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1. Exemination of Concept of Freedom of Information

3 June 1947, at 2:30'p.m,

(Netherlands)
(Czechoslovakiza)
(Canada)

(China)

(France)

(Norway)

(Philippine Republic)

(Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics)

(United Kingdom)

(United States of America)

(Uruguay)

(UNESCO)
(WHO)

(AF of L) ;o

(Acting Secretary of

Sub-Commission)

‘£ed Kingdom) stated that according to its terms of

B
rjference the Sub-Commissfon had two tasks to fulfill. One, the preparatiqn
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and—the other; =T

oﬂ the Conference which wds entrusted to it by the Economic and Socisal Council,‘x

ion of the concept of freedom of Information, a

[task
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task entrusted by the Commission on Human Rights. With regard to the latter
task, he was of the opinign that 1t was divided into two parts: Ffirstly
to draft an article on Ireedom of informwstion for inciusion in the
International Bill of Rights; secondly, congideration of what could be done
in this field ;n the light of present international conditlions end forms
.of gcvérnment. The first part of Mr. Cruikshank's paper, drafted in the
form of a reyort frow the Sub-bommission to the Commission on Human Rights
coversd these tesks. Mr. Crulkshenk had also drafted a provisipn which
the Sub-Commission miéht waﬁt to submit to the Commission on Human Rights.
Mr. Crulkshank was concerned, furthermore, with the esteblighment of
wachinery to 1mpl§went the draft provisions, and he rointed out the
advantages of inviting Momber Statee to submit proposals to this effect.

Mr. Mackenzie suggested first that Mr. Cruikshank*s paper §hould be
taken as a basis for future discussion; secondly, that Member Spates be
agsked to give their jdeas on how the concept of freedom of infoémation
could be implemented; end thirdly, thet reference be made in‘the Sub~- .
Commission's report to progress made iﬁ this work and to future plan;.

Mr. SYCHRAVA (Czechoslovakia) referred to his "Declaretion .on
Principles of Freedom of Information" (document E/CN.L/Sub.1/31. With
regard to Mr. Mackenzie's suggestions, he feit thet the Sub-Commission
should discusg generel principlus without geing into concrete proposals,
stated in Mr. Cruikshenk's paper. After quoting relevent parte of .his
peper, Mr. Sychrava stated that the Sub-Commission should meke serious
efforts to find a common and exact definition of fascism. This evil s%ill
~existed. and he was anxlous to reach unenimity in the matter., There were
‘ certain principles which should be promoted, such as love for truth,
mutual relations baded upon equality, the abandoning éf vhysical weapons
except againet aggression, pon-intervenﬁion in the sph§re of self-detefminatdon,
mutual respect for peoplé's sélf-administration,‘international co-operation
'in solving social and economic problems, protection for ﬁations against
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- lies, informetion services on a mon-profit basgis, and counteraction of ebuses
. oﬁ freedomf R

-- Mr,; CHRISTENSEN (Norway) stated that political tension between East
and West, .in hig opinion, was ceused by mutual mistrust due to lack of
information, The basic task of the press was to tell the truth. This
idea was endengered from two sides, firstly by censorship, end secondly by~
abuses of freedam, such s waliclous distootion of facts. The Conference
~had to consider both if It was Yo fulfill the task aseigned to it. TUnder
cengorship, all kinds of rumours grew, and often ewerged In a harmful form.
On the other hend, it was not.a humau tight to- dissenpinate obecenities
end advocate violence, and he Pelt thst the best way to.fight this would -
be'through the organizetions of the press, i.e. an Intermational Court
of. Honour for'Journalisis spensored by the United Nations might prove useful.

» Mr, GERAUD (Frepce) sald that ke problem of ‘freedom §f information
could not be solved by consldering it exclusively as a human right. Existing
realities should also be taken into account. According to his definition,
freedom of Informetion was first of all the.right of a persoﬁ to -express
and publish hié,ideas; secondly the right to desdribde eveﬁts of public
. interest with complete moral'aﬁd weterial indevendence. .The press,
ospecially in the western countries where it was free, had not played ite
role in the interest of peacs. Infernational co-operation might provide
the press wifh material opportunities; dbut it could not provide Journaliste
with political intelligence 1f»they did not al}eady possess 1it, ' As to
the actlon of 'the Btate in the field of'information, he felt that this’
should ‘be restricted. The press should carry out & critical function
with regerd towgovernmént; a function which government should accept.

Mr. CHAFEE (United States of America) spoke on the valiue of having '~

a provision on freedom of informetion in the Internstional Bill of Rights.
It would have both ‘a legal and an -emotional effect. For instance, éhe
United States Qonstitution had a provision on freedom of speech, which
hed consilderable emotional effect, Officiale wers sensitive about appearing

/oublicly
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?ublicly to infringe upon free spsech and a free press. He pointed:out
that freedom was a positive quality. Freedom from something was not enough.
It should be freedom for something. Freedom was not safety, but oprortunity.
The CHATIRMAN, speaking as a memper, remerked that in the nigeteenth'
and twentieth centuries so-called humen rights and besic principles qf
freedom had been little more than a dead letter for willions of pgople.
The work of the Sub-Commission in this respect could be divided into two
parts: first, the rhrasing of en item for the Bill of Rights, and secondly,
tﬁe task of laying down the rights and obligations involved in the‘general
’ phrasiﬂg. It should be kept in mind that freedom of information wae‘;
pdncéption of a spirituel nature. Furthermore, it was not a weapon but
a humen right, and while it was reasoneble to pay attention to obligations
there should be no restrictions on freedow of'inforﬁation_whichuvept.beyond
the borders of the United Nations Cherter, and no stepping into the political
field by wentioning "fascism” or other ideologies. Finally, he emphasized
tﬁéf meny countries were suffering from lack of newsprint and, therefore,
freedom of information was comp;étely frustrated.
Mr. SYCHRAVA (Czechoslovakia) said he was opposed attthis7stagé’to
consideration of Mr. Cruikshank's paper as had been proposed by. Mr. Maqkenzie.
'He would prefer to continue discussing general principles. »
o Mr.:MACKENZIE (United Kingdom) pointed out that the Sub-Commission
.had been asked by the Commission on Human Rights to make suggeétions as
to the article of the Bill of Rights relating to freedom of information,
and the Sub-Commission was obliged to draft some univérsal rules.
Mr. GERAUD (France) said that it wes late to start this work, While
Mr. Cruikshank's paper might incorporate many useful,idéas, he did not
think 1t should be taken as a basis for the discussions.
The CHATRMAN, speaking as a member, said he would not object to a

postponement of this point. Further documents would probably be submitted.

/M. CHAFEE
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Mr. CEAFEE (United States of America) sald that the task could be

- divided into three,partgzl the drafting of the provision, the definition

of the princinles, and also proposéls for lmplementation. The,Sub-Commissioq
could formulate alternative provisions, and for that purpose he felt that

Mr, Cruikshank's paper should be taken as a basis, /

Mr. LOMAKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said there was no
roint in diecussing the problem at this stage, since the Sub—Commi?sién
would have to start all over sgain at its next'session. He thought thgp'
Mr. Cruikshenk's paper was too abstract, and that the proper thing to do

in the Sub-Commiseion's report was merely to mention the documents submitted;

The CHAIRMAN, speaking as a wewber, sald he was in agreement with (
this point of view. With reference to the other proposal of Mr. Mackenzie
to ask govermments for views concering implementat;on,,he was In fevour
of mentioning this in the report. ‘ . ‘

Mr. CHAFEE (United States of America) suggested combining this with
the‘quegtionnaire. . ' 4

. The CHATRMAN said he could not agree as the questionnaire dealt with
prevalling conditions. ‘

Mr. LOMAKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist*Republics) gaid that this
decision also should be postponed.

Mr. CHAFEE (United States of America) said he thought that ‘seme
research by the Secretariat would accomplish the same result. ‘

Mr. MACKENZIE (Uhited Kinédom) said he was prepared*to postpone
decision on this point, becaﬁae he felt‘that the principles of ffeedom
' of information should be discussed before méthods of implementation.

It wes decided to'ask'thersécfetarigt to circuiate, as dodﬁménta,

the statements made Ey Members 6nlthe concept of freéaom of information.

2. Consideration of Point 5 (a) of the Provisional Draft Agenda.
Mr. MACKEN?IE (United Kingdom), propcsed to delete the words:
"traditions and" which he waintained were unduly vague.

MMr. LOPEZ
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Mr. LOPEZ (Philippine Republic) suggested changing the phrase:
"Menmher States of the United Nations" to "varioue countries."

Mr. SYCHRAVA (Czechoslovakia) said that the provision was unclearly

drafted, and he would like to amend it.

Mr. CHAFEE (United States of America) suggested proceeding to the
detailed 1tems; and returning to this matter later. .

The CHAIRMAN asked Mr. Sychrava to draft his amendment for consideratiop
the following dayQ In the meantime, the Sub-Commission could discuss |

Point 5 (b).

3., Consideration of Point 5 (b) of the Provisional Draft Agenda

"Recommending Means to Incresse the Amount of Domestic and
International News by All Media Aveileble to All Peoples, by..."

Mr. GERAUD (France) announced that he wished to make en emendment
which might refer to Point 5 (b) (1). It dsalt with the disproportion
existing between mass media in "strong eurrency" and "weak currency"
countries, end with the exchange difficulties of forelgn correspondents.

DECISICN: It was decided to retain the point on the agenda in a
’ redrafted form and Mr, Christensen, Mr. Ferguson,
Mr. Gereud and Mr. Sychrave were appointed a oommittee
to decide its wording and place,

VA

4, Submission of Further Amendments

bl

At the suggestion of Mr. Chafee, it was agreed that only brief
amendments should be considered the following day, unless they were
subpitted to the Secretary in writing before the meeting

5 Coneideration of Point 5 (b) (1) of the Provieionel Draft Agenda

. Mr, LOhAKIN (Uhion of Soviet Socialist Republics) suggested that the
last sentence of Point (b) (1) should be changed to read. "due consideration
being taken of the eccnomic poseibilities existing in the verious countriee.

DECISION Mr, Lomakin's propoeal vag defeated, and the item adopted
as it stood. ' - :

6. Consideration of Point 5 (b) (ii) of the Provisional Draft Agenda-

Mr.. LOPEZ (Philippine Republic) pointed out that the sentence was
unclearly drafted. For instance, quotas should not be reduced, dbut

increaned,
/Mr. CHAFEE (United
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Mr, CHAFEE (Uhited States of America) suggested changing "reducing
to “elleviating.” |

Mr. LOMAKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)‘said he considersd
that the item shéuld be deleted, and the problem de left to fiscal'experts.

DECISION: Mr. Lowakin's proposal was defeated, and the item adopted
as amended by Mr, Chafee. :

7. . Consideration of Point 5 (b) (iii) of the Provisional Draft Agenda

Mr. LOMAKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed to delete
the item, since nothing could be done at present to better conditions as
.far as monopoligtlc prectices were concerned;

Mr. LOPEZ (Philippine Revublic) suggested changing "restrictive" to
"limiting", and that the provision should read: "Eliminating monopolistic,
limiting end exclusive practices restricting the importation end
dissemination of newas for domestic publication.”

DECISION: Mr. Lomakin's pfﬁposal was defeated and the item adopted
as amended by Mr., Lopez.

8. Conmsideration of Point 5 (c)-(i) of the Provisional Draft Agenda

Mr. SYCHRAVA (Czechoslovakia) said that he would like to have reference
in this parsgraph to reliable sources of inforwation., He had in mind the
creation of centres of documentation, such as asrchives.

Mr. MACKENZIE (United Kingdom) said he felt that this was an impracticel
suggestion, and would prefer to leave the text as it was.,

The CHATIRMAN, ®peaking as a member, said he did not see how such a
plan could be realized. |

Mr. SYCHRAVA (Czechoslovakia) said he would not 1nsiét upon this point,
‘but reserved the right to returm to it later,

Mr. LOMAKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed the addition
of the phrase "on the basis of reciprocal agreements" to be inéerted after
the word "correspondents" so that the sentence would resd: "Promoting
within the limite of national possibilities the widest possibl; interchange
of correspondents on the besis of reciprocal egreewents.”

DECISION: Mr, Lomakin's proposal epd the item as amended were
accepted unanimously,

L4 N e P it A svred 1 Avn
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9. Consideration of Point 5 (a) (vi) of the Provisional Draft Agenda

. Mr SYCHRAVA (Czechoslovekie) suggested that Point 5 (a) (vi) should
become Point 5 (¢) (ii) ‘ ’

DECISION: Mr, Sychrava's proposal was accepted.

10. Consideration of Point 5 (a) (vii) of the Provisional Draft Agenda

- e, §ychréva (Czechoslovekia) proposed emending this point to read:
"Prowoting of provisions-desiéned to assure to peoplés the largest possible
access to and control of all modern technical means. of information; in
particular, the co-operative and corporative form of ownership and
gdministrdtion‘of enterprises in the field of inforwation.” He also
suggested that this become Point 5 (c) (iii).

Thé CEAIRMAN, speaking as a wmember, said he could not favour the proposgl
The discussion of Mr, Sychrava's amendment was postponed until the

following ‘meeting and the weeting adjourned at 6:15 p.m. : .

[ -



