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of Lebanon, Mr. Davies did not think that the 
disputes would be settled more rapidly by re­
course to the International Court of Justice than 
by use of the procedure suggested in his pro­
posal. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, in the absence of a 
basic text, he would put the Norwegian proposal 
to the vote first, since it had been the first to be 
submitted. 

He put to the vote the text submitted by the 
Norwegian delegation for article 10 (A/C.3/ 
429). 

The text was adopted by 20 votes to 11, 'With 
6 abstentions. 

Mr. KAYSER explained that in voting against 
the Norwegian text he had meant to indicate 
his preference for the United Kingdom proposal. 
He wished to make it quite clear, however, that 
his country had no objection to recourse to the 
International Court of Justice and, if the Nor­
wegian text had been the only one before the 
Committee, he would have supported it. 

The meeting rose at 6.15 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY-SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Thursday, 21 April 1949, at 11 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norway). 

131. 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 
CORRECTION1 (E/1065 AND AjC.3j425) (CON­
TINUED) 

Article 10 (continued) 

Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
stated that the United States delegation had 
voted against the Norwegian amendment pro­
viding for the compulsory reference of disputes 
concerning application of the convention to the 
International Court of Justice. Because its ac­
ceptance of the compulsory jurisdiction of the 
Court was conditional, the United States was 
constrained to reserve its position in the matter. 

Article A (AjC.J/425) 
The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the 

additional article which the French delegation had 
suggested should be inserted at the beginning of 
section II of the convention, concerning the right 
of correction. 

He asked whether the Committee agreed that 
that part of the convention should be entitled : 
"Section II. International Right of Correction". 

It was so decided. 
1 Final title of the text amalgamating the texts of the 

draft conventions on first, the gathering and international 
transmission of news, and secondly, the international right 
of correction. 

The principle of amalgamating the texts was adopted by 
the Third Committee at its !95th meeting; the final title 
of the draft was decided on at the 208th meeting. 

sentant du Liban, M. Davies ne pense pas qu'en 
ayant recours a la Cour internationale de Justice 
on regie plus rapidement les differends qu'en sui­
vant la procedure suggeree dans sa proposition. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que, comme il n'y a pas 
de texte de base, il mettra d'abord aux voix la 
proposition de la N orvege, qui a ete soumise la 
premiere. 

II met aux voix le texte soumis par la delega­
tion de la N orvege en tant qu'article 10 (A/ 
C.3/429). 

Par 20 voix contre 11, avec 6 abstentions, le 
texte est adopte. 

M. KAYSER (France) fait savoir qu'en votant 
contre le texte de la N orvege il marquait sa pre­
ference pour la proposition du Royaume-Uni. II 
tient a preciser cependant que son pays n'est aucu­
nement oppose au recours a la Cour internationale 
de Justice et que, si le texte de la N orvege avait 
ete le seul dont filt saisie la Commission, il lui 
aurait donne son approbation. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 15. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-SEIZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 21 avril1949, a 11 heures. 

President: M. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (N orvege). 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA TRANS­
MISSION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS 
ET AU DROIT DE RECTIFICATION1 (E/1065 ET 
A/C.3/425) (SUITE) 

Article 10 (suite) 
Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) de­

clare que la delegation des Etats-Unis a vote contre 
l'amendement de la N orvege tendant a rendre 
obligatoire le renvoi devant la Cour internationale 
de Justice des differends relatifs a !'application de 
la convention. Les Etats-Unis, qui n'acceptent que 
sous condition le principe de la juridiction obliga­
toire de la Cour internationale de Justice, se sont 
vus dans !'obligation de reserver leur position en 
la matiere. 
Article A (AjC.3j425) 

Le PRESIDENT ouvre le debat sur l'article addi­
tionnel que la delegation de la France propose 
d'inserer en tete de la section II de la convention, 
section relative au droit de rectification. 

Le President demande tout d'abord a la Com­
mission si elle ~st d'accord pour intituler cette 
partie de la convention: "Section II: Droit de rec­
tification en matiere internationale". 

Il en est ainsi decide. 
1 Titre definitif du texte qui n!unit en un seul les textes 

des projets de convention relatifs, l'un a l'acces aux infor­
mations et a leur transmission d'un pays a !'autre, !'autre 
a !'institution du droit de rectification en matiere inter­
nationale. 

Le principe de Ia fusion a ete adopte par Ia Troisieme 
Commission a sa 19Seme seance; le titre definiti£ du 
projet a ete arrete a Ia 208eme seance. 
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Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that the amendments proposed by his delegation 
( A/C.3j450) were merely drafting changes de­
signed to bring the two sections of the convention 
into harmony. As the words "public or private" 
had been re-inserted in the definition of an in­
formation agency in article 1 of the convention, 
the United Kingdom delegation withdrew its pro­
posal for their deletion. 

Mr. TERROU (France) agreed to the drafting 
amendments suggested by the United Kingdom 
delegation. He had some hesitation, however, in 
accepting the phrase "and other broadcasting or­
ganizations", since the French translation of that 
expression "organisations de radiodiffusion" had 
a precise meaning which did not cover television 
or facsimile organizations. 

Mr. DAVIS (United Kingdom) said that it was 
essential to retain the word "other" in the English 
text, for the sake of clarity. 

As Mr. TERROU (France) and Mr. DAVIS 
(United Kingdom) agreed that the difficulty was 
a simple matter of drafting which could easily 
be removed, the CHAIRMAN accepted their view. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) was surprised that it should have 
been thought necessary to begin section II of 
the convention with a fresh list of definitions, 
different from those which had already been 
adopted for the same terms in the first part of 
the draft. 

The Committee had decided to amalgamate 
the two drafts of the convention. It therefore 
followed that it had only one single instrument 
before it, and that the list of definitions con­
tained in article 1 should apply to the whole 
document. The contrary view would be inad­
missible : in the event of a dispute concerning 
the interpretation of the terms of the conven­
tion, which definition would prevail? 

Mr. TERROU (France) explained that his dele­
gation had proposed the insertion of article A 
in the interests of clarity. The circumstances in 
which section I and section II would have to 
be interpreted and applied were not the same; 
moreover, the two sections were entirely separate. 
Hence to have two lists of definitions could only 
facilitate the application of the convention. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) concurred in the re­
marks of the USSR representative. He pointed 
out also that the different definitions given to the 
same term in the body of the instrument could 
give rise to misinterpretations. For instance, the 
words "created and organized under the laws 
and regulations of the Contracting State", in­
cluded in the definition of an information agency 
in article 1, did not appear in article A. Such an 
omission might lead to disagreement later on. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba), Mrs. RAY (India), Mr. 
ANDREN (Sweden), Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil), 
Mr. 0TANO VILANOVA (Argentina), Mr. BA­
ROODY (Saudi Arabia) and Mr. DEDIJER (Yugo-

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer que 
les amendements proposes par sa delegation (A/ 
C.3 /450) ne constituent que des modifications de 
redaction destinees uniquement a assurer la con­
formite des deux sections de la convention. Les 
mots "publique ou privee" ayant ete retablis dans 
la definition de l'entreprise d'information figurant 
a !'article premier de Ia convention, la delegation 
britannique retire Ia demande de suppression les 
concernant. 

M. TERROU (France) accepte les modifications 
de redaction suggerees par Ia delegation du 
Royaume-Uni. II a quelques scrupules toutefois a 
accepter la formule: "et autres organisations de 
radiodiffusion", car le terme: "organisations de 
radiodiffusion" a, en fran<;ais, un sens precis qui 
ne comprend pas les organisations de television ou 
de telephotocopie. 

M. DAviEs (Royaume-Uni) estime indispen­
sable de maintenir le mot: "autres" pour la clarte 
du texte anglais. 

M. TERROU (France) et M. DAVIES (Royaum@­
U ni) se declarant d'accord pour penser qu'il ne 
s'agit la que d'une simple difficulte de redaction 
aisement surmontable, le PRESIDENT accepte leur 
point de vue. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) s'etonne que l'on ait juge neces­
saire de faire preceder la section II de la conven­
tion d'une nouvelle liste de definitions, differentes 
de celles qui ont deja ete adoptees pour les memes 
termes dans la premiere partie du projet. 

La Commission s'est prononcee pour la fusion 
des deux projets de convention. En toute logique, 
elle n'a plus devant elle qu'un seul instrument, 
et la liste des definitions contenue dans l'article 
premier doit done s'appliquer a I' ensemble du docu­
ment. Le contraire serait inadmissible: en effet, en 
cas de contestation en ce qui concerne !'interpre­
tation des termes de la convention, laquelle des 
deux definitions prevaudrait-elle? 

M. TERRou (France) explique que sa delega­
tion a propose !'insertion de l'article A dans un 
souci de clarte. Les conditions d'interpretation et 
d'application de la section II ne sont pas les memes 
qu'en ce qui concerne la section I; de plus, les deux 
sections sont nettement separees. Dans ces con­
ditions, la presence de deux listes de definitions 
ne peut que faciliter !'application de la convention. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) appuie les observations du 
representant de l'URSS. II signale en outre que 
la difference qui existe entre les definitions don­
nees a un meme terme dans le corps de !'instrument 
peut donner lieu a de fausses interpretations. Par 
exemple, les mots : "creee et organisee dans le 
cadre des lois et reglements de l'Etat contractant", 
qui figurent dans la definition de l'entreprise d'in­
formation donnee a !'article premier, n'apparais­
sent pas a !'article A. On pourrait craindre qu'une 
telle omission ne prete ulterieurement a contra­
verse. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba), Mme RAY (Inde), 
M. ANDREN (Suede), M. PENTEADO (Bresil), 
M. 0TANO VrLANOVA (Argentine), M. BAROODY 
(Arabie saoudite) et M. DEDIJER (Y ougoslavie) 
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slavia) agreed with the views expressed by the 
USSR and Lebanese representatives. 

Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
supported the French proposal and accepted .the 
drafting amendments proposed by the Umted 
Kingdom delegation. 

As the French representative had remarked, 
the fact that the circumstances in which the two 
sections of the convention would have to be 
interpreted and applied would not necessarily 
be the same explained any discrepancies in the 
two lists of definitions. Thus film organizations, 
which were included in the definitions in article 
1, did not appear in the list of information agen­
cies to which section II of the convention applied. 
They had had to be omitted on account of the 
difficulties and complications which would, in 
practice, result from the application of the right 
of correction to newsreels. 

There was a further difference between the 
two sections of the convention which should be 
taken into account in the definitions. Section I 
applied to information agencies and correspon­
dents of the Contracting States. It might happen, 
however, that the news item with regard to 
which a Contracting State claimed the right of 
correction under section II came from an in­
formation agency or from correspondents of non­
contracting States. 

Mr. TERROU (France) withdrew his proposal, 
in view of the fact that the new definitions ap­
parently failed to give the desired clarity to the 
draft convention. 

Nevertheless he asked the Committee to bear 
in mind the important remarks made by the United 
States representative. It was true that it would be 
difficult in present circumstances to apply the 
right of correction to cinema newsreels. Perhaps 
that difficulty might be overcome by inserting a 
reservation on the subject in the draft convention. 
If the Committee wished, the French delega­
tion would submit a proposal to that effect. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) reminded the Committee of the re­
marks made by the Indian delegation at the 186th 
meeting on newsreels and their possiMe part in 
propaganda. Their importance in spreading ten­
dentious information should not be underesti­
mated. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) thought the 
Committee should be free to amend or add to 
articles which had already been adopted, should 
that be found necessary in the course of the de­
bate. There was, therefore, no reason why the 
French delegation's suggestion should not be 
adopted, and a reservation on the application of 
the right of correction to newsreels be inserted, 
for example, in article 1. 

On the other hand, the United States repre­
sentative had raised an important que~tion in 
pointing out that the right of correction should 
apply even where a non-contracting State took 
part in spreading information considered to be 
tendentious. An article on that matter should be 
inserted in the draft convention, stating for ex­
ample that: 

s'associent aux vues exprimees par les represen­
tants de l'URSS et du Liban. 

Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) 
defend Ia proposition de la France et donne son 
approbation aux modifications de redaction pro­
posees par la delegation du Royaume-Uni. 

Comme l'a fait remarquer le representant de Ia 
France, les conditions d'interpretation et d'appli­
cation ne seront pas forcement les memes pour 
les deux sections de Ia convention, ce qui explique 
les differences qui peuvent exister dans les deux 
series de definitions. C'est ainsi que les entreprises 
de cinematographie, qui figurent dans Ia defini­
tion donnee a !'article premier, n'apparaissent pas 
dans !'enumeration des differentes entreprises 
d'information auxquelles s'appliquera Ia section II 
de Ia convention. Cette omission est necessaire en 
raison des difficultes et des complications que 
presenterait dans le domaine pratique !'application 
du droit de rectification aux actualites cinemato­
graphiques. 

Mme Roosevelt signale d'autre part qu'il existe 
entre les deux sections de la convention une autre 
difference dont il faut tenir compte dans les de­
finitions. La section I s'applique en effet aux entre­
prises d'information ou de correspondants d'Etats 
contractants. Or, il se peut que !'information a 
prop06 de laquelle un Etat correspondant pourrait 
invoquer son droit de rectification en vertu de 
Ia section II emane d'une entreprise d'information 
ou de correspondants d'Etats non contractants. 

M. TERROU (France) declare que la delegation 
fran<;aise, voyant que les nouvelles definitions ne 
paraissent pas apporter au projet de convention la 
clarte desiree, retire sa proposition. 

II demande cependant a Ia Commission de tenir 
compte des importantes observations formulees 
par la representante des Etats-Unis. I1 est en 
effet difficile, a l'heure actuelle, d'appliquer le 
droit de rectification aux actualites cinemato­
graphiques. Peut-etre serait-il possible, pour resou­
dre cette difficulte, d'inserer une reserve a ce sujet 
dans le projet de convention? Si la Commission 
le desire, la delegation fran<;aise soumettra une 
proposition a cet effet. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) rappelle les observations pre­
sentees par Ia delegation de l'Inde, a la 186eme, 
seance, au sujet des actualites cinematographiques 
et du role qu'elles peuvent jouer dans le domaine 
de la propagande. I1 pense qu'on ne saurait sow;­
estimer leur importance en ce qui concerne Ia dif­
fusion d'informations tendancieuses. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) est d'avis que Ia 
Commission reste libre d'amender ou de com­
pleter des articles deja adoptes si le cours de ses 
debats en demontre Ia necessite. Rien ne l'empeche 
done d'adopter Ia suggestion de Ia delegation de 
Ia France et d'inserer une reserve relative a !'ap­
plication du droit de rectification aux actualites 
cinematographiques, a !'article premier par 
exemple. 

D'autre part, la representante des Etats-Unis 
a souleve un point important en signalant Ia neces­
site de faire en sorte que le droit de rectification 
puisse jouer meme au cas ou un Etat non contrac­
tant participerait a Ia diffusion de nouvelles con­
sideree.s comme. te?dan?.ieu~es. A ce sujet egale­
ment, 1! y aurart heu d mserer un article dans le 
pro jet de convention, portant par exemple que: 
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"Nothing in the present Convention shall re­
strict the right of the State to enjoy the right 
of correction given in this section regarding- re­
ports originating in another Contracting State but 
disseminated by the correspondents or informa­
tion agencies of a non-contracting State". 

Mr. AzKouL (Lebanon) thought that in order 
to indicate the difference between the two sections 
mentioned by the United States representative, 
it would be sufficient to use, in section II, the 
expression "correspondents or information agen­
cies of a Contracting or non-contracting State". 

While appreciating the practical difficulties 
mentioned by the United States representative, 
he thought the possibilities presented by motion 
pictures and photography for distorting infor­
mation should not be underestimated. States could 
not, therefore, be deprived of the right to correct 
them. If the practical difficulties were really in­
surmountable, the State which considered itself 
wronged would itself refrain from claiming pro­
tection under an unacceptable provision. It should, 
however, be allowed to obtain the correction by 
whatever means it thought best. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the French delega­
tion had withdrawn its proposal concerning 
article A, and opened the discussion on the 
.supplementary article B. 

_Article B (AjC.J/425)1 

Mr. TERROU (France) said that the text pro­
-posed by France for article B merely clarified 
but did not change the substance of article 1 of 
;the second draft convention. 

The words "of a Contracting or non-contract­
ing State" should be inserted after the words 
"information agencies" in conformity with the 
suggestion made by the Lebanese representa­
tive to meet the difficulties raised by the deletion 
.of article A. 

Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland) pointed out that 
the amendment proposed by his delegation ( Aj 
C.3/452) was the same as the ones which it had 
submitted to previous articles of the convention, 
and which the Committee had rejected. His dele­
gation thought it should submit that amendment 
again, in accordance with the aims it had pur­
sued since the beginning of the discussion on 
the convention; namely, to counteract the activi­
ties of warmongers. 

Those activities still continued. The hold main­
tained by monopolies in the United States over 
the Press, radio and the cinema was confirmed 
even by the American "Commission on Freedom 
of the Press", which had quoted examples. The 
position was the same in the United Kingdom. 
It was therefore easy to understand why the 
Press of those countries served the interests of 
war propaganda rather than the pacific desires 
of the people. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) explained that the 
only purpose of the Mexican proposal (AJC.3j 
417) was to give the Contracting States the right 
of correction when their prestige or dignity had 
been impaired by false or mendacious informa­
tion. 

1 Article IX in the final text (A/C.3/496 and A/C.3/ 
,496/ Add.l). 

"Rien dans la presente Convention ne limitera 
le droit d'un Etat d'invoquer le droit de rectifica­
tion qui lui est confere dans cette section a pro­
pos d'informations emanant d'un autre Etat con­
tractant mais repandues par les entreprises d'infor­
mation ou les correspondants d'un Etat non con­
tractant." 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) est d'avis qu'il suffirait, 
pour marquer la difference entre les deux sections 
signalee par la representante des Etats-Unis, d'em­
ployer dans Ia section II 1' expression : "correspon­
dants ou entreprises d'information d'un Etat con­
tractant ou non". 

D'autre part, tout en reconnaissant les diffi­
cultes d'ordre pratique signalees par la represen­
tante des Etats-Unis, M. Azkoul pense que l'on 
ne doit pas sous-estimer les possibilites de defor­
mation des nouvelles qu'offrent le cinema 11t la 
photographie. On ne peut done priver les Etats 
de la jouissance du droit de rectification a leur 
egard. Si les difficultes pratiques sont vraiment 
insurmontables, l'Etat qui se considerera lese 
renoncera de lui-meme a invoquer le benefice d'une 
disposition inacceptable. II faut cependant lui 
laisser la possibilite d' obtenir Ia rectification par 
les moyens qu'il juge bons. 

Le PRESIDENT, constatant que Ia delegation de 
la France a retire sa proposition relative a !'article 
A, ouvre la discussion sur !'article additionnel B. 

Article B (AjC.J/425) 1 

M. TERROU (France) declare que le texte pro­
pose par la France pour !'article B ne modifie 
pas le fond de !'article premier du deuxieme projet 
de convention, dont il ne fait que preciser le texte. 

II propose d'introduire apres le terme: "entre­
prises d'information" les mots: "d'un Etat con­
tractant ou non", conformement a la suggestion 
emise par le representant du Liban pour tenir 
compte des difficultes soulevees par le retrait de 
!'article A. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) souligne que 
l'amendement propose par sa delegation (AjC.3j 
452) est identique a ceux qu'elle a proposes aux 
articles precedents de la convention et qui ont ete 
rejetes par la Commission. La delegation polonaise 
estime necessaire de presenter a nouveau cet amen­
dement pour poursuivre le but qui est le sien depuis 
le debut de la discussion sur la convention : com­
battre l'activite des £auteurs de guerre. 

Or, cette activite dure encore. L'emprise des 
monopoles sur la presse, la radio tlt le cinema aux 
Etats-Unis est confirmee meme par la Commission 
on Freedom of the Press, organisme americain 
qui en cite des exemples. Le meme fait existe au 
Royaume-Uni. On comprend dans ces conditions 
pourquoi la presse de ces pays sert la propagande 
de guerre et non les desirs pacifiques des peuples. 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique) explique que l'amende­
ment du Mexique (A/C.3/417) vise essentielle­
ment a accorder aux Etats contractants le droit 
de rectification lorsque leur prestige ou leur dignite 
ont ete leses par des informations fausses ou 
mensongeres. 

'Article IX dans le texte definitif (A/C.3/496 et A/ 
C.3/496/ Add.l). 
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If the purpose of the convention was to guaran­
tee at an international level the same degree of 
freedom for the gathering and transmission of 
news as existed in democratic countries, why 
should States not be given the right of correc­
tiolJ when their prestige or national dignity was 
injured? Why should they not be granted guaran­
tees similar to those accorded to individuals under 
ordinary law to enable them to defend themselves 
against slanderous attacks? 

Mr. Noriega called attention to the attacks 
made on certain countries by the Press of other 
States, where questions of supreme interest to 
other countries seemed to be treated with a sur­
prising lack of gravity. Perhaps States which en­
joyed political and economic stability considered 
such matters to be of minor importance and 
even contemplated using those propaganda cam­
paigns as an instrument of international politics. 

If there was any real desire to establish 
friendly relations between nations, how could 
certain daily newspapers be allowed to conduct 
hostile propaganda campaigns against friendly 
States, especially when those same dailies were 
sometimes placed in the hands of school children 
as a means of education? 

The Mexican representative felt that that ques­
tion should be reconsidered, despite the objec­
tions which had been raised when his delegation's 
proposal had been put forward. 

In order to understand a country's position on 
a given subject, some account had to be taken 
of reasons which had led it to adopt that posi­
tion. Mexico had suffered from hostile Press 
campaigns which had wounded its prestige and 
national dignity and had led to serious political 
unrest. For such reasons he urged the Committee 
to adopt his amendment. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said that his 
delegation's amendments to article B (A/C.3/ 
450) merely concerned the drafting of that arti­
cle. The words "by a broadcasting organization" 
seemed more suitable than "by radio" when 
broadcasting was the point at issue. The amend­
ment to replace the word "mis-statement" by 
"alleged inaccuracy" was intended to stress, in the 
English text, that the inaccuracy of information 
could not be assumed until it had been proved. 
Finally, the last amendment, to replace the words 
"from one country to another" by "from abroad" 
was intended to emphasize the original purpose 
of the Conference on Freedom of Information 
which was to stress the fact that the information 
in question was news from foreign sources. 

To grant the right of correction every time a 
State alleged that news was likely to encourage 
threats to the peace, as was suggested in the 
Polish amendment, would result in filling news­
paper columns with corrections made solely for 
purposes of propaganda. The right of correction 
should be restricted to specific statements, the 
inaccuracy of which had been proved. 

In spite of the United Kingdom delegation's 
respect for the sentiments which had prompted 
the Mexican amendment, he thought that that 
amendment, by extending the right of correc­
tion, would unduly restrict the freedom of ex­
pression of the Press and would result in too 
many corrections. 

Si le but du projet de convention est de garantir 
sur le plan international, quant a l'acces aux 
informations et a leur transmission, le meme 
degre de liberte que celui qui existe dans les pays 
democratiques, pourquoi ne pas donner aux Etats 
le droit de rectification lorsque leur prestige ou 
leur dignite nationale sont leses, et leur accorder 
des garanties analogues a celles que l'on donne 
en droit commun aux individus pour se defendre 
contre toute attaque calomnieuse? 

M. Noriega souligne les attaques dont sont 
l'objet certains pays dans la presse d'autres Etats 
ou l'on semble traiter avec une legerete surpre­
nante des questions essentielles interessant d'autres 
pays. Peut-etre des Etats qui jouissent de la 
stabilite politique et economique considerent-ils 
cette question comme secondaire et envisagent-ils 
meme d'utiliser ces campagnes de propagande 
comme un instrument de politique internationale. 

Mais comment, si l'on cherche vraiment a 
etablir des relations amicales entre les nations, 
pourrait-on permettre que soient menees dans cer­
tains quotidiens des campagnes de propagande 
hostile envers des peuples amis, alors que ces 
memes quotidiens sont parfois mis entre les mains 
d'eleves des ecoles pour leur instruction civique? 

Le representant du Mexique estime done que 
la question devrait etre reconsideree, malgre les 
objections qui ont ete soulevees lorsque la propo­
sition de sa delegation a ete presentee. 

I1 rappelle en conclusion que, pour comprendre 
la position d'un pays sur un sujet, il faut tenir 
compte de !'experience qui lui dicte cette attitude. 
Le Mexique a souffert de campagnes de presse 
hostiles qui ont porte un grave prejudice a son 
prestige et a sa dignite nationale et ont entraine 
des troubles politiques serieux. C'est pourquoi il 
insiste pour que la Commission adopte l'amende­
ment qu'il propose. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) declare que les 
amendements presentes par sa delegation (A/ 
C.3/450) a !'article B ne concernent que la forme 
de cet article. Les mots : "par une organisation de 
radiodiffusion" lui paraissent convenir plus exacte­
ment ques les mots: "par la radio", lorsqu'il est 
question de diffusion. L'amendement tendant a 
remplacer: mis-statement par: alleged inaccuracy 
est destine a souligner, dans le texte anglais, que 
!'on ne peut prejuger !'inexactitude de !'informa­
tion avant de l'avoir prouvee. Enfin Ie dernier 
amendement, tendant a remplacer les mots: "d'un 
pays a !'autre" par: "de l'etranger", a pour but 
de preciser !'intention initiale de la Conference sur 
la liberte de !'information qui etait de mettre 
!'accent sur le fait qu'il s'agit Ia d'informations 
provenant de l'etranger. 

M. Davies fait observer qu'accorder le droit 
de rectification toutes les fois qu'un Etat preten­
drait que des nouvelles sont de nature a encourager 
les menaces contre la paix, comme le propose 
l'amendement de la Pologne, aboutirait, a son 
avis, a remplir les colonnes des journaux de recti­
fications faites uniquement :l des fins de propa­
gande. II faut limiter le droit de rectification a des 
faits precis dont !'inexactitude a ete demontree. 

Malgre le respect que la delegation du Royaume­
Uni eprouve a l'egard des sentiments qui ont 
conduit la delegation du Mexique a presenter son 
amendement, M. Davies croit egalement que cet 
amendement, en elargissant le droit de rectifica­
tion, limiterait exagerement la liberte d'expression 
de la presse et entrainerait un nombre trap grand 
de rectifications. 
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Mr. AzKOlTL (Lebanon) favoured the French 
amendment which proposed that the sentence: 
"As far as possible the communique should not 
contain a larger number of words than the news 
report objected to, and in no case more than 
double the number of words in the news report 
to be corrected" in the original text of article 1 
of the second draft convention should be re­
placed by the sentence: "The communiques should 
not be longer than is necessary to correct the 
mis-statement ... " However, in his opinion, there 
was still some risk that that amendment would 
be interpreted in an excessively restrictive man­
ner. He thought therefore that it would be pre­
ferable to delete the sentence altogether as it 
seemed to him to be unnecessary inasmuch as 
it was specified earlier that the communiques 
must be without comment or expression of 
opinion. 

He was also prepared to accept the amend­
ments proposed by the United Kingdom, or at 
least the first and the third which concerned 
the French text. 

The amendment proposed by Poland seemed 
to him to go beyond the limits of the right of 
correction, which applied only to facts and not 
to opinions. 

He accepted the first Mexican amendment, 
which proposed the insertion of the words "on 
its national prestige and dignity". The Lebanese 
delegation had fought against that amendment 
when it was a question of empowering a State 
to censor, on its own territory, news reports which 
it thought contrary to its national prestige or 
dignity, because of the risk of abuse which that 
right would entail. But so far as the right of 
correction was concerned, the Mexican proposal 
was necessary for the protection of countries 
w~ich were the victims of hostile Press cam­
paigns. 

The second part of the Mexican amendment 
did not seem to him to be clear. As he saw it, 
the communiques correcting distorted news re­
ports would emanate from the countries impli­
cated and not from the countries in which the 
information agency was situated. Moreover, the 
enumeration at the end of the second part seemed 
to him to be too restrictive. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
proposed that the words "news reports" should 
be replaced by the words "news dispatches", 
in order to avoid using a term not defined in 
the first article of the convention. By using the 
words "news dispatches", a definition of which 
had been inserted in the first article of the Aus­
tralian representative's suggestion ( 194th meet­
ing), they would be scrupulously respecting the 
meaning which the Conference on Freedom of 
Information had intended to give to the text 
in question. 

He also proposed, like the representative of 
France, to accept the Lebanese representative's 
suggestion to add the words "of a Contracting 
or a non-contracting State" after thP words "in­
formation agencies"; that suggestion made it 
possible to allow for the fact that the news dis­
patches might emanate from the correspondents 
of non-contracting States. 

Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
fully understood the motives for the Mexican 
amendment (A/C.3j417) but thought, never-

M. AzKOUL (Liban) est partisan du texte pro­
pose par la France, qui remplace, dans le texte 
primitif de !'article premier du deuxieme projet 
de convention, la phrase : "Dans la mesure du 
possible, le communique ne devra pas comprendre 
plus de mots que les informations incriminees, et 
en aucun cas plus du double du nombre de ces 
mots" par Ia phrase: "IIs [les communiques] ne 
devront pas etre plus longs qu'il n'est necessaire 
pour rectifier !'inexactitude qui aurait ete com­
mise ... " Mais, a son avis, cet amendement risque 
encore d'etre interprete dans un sens trop restrictif. 
C'est pourquoi il prefererait supprimer complete­
ment cette phrase qui ne lui parait pas necessaire 
puisqu'il est specifie plus haut que les communi­
ques ne devront comprendre ni commentaires ni 
expressions d' opinion. 

II est pret egalement a accepter les amendements 
proposes par le Royaume-Uni, du moins le premier 
et le troisieme qui concernent le texte fran<;ais. 

L'amendement propose par la Pologne lui parait 
depasser le cadre du droit de rectification, puisque 
celui-ci ne concerne que des faits et non des 
opinions. 

M. Azkoul accepte le premier amendement pro­
pose par le Mexique, tendant a !'insertion des 
mots : "a son prestige ou a sa dignite nationale". 
La delegation du Liban a combattu cet amende­
ment quant il s'agissait de donner a l'Etat le droit 
de censurer sur son territoire les informations 
qu'il estimerait contraires a son prestige ou a sa 
dignite nationale, en raison clu risque cl'abus que 
presentait cette proposition. Mais, clans le cadre 
du droit de rectification, la proposition clu Mexique 
est une mesure necessaire pour proteger les pays 
qui sont victimes de campagnes de presse hostiles. 

La seconcle partie de l'amenclement mexicain ne 
lui parait pas claire. Les communiques portant 
rectification de certaines nouvelles deformees ema­
neront a son avis des pays mis en cause et non des 
pays ou se trouve l'entreprise cl'information. De 
plus, !'enumeration de la fin de cette seconcle partie 
lui parait trop limitative. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) pro­
pose de remplacer le mot "informations" par les 
mots "depeches d'information'', afin cl'eviter d'em­
ployer un terme qui ne serait pas defini dans 
!'article premier de la convention. En employant 
!'expression: "depeches d'information", dont la 
definition a ete inseree dans !'article premier sur 
Ia proposition du representant de 1' Australie 
( 194eme seance), on respecterait exactement le 
sens que la Conference sur la liberte de !'informa­
tion avait entendu donner au texte en discussion. 

II propose egalement, comme le representant de 
la France, d'accepter la suggestion du representant 
du Liban, consistant a ajouter les mots: "d'un 
Etat contractant ou non" apres le terme: "entre­
prises d'information" ; cette suggestion permet de 
tenir compte du fait que les informations peuvent 
provenir de correspondants ott d'entreprises d'in­
formation d'Etats non contractants. 

Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) 
comprend parfaitement les motifs de l'amendement 
du Mexique (A/C.3/417), mais estime neanmoins 
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theless, that by providing for the possibility of 
correcting news reports likely to injure the pres­
tig·e and dignity of a State, the scope of the 
French proposal would be expanded in a wholly 
undesirable way. She thought that the institu­
tion of the right of correction must be con­
templated in a practical manner. In order to 
prevent abuse, it was essential to impose strict 
limits on the scope of that right, which should 
Dnly be exercised in two cases: first, where the 
news dispatches transmitted were false or dis­
torted and, secondly, where they were likely to 
injure the relations of a Contracting State with 
other States. In all cases where false news re­
-ports affected the national dignity of a country 
in such a way that its relations with another 
«:ountry were compromised, that country could 
-demand correction under the provisions of the 
"French proposal. Mrs. Roosevelt thought, there­
fore, that the first part of the Mexican amend­
ment was of no advantage. 

She felt that, if the French proposal were 
-adopted, it would be quite possible to institute 
the right of correction; it would, she thought, be 
wrong to make any amendments to the draft 
which would render it inapplicable. 

As to the amendment submitted by the Polish 
delegation, the United States representative said 
it would unduly widen the scope of the right of 
correction proposed by the French delegation. 
According to the Polish amendment, a Contract­
ing State would be able to request the correction, 
not only of news reports which it considered to 
be false, but also of news reports which, in its 
opinion, were likely to encourage threats to 
peace. It might well be that such news reports 
were true : how could there be any question of 
-correction in such a case ? 

The United States delegation was therefore 
Dpposed to the Polish amendment. 

It would support the Netherlands proposal 
and also the United Kingdom amendments which 
made the text clearer and brought it into line 
with the articles of the convention which the 
Committee had already adopted. 

Mrs. RAY (India) was in favour of the text 
proposed by the French delegation. In her opin­
ion, it was an improvement on the original text 
of article 1 of the second draft convention. She 
wished, howe¥er, to suggest certain drafting 
changes. She would prefer the term "news ma­
terial" to be used instead of the term "news 
reports", in view of the fact that the Committee 
had already adopted a definition of that term and 
that the right of correction must apply to all 
means of information. She also thought that the 
phrase "published in one or more newspapers 
or periodicals or disseminated by radio" should 
be deleted and replaced by the words "published 
or disseminated". In point of fact, it was possible 
that false or distorted news reports might not be 
actually published. For example, it should be 
enough to justify a correction if such reports had 
served as a basis for an editorial. 

She accepted the United Kingdom proposal to 
replace the word "mis-statement" in the English 
text by the words "alleged inaccuracy". She 
would also like to see the words "or distortion" 
added. 

Lastly, she proposed the addition of a final 
sentence reading as follows : "A copy of such 
communique shall be forwarded to the corres-

qu'en prevoyant la possibilite de rectifier les infor­
mations de nature a nuire au prestige eta la dignite 
d'un Etat, on elargirait la portee de la proposition 
fran<;aise d'une fa<;on tout a fait inopportune. Elle 
considere qu'il faut envisager avec realisme !'ins­
titution du droit de rectification. Pour prevenir 
tout abus, il est necessaire de delimiter etroite­
ment l'etendue de ce droit, qui ne devrait etre 
exerce que dans deux cas : d'une part, lorsque les 
informations transmises sont fausses ou deformees ; 
d'autre part, lorsqu'elles sont de nature a nuire 
aux relations d'un Etat contractant avec d'autres 
Etats. Or, dans tous les cas ou des informations 
fausses portent atteinte a la dignite nationale 
d'un pays de fa<;on telle que ses relations avec un 
autre Etat sont compromises, ce pays peut deman­
der rectification aux termes de la proposition de 
la France. Mme Roosevelt juge done inutile la 
premiere partie de l'amendement mexicain. 

Elle estime que, si l'on se conforme ala proposi­
tion de la France, il sera parfaitement possible 
d'instituer le droit de rectification; a son avis, il 
ne faut pas apporter au projet d'amendements qui 
le rendraient inapplicable. 

A propos de l'amendement presente par la dele­
gation de la Pologne, la representante des Etats­
Unis declare qu'il etendrait egalement d'une fa<;on 
injustifiee le droit de rectification propo!!e par la 
delegation fran<;aise. D'apres l'amendement polo­
nais, un Etat contractant pourrait demander la 
rectification, non seulement d'informations qu'il 
juge fausses, mais aussi d'informations qui, a 
son jugement, seraient de nature a encourager les 
menaces contre la paix. II se pourrait tres bien que 
ces informations soient vraies: comment, dans ce 
cas, pourrait-il etre question de rectification? 

Pour ces raisons, la delegation des Etats-Unis 
est opposee a l'amendement de la Pologne. 

Mme Roosevelt appuie la proposition des Pays­
Bas ainsi que les amendements du Royaume-Uni 
qui donnent plus de clarte au texte et le rendent 
conforme aux articles de la convention que la 
Commission a deja adoptes. 

Mme RAY (Inde) est en faveur du texte pro­
pose par la delegation de la France qui, a son avis, 
constitue une amelioration par rapport au texte 
initial de !'article premier du deuxieme projet de 
convention. Elle voudrait cependant suggerer 
quelques changements de redaction. Au lieu du 
mot: "informations", elle prefererait que l'on em­
ploie: "documents d'information", etant doftne que 
la Commission a deja adopte une definition de ce 
terme et que le droit de rectification doit s'appli­
quer a tous les moyens d'information. A son avis, 
on devrait supprimer le membre de phrase : 
"publiees par un ou plusieurs j ournaux ou perio­
diques ou diffusees par la radio" et le remplacer 
par les seuls mots : "publiees ou diffusees". En 
effet, il est possible que certaines informations 
fausses ou deformees n'aient pas ete reellement 
publiees. II suffirait, par exemple, qu' elles aient 
servi de base a un editorial pour justifier une recti­
fication. 

Mme Ray accepte la proposition du Royaume­
Uni tendant a remplacer, dans le texte anglais, 
mis-statement par les mots : alleged inaccuracy, et 
voudrait qu'on ajoute, apres: "!'inexactitude", les 
mots: "ou la deformation". 

Elle propose enfin d'ajouter la phrase suivante 
en tant que phrase finale: "Un exemplaire de ce 
communique sera envoye au correspondant ou a 
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pondent or the information agency at the same 
time as to the Contracting States". She thought 
that it would be of advantage for the correspon­
dent and the information agency to have the 
communique in order to know what news reports 
had been corrected. 

With reference to the Mexican amendm(~nt, 
the representative of India stated that she fully 
agreed with the Mexican delegation on the fact 
that it was necessary for each State to safeguard 
its national prestige and dignity. She thought, 
however, that a State could only invoke the right 
of correction if the attacks on its prestige were 
of a kind to impair its relations with another 
State and provision was made for that case in 
the French proposal. 

Lastly, she stated that the Polish amendment 
also seemed useless to her, for the same reasons. 

Mr. 0TANO VILANOVA (Argentina) supported 
the French amendment and the modifications 
which the United Kingdom representative had 
proposed (A/C.3/450). 

He approved the principle which inspired the 
Polish amendment (A/C.3j452), for he was op­
posed to the transmission of news which might 
injure friendly relations between nations. How­
ever, he shared the doubts expressed by the 
United States representative on the subject of 
the possibility of applying that principle. In 
order to apply the right of correction at the 
international level, it was necessary to limit that 
right, and the Polish amendment would run 
counter to the objective which the Committee 
was trying to attain. 

Mr. Otafio Vilanova unreservedly supported 
the Mexican amendment (A/C.3/417) which 
was designed to safeguard the national prestige 
and dignity of the States. If the convention did 
not specify that a State could demand correction 
when it considered its national prestige en­
dangered, the corrections could be made only 
at the diplomatic level. It would be advisable, 
however, to ensure that they were given the neces­
sary publicity. He did not fear, as did the United 
Kingdom representative, that that would result 
in a profusion of communiques, which would 
hamper the application of the right of correc­
tion. 

Mr. TERROU (France) accepted the amend­
ments of the United Kingdom and Netherlands 
representatives. 

He pointed out that the right of correction was 
based on two factors, namely, the lack of truth 
in the information, and the element of intent. 
The first criterion was well defined, and its legal 
application was easy. It was of great practical 
importance, for, in truth, the most harmful propa­
ganda was that which was carried on by the 
transmission of false news. 

The second criterion, that of the element of 
intent at the foundation of the false or distorted 
information, was subjective and more difficult to 
determine. The Polish amendment was based 
on the second element and broadened the scope 
of the right of correction in such a way as to 
make the establishment of that right impossible. 

The same was true of the Mexican amend­
ment. Mr. Terrou approved the principle which 
informed the amendment and understood how 
grievous attacks on national prestige could be. 

l'entreprise d'information en meme temps qu'aux 
Etats contractants". Elle estime, en effet, qu'il est 
utile que le correspondant et I'entreprise d'infor­
mation soient en possession de ce communique 
afin de savoir quelles sont les informations qui ont 
ete rectifiees. 

A propos de I'amendement du Mexique, Mme 
Ray declare qu'elle est entierement d'accord avec 
Ia delegation mexicaine sur Ia necessite pour chaque 
Etat de sauvegarder sa dignite et son prestige 
nationaux. Elle estime cependant qu'un Etat ne 
peut invoquer le droit de rectification que si Ies 
atteintes a son prestige sont de nature a nuire a 
ses relations avec un autre Etat; ce cas est prevu 
dans Ia proposition franc;aise. 

La representante de l'Inde declare enfin que 
l'amendement polonais lui semble egalement inutile 
pour les memes raisons. 

M. OrANO VILANOVA (Argentine) appuie le 
texte propose par la delegation franc;aise ainsi que 
Ies modifications que Ie representant du Royaume­
Uni propose d'y apporter (A/C.3/450). 

II se rallie au principe qui inspire l'amendement 
de la Pologne (A/C.3/452), car il est oppose a 
Ia transmission d'informations qui seraient de 
nature a compromettre les relations amicales entre 
les peuples. Toutefois, il partage les doutes ex­
primes par la representante des Etats-Unis au 
sujet de Ia possibilite d'appliquer ce principe. 
Pour pouvoir appliquer Ie droit ·de rectification 
sur le plan international, il faut en delimiter 
I'etendue, et I'amendement polonais irait a l'en­
contre de l'objectif que Ia Commission s'efforce 
d'atteindre. 

M. Otafio Vilanova appuie sans reserve !'amen­
dement du Mexique (A/C.3j417) qui vise a 
sauvegarder le prestige et Ia dignite des Etats. Si 
Ia convention ne prevoit pas qu'un pays peut 
demander rectification lorsqu'il considere que son 
prestige national est atteint, les rectifications ne 
pourront se faire que sur Ie plan diplomatique. 
II serait bon cependant de leur assumer toute la 
publicite necessaire. M. Otafio Vilanova ne craint 
pas, comme le representant du Royaume-Uni, que 
cela donne lieu a une profusion de communiques, 
ce qui serait defavorable a !'application du droit 
de rectification. 

M. TERROU (France) accepte les amendements 
des representants du Royaume-Uni et des Pays­
Bas. 

II fait observer que le droit de rectification 
repose sur deux elements : d'une part, la faussete 
de !'information et, d'autre part, !'element inten­
tionnel. Le premier critere est bien defini et d'une 
application juridique facile. II a egalement une 
grande importance dans le domaine pratique puis­
qu'a vrai dire la propagande la plus nocive est celle 
qui se fait par la transmission de fausses nouvelles. 

Le second critere, celui de !'element intentionnel 
a Ia base de !'information fausse ou deformee, est 
de caractere subjectif et plus difficile a determiner. 
Or I'amendement polonais se fonde sur ce second 
element et elargit Ia portee du droit de rectifica­
tion de fac;on telle qu'il rend !'institution de ce 
droit impossible. 

II en est de meme pour I'amendement du 
Mexique. M. Terrou accepte le principe qui inspire 
cet amendement et comprend combien peuvent 
etre douloureuses les atteintes au prestige national 
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But to ensure the establishment of the right 
of correction, it was necessary to use discretion. 

He thought that the suggestions of the re­
presentative of Lebanon tended to make the text 
more accurate. It was advisable, however, to take 
care that newspapers were not burdened with long 
communiques, and he asked the Lebanese repre­
sentative if he would approve the inclusion of 
a statement to the effect that the versions of the 
facts should be of appropriate length. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) thanked the French dele­
gation for its amendment, which improved the 
original text. He thought that the suggestions 
of the Netherlands and Indian representatives 
were both excellent. He preferred, however, that 
the expression "news dispatches" should be used. 

He also approved the Indian representative's 
amendment to add the phrase: "A copy of such 
comm.unique shall be forwarded to the corres­
pondents or the information agencies at the same 
time", and the Lebanese representative's sugges­
tion to add the words "of a Contracting or non­
contracting State" after the words "information 
agencies" at the beginning of article B. 

As to the Polish amendment, he thought that 
the French proposal already covered the purpose 
of that amendment, as it stated that news reports 
capable of injuring the relations of a Contract­
ing State with other Contracting States might 
give rise to correction. In support of his amend­
ment, the Polish representative had not advanced 
any new argument. He had repeated that in the 
United States and United Kingdom the Press 
was in the hands of monopolies and that it served 
only the interests of capitalism. The Cuban repre­
sentative stressed the fact that the United States 
and the United Kingdom were democratic coun­
tries and that all their newspapers were published 
freely, whatever the ideology they defended. It 
was possible that the countries where the State 
was all-powerful, and where no opposition was 
permitted, did not interpret freedom in the same 
way as liberal and democratic countries. 

Mr. Zaydin agreed with the high principles 
which inspired the Mexican amendment and 
would vote for it, although it could be assumed 
that the French proposal was sufficient. He would 
also vote for the second part of the Mexican 
amendment. 

The meeting rose at 1.5 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY­
SEVENTH MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New Y ark, 
on Thursday, 21 April 1949, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norway), 
Later, Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

132. 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 (Ej1065 AND AjC.3j425) (CON­
TINUED) 

Article B (AjC.3/425) (continued) 
The CHAIRMAN called for continuation of the 

discussion of the French proposal for the in-

d'un pays. T outefois, pour pouvoir realiser I' ins­
titution du droit de rectification, il faut agir avec 
prudence. 

A propos des suggestions du representant du 
Liban, il estime qu'elles rendraient le texte plus 
precis. I1 convient cependant de veiller a ce que 
les journaux ne soient pas encombres de commu­
niques trops longs, et M. Terrou demande au 
representant du Liban s'il pourrait accepter que 
l'on indique que la version des faits sera d'une 
longueur convenable. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) remercie la delegation de 
la France, dont l'amendement ameliore le texte 
primitif. I1 estime que les suggestions du represen­
tant des Pays-Bas et de la representante de l'Inde 
sont toutes deux excellentes. Mais il prefere cepen­
dant que l'on emploie !'expression "depeches d'in­
formation". 

I1 est egalement d'accord avec la proposition de 
la representante de l'Inde, tendant a ajouter la 
phrase: "Un exemplaire de ce communique sera 
envoye au correspondant ou a l'entreprise d'infor­
mation en meme temps qu'aux Etats contractants", 
ainsi qu'avec la suggestion du representant du 
Liban tendant a ajouter: "d'un Etat contractant 
ou non" apres les mots: "entreprises d'informa­
tion", au debut de !'article B. 

A propos de l'amendement polonais, il estime 
que la proposition de la France repond deja au 
but de cet amendement, puisqu'il y est indique que 
les informations de nature a nuire aux relations 
d'un Etat contractant avec d'autres Etats contrac­
tants pourront donner lieu a rectification. A l'appui 
de son amendement, le representant de la Pologne 
n'a avance aucun argument nouveau. I1 a repete 
que la presse des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni 
etait aux mains de monopoles et qu' elle servait 
uniquement les interets du capitalisme. Le repre­
sentant de Cuba souligne que les Etats-Unis et le 
Royaume-Uni sont des pays democratiques et que 
tous les journaux y sont publies librement, quelle 
que soit l'ideologie qu'ils defendent. I1 est possible 
que les pays ou l'Etat est tout puissant et ou 
aucune opposition n'est permise ne comprennent 
pas la liberte de la meme fa<;on que les pays 
liberaux et democratiques. 

M. Zaydin est d'accord avec les principes nobles 
qui inspirent l'amendement du Mexique et il votera 
en sa faveur, bien que l'on puisse supposer que la 
proposition de la France soit suffisante. I1 votera 
egalement pour la seconde partie de l'amendement 
mexicain. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 5. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-DIX-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

T enue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 21 avril 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. H. Smitt lNGEBRETSEN (Norvege), 
puis M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

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

PROJET DE CoNVENTION RELATIF A. LA TRANS­
MISSION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS 
ET AU DROIT DE RECTIFICATION (E/1065 ET 
A/C.3/425) (SUITE) 

Article B (AjC.3j425) (suite) 
Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a pour­

suivre la discussion de la proposition de la France 




