph as a whole, as amended. 

The paragraph as amended was adopted by 30 
votes to 7, with 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN referred the Belgian amend­
ment (A/C.3/509) to article X to Sub-Committee 
5. 

The meeting rose at 6.5 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY­
THIRD MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Tuesday, 10 May 1949, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yemen, 
Y ougoslavie, Afghanistan, Argentine, Birmanie. 

S'abstiennent: Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bietorussie, Chine, Ethiopie, Siam, Turquie, 
Venezuela. 

Par 26 voix contre 16, avec 6 abstentions, la 
seconde partie de l'alin,ea est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble de 
alinea ainsi amende. 

Par 30 voix contre 7, avec 9 abstentions, l' alinea 
ainsi amende est adopt e. 

Le PRESIDENT renvoie a la Sous-Commission 5 
l'amendement presente par la delegation de la 
Belgique (A/C.3/509) a l'article X. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 5. 

DEUX CENT VINGT-TROISIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mardi 10 mai 1949 d 10 h. 30. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

158. Election of a new Vice-Chairman 158. Election d'un nouveau Vice­
President 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Vice-Chairman, 
Mr. Ingebretsen (Norway) would not be able 
to continue in that capacity and called for nomi­
nations for a new Vice-Chairman. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium), supported by the rep­
resentatives of SAuDI ARABIA, UNITED KINGDOM, 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA and FRANCE, pro­
posed Mr. Noriega (Mexico). 

Mr. Noriega (Mexico) was unanimously 
elected Vice-Chairman. 

159. Freedom of information: report 
of the Economic and Social Coun· 
cil (A/ 631) (continued) 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION: REPORT OF SuB-COMMITTEE 5 (A/ 
C.3/496 AND AjC.3j496j ADD.l) (CONTINUED) 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to take 
up the second reading of the draft convention on 
the international transmission of news and the 
right of correction as presented in the report of 
Sub-Committee 5 (A/C.3/496, AjC.3j496/ 
Add.l). He explained that it was for the Com­
mittee to decide whether that Sub-Committee had 
in any instance introduced substantive changes, 
contrary to its terms of reference. The Commit­
tee could make any drafting changes it might 
find necessary. No discussion of substance could, 
however, be permitted. In those circumstances, 
the articles, having been read out one by one, 
would be regarded, in the absence of any objec­
tions, as adopted. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), supported by the representatives of 
INDIA and BELGIUM, requested that a formal vote 
should be taken on each article. The Committee 
was taking action on the draft convention for the 
last time. The vote therefore might be regarded 

Le PRESIDENT declare que M. Ingebretsen 
( N orvege), Vice-President, ne pourra continuer 
a exercer ses fonctions, et invite la Commission a 
presenter des candidats a ce poste. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique), appuye par les repre­
sentants de I' ARABIE SAOUDITE, du ROYAUME-UNI, 
des ETATs-UNIS D'AMERIQUE et de la FRANCE, 
propose la candidature de M. Noriega ( Mexique). 

A l'unanimite, M. Noriega (M exique) est elu 
Vzce-President. 

159. Liberte de !'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA TRANSMIS­
SION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS 
ET AU DROIT DE RECTIFICATION; RAPPORT DE LA 
Sous-CoMMISSION 5 (A/C.3/496 ET A/C.3/ 
496 I ADD.l ) (SUITE) 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a examiner 
en seconde lecture le projet de convention relatif 
a la transmission internationale des informations 
et au droit de rectification, tel qu'il figure dans le 
rapport de Ia Sous-Commission 5 (A/C.3/496, 
AjC.3j496j Add.l). II explique qu'il appartient a 
Ia Commission de decider si la Sous-Commission, 
contrairement a son mandat, n'a pas, dans un cas 
ou un autre, introduit des modifications de fond. 
La Commission peut faire tout changement de 
redaction qu'elle estimera necessaire; par contre, 
aucune discussion sur le fond ne sera permise. Les 
articles seront Ius un a un et si aucune objection 
n'est presentee, ils seront consideres comme adop­
tes. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques), appuye par les representants 
de l'INDE et de la BELGIQUE, demande qu'un vote 
forme! intervienne sur chaque article. C' est la 
derniere fois que la Commission prend des deci­
sions en ce qui concerne le projet de co~vention. 




