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Che I 2 (document E 12

+ TAMAKIN (Union of Soviet Sogialist Republics) poumd out that thie
item on the agenda submitted dy the Bub-CG—iuicn hed come about as a result
of & proposel he hed made himself, but the basig points of his gropossl were
leckisig, and there was no referense, for mt-amo, to the necessity af
mmmmorfw:-uhmmwummum.
between nations. mmhumidwmm item be replaced by
paregraph II (A)-as-given on Dade 4 GF fhe statement sutmitted by his
dalegation {docment B/AC.T/30).
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IECISION: 1. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republice smendment was
re jected by eight votes to two, with four abstentionms.
2. Parsgraph 2 of the provisional draft agends suggested by
the Sub-Cammission was eccepted by eleven votes to one, with
" two ebetentions.
Chepter IT .

The CBATRMAN suggested thet the Committee should first discuss the note
which prefaced the chepter, and introduced the United Kingdom emendment to this
note (document E/508). .

Mr, MACKENZIE (United Xingdom) explained that the notg had been plpcoﬂ. at
the head of Cha,pter II since members of the Sub-Camiasion ‘had relt that for
the purpose or disouasion of Chapter s o inromation should have a wider
context. There had been a divieion of opinion in thé Sub-Commissicn regerding
the inclusion of books in the note, but his delegation felt that the subjecte
to be discussed at the Conference should not be restricted. A separate
conference to discuss books had been suggested, but world ‘conferences were not
easy to organize. He pointed ou'b that the naolutim of tha General Assembly
instructing that the Conference be called wes wider then th_e Sub-Cormission's
definition. Apother argument egainst books was that economic difficulties
would be raised, but here he would point out that other economie matters were
on the sgenda. If conventions governing the flow of informetion vere eventuslly
arrived at, an artificial situation would be created if channels were opened
in press and radio but the position regarding books and pmphieta repained
unchanged.

' Mr, STINEBOWER (United States of America) egreed that the Conference
should cover a wide veriety of subjects, but comsidered thet introducing
books and pemphlets would bring up a different range of questions such as
oqmright and foreign exchange, which the Conference might not be well-equipped
t6 discuss. His delegation maintained that the Conference sgenda should be
pointed towards news and cur'mn'h information. The subject of books could be
dealt with at the ennual conferences of UNESCO.

DECISION: 1, -The United Kingdom emeridment was n.jeetad.'h;'. 13!11‘. votes

to two, with five ahntonﬁiau ’
2. Thatextorthonote a8 oontaimdiathanoyortoftho
_Sub-Camission was accepted by olqvon votes in fevour with
: Imu'_a‘bstantiona L s L4 P H A 'y
Item 3 ; ) .

Mr. BORIS (France), in introdne:lng his a:nemtmnt to thie it oont&imd
in dooument Z/510, pointed out that for scme pecple the title.of Jowneliet
vas enly a disguise, and that pr.lvilrygu apcl; a8 those already referred to
should only be extended to qualified nevamen. ?ho eatabliskment of an 3
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4nternational statuts. mmg«melMum&
bymcmummmnmmum;ﬂoﬂmq&awm
authority of the Univeseity of Chisego mmitpt "Pooplu Bm w
Pecples". i e
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M. LOMAKIN (Union of Soviet Bookeddst Republice) sugoested daleting :
3(u)and3(b)orthosub-cm1u1cn'lw mmmrcroomlpmdm
was' permiesshle when they hed speeisl tasks to pepfors, mn.wmho
unvise ‘to grant wilimited faoilities. umwwﬁa W
om,hmmmeanm
account of responsible bebaviour. JItem 3 (b) uaht giu WOM‘
mmrmtxunmmmmtm.

m(m)mwmumm-mm
mrmw:nthumm -hmuxtnb.mmmm
needs of national security. Those reservations sheuld prove sufficiemt.

DECISIONSt ). mmwms(-)mwbyrm

votes to thive.. -
. & mmwmstb)mwmwrm
4 votes to three. ;

Mr. LOMAKIN (Unioh of Scviet Socidlist Republdos) proposed that
paregraphs ¢ (1) end © (2)-un peges four end five of docwment E/AC.7/30 be
substituted rwsta)mait)dmmmw luhuttodb:
the Sub~Ccamission. ;

DECIBIONS: 1. Tbhimofﬂmiﬂ&oidiﬂﬁﬂliumﬂm

rejeoted By ten votes to three, with four abstentions.

2 msmam,umwmmm

was edopted by fourtesan votes to two with one sbstention.
Item b d :
M. m(wmam).mammthm
_to Item & (=) stdmisted By the United States .Delegaticn, (document t/:u.:u,
wmmwmmmmumwmmtm
the Confersmce should aim at mulbdlatexsl. qr.m;wm mtpy:\uum
elimination of eendoPeiiy rasher-sheh ot w' uumthomuo
emmmumm,ummmtmunm
muwm restriotions on: the. interpationsl “#ransmission Ot..i.n:rona.t.ion as
aznmmmummmn#mtaotmumum
‘_,mm;wsmummmw end should be mentioned

/1in the eeccnd



gég.g .z/sn.z.e

in the second part of the egenda item yather them in the first.

Mr. MACKENZIE (United Eingdim) said he would accept the United States
propoeel ss & clarification of thé item. _

Mr. LOMAKIN (Union of Soviet Socoialist Republiecs) said that the question
of censorship should be deleted from the entire agemda. Since the Committee
had not adopted pointe which would plase &n obligatiom on sorrespondspis to
send reliable and objective information, countries should not be prevented
from imposing restrictions on the dissemination of libellous information.
ant-:!ay censorship wes the result of the activities of unrelisble and
dishonest correspondents, and as emupondmta i.mpru'ml their work cemsorship
trould be eliminated of iteelf.

Mr. ABMAD (Tndia) sald he wes not convinced by the ergument of the
United States represehtative thet the requirements of nstional security should
be the only consideration in censorship, and that the dmands c:r public
decency and libel were cnly domestic dopcerms.

Mr. STINEBOWER (United Stetes of America) explained that he hed mot
intended to suggest that there should be & domestic rule in such metters and
enother rule governing the internstiomal trememission of informetion.

 DECISIONS: 1. The proposel of the represemtetdve of the Union of
Boviet Socialist Republice to delete 4 (2) wes rejected by
fourteen votes to two, with one sbstention.
2. The United Stetes proposel regexding 4 (&) was edopted
by nine votes to two with six ebstentions.
3. The wording of & (a) (1), & (a) (41) end & (a) (111),
as contained in the draft agemds proposed by the
Sub-Conmission was aocepted by fifteen votes to two.

Item 4 (b)

' DECISION: Item & (b) of the provieicnal draft agenda suggested by the

Sub«Commission was adopted by seventeen votes to none,

Ttem & jc!

‘Mr. ABMAD' (India), in introducing the amendment proposed by his
delogatim (document E/AC.7/35) eduitted that the word "protection” had -
epoo:lal comotatims, but said.that it wes not the intention of the Indian
amendment to ‘debar foreign news egencies. Under the present wnequal
conditiuns, some news agencies hed been able to build themselves up while
others, through no fault of their own; were in sn undeveloped state.
Competition was a.ban:lc wiﬁu:l.plo of freedom of information; where there
was a tendency for power tG concentrave, freedam of infoxmatiom could mot
‘prevail., Some national egencies should be assisted end their developmett
usund , with dun consideration to the primciple of free competitidn between
egencies. He would 1ike to meke it cisexr thet he was not thinking of high

[texrif? walls
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tariff walls or of oxéluding eny agenciea.

Mr. STINEBOWER (United States of Americe) seid he would support the
remarks of the repmsontative of Imlia regaerding messures to prevent
cartelization, but pointed out, that tbo whole item referred to international
trenemiseion. The effect of the addition proposed wowld be to suggest the
peselbility of utilizing discriminatory trensmission mtaaat.o sustain local
. egencies.

Mr. BORIS (l'ranw) asraed with the representative of Indie that certain
measures should be teken at least provisionally to assist new agencies. . TFrance
hed been forced, for instance, to grent subsidies. However, he also
eppreclated the point of view expressed by the representative of the .. °
United States, end suggested that the Indien emendment should be rewordsd
slightly to emphesize thet eny measures taken should be provisional only,
end thet it should be incorporated later in the egenda. A

. AEMAD (India) seid he would accept the auggeatipn of the Fyrench
mpresanta.tive. ”

Mr. VAN HEUVEN (Netherlands) suggested that the Committee should not
meke too meny smendments to the provisional draft agenda. That could be
left to the Ccnfarenca itself.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Uh:l.ted Kingﬁm) pointed out that the whole of Item 5 (b)
wes -concerned with :I.noreaaing the emount of infoxmation evaileble.

DECISION: No objection being raised, the Chelimen declared that Item
" 5 (¢) had been accepted. :

1

Item L (d)

DECISIQH: The Conmittes rejected by thirteen votes to t'lw? with two
abstentions, a proposal made by the representative of the
Union of Soviet Soeialist Republics to delete item L (d).
The Copmittee adopted by fourteen votes to two with one abstention the
text of item 4 (d). '
New Item 4 (c) Proposed by the Representative of India (Document E/AC.T/35)
Mri ABMAD (India) explained thet his proposhl wes directed sgeinst the
increesing power of certels which he felt endengered freedom of the press,
In answer to the ':‘repi'eaentutivo of the United Kingdom, who thought this
point vas covered by Items 5 (a) (vi) end 5 (b) (iv) of the draft sgepda,
. Atmad said he felt it should be asserted more aﬁ‘imtively es an item
for discusaion at the World Conference. ’
DECISION: The Cummittee decided by twelve votes, with five ebstentionms,
"o include a new Item & (e) es proposed by the representative
o’ of India. , .
Item 5 Heading E e # S
DECISION: The Comittee decided by twelve votes with three sbstentione
’ /to edopt
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to edopt the shorter heading es proposed by the representatlve
of the United Kingdom (document E/AC.7/33).
Iten 5 5 :

Mr. MACKERZIE (United. Kingdom) -sald thet the first phrese of this Item
wee superfluous end proposed. its deletion, as put forwerd in document E/rC.T/33,

Mr. STOLZ (Czechoslovekia) thought that the delstion would result in too
much emphasis being laid on the rest of the sentence.

Mr. ICMAKIN (Union of Soviet Socielist Republics) felt that the deletion
would throw the sentence out of balence. He was in favour of cutting out ell
urnecessary words everywhere but thought that all items of the agenda were %too
long, : .

DECISION: . The Committee decided by ten votes to five with one abstention

. to omit the first phrase of the sentence.

The introduction to Item 5 (a) was adopted as emended.
Item Sub-Parsgraph (1

DECISION: Sub-persgraph (1) was accapted.

Mr. LOMAKIN (Union of Soviet Socislist Republics wished 1t to Dbe reco,rded
that he voted against the introduction to Item 5 (a) end against sub-parsgraphb
(1). >
Item 5 Sub-Par ii)

DECISION: The Committee rejected by fourteen votes to two with one

abatention a proposal mede by the Union of Soviet Soclallst
Republics representative to delete this sub-paragraph.

Sub-paragravh (ii) of the draft agenda was accepted by fourteen votes

to two, with one abstention.

Iten 5. (2), new Sub-Paragraph (1ii) P oaad by the Bepreaq:rhative of the
United Kingéon MEHKB

Mr. MACKENZIE (United Kingdom) pointed. out that the right of persons to
own redlo sets of their own choice had been overlookecl at the meeting of
the Sub-Commission, end he emphasized the importance of this principle. It
was especielly importent at the present time in view of the ghortage of
newaprint end conssquent dependence of pecple on nevs b;r radio.

Mr. STIHEBGHER (United States cf.Amarica) pointed out that if the addition
were acceptad. it would be neceasary to change the heading of Ttem 5 to include

"end reception of news"

Mr. BORIS (France) péomted out that the wording of the sub-paregreph as
proposed wes not good, as it implied the right to choo:a any meke of receiving
get from eny country in the world which might be econmically 1mpossi‘ble

Mr. MACKENZIE (United Kingdom) agreed that the wording should be emended .

DECISION: The Committee decided by fifteen votes with two abstentions

in fevour of the principle of the eddition, end requested the

United Kingdom repmsentativa to redraft the text.
/The Ccnmittee




The Camittee decidsd to add “and veception® to the heeding of Item 5.
Item 5 (& w (114 iv), (v ;

IECISION: Sub-paragrephs (111), (iv) end (v) were soccepted unemimously. ,
Item 5 (a), Sub-Peregraph (vi) - ;
In ensver to a Question put by the representative of the Union of Soviet

“Bocialiet Republics, Mr, MACKENZIE (United Kingdom) explainmed that this
sub-parsgraph hed been included to ensure.that the Hurlii Conference would
study the Queation of the ‘availadility of news to the people of all eountries.

DECISICN: The Committes aceepted Sub-paregraph (vi) by fifteen votes

vith two abstemtioms.
Item 5 (8), Sub-Paregraph (Vi)

Mr. LOMAXIN (Union of Sewipt Soclalist Republios) felt that a distinction
ahould be drawn between foreign sorrespondents and correepondents working in
their owa comntry and that a olaubé should be inserted stating that such
distinction should be in accordance with the laws of the country. He
withdrew his proposel vhen the Chairman poimted out that it involved the
substence of the 1tnmthmﬂbﬂﬂmmweﬂlcwto
diseuss. ¢

BECIBIOB: Subeparagraph (vii) wes utortod.

Item 5 (b)
DECISION: Sub-paragraph (1) was adopted.
Item 5 (b ub-Par i1

Mr. LOMAKIN (Union of Soviet Sooialist Republice) proposed the deletion
of this sub-paregreph on the grounds that it implied interference in the
internal effairs of States.

DECISION: The proposal to delete this paragraph was rejected by

thirteen votes to two with one abstention.

Sub-paragraph (11)§eaaouptedbyrourtmwultotwov1thm
abstention.

I b), Sub- 111
" Mr. BORIS (Frenoce) eeid thet he wished to reserve the right of his
Govermment to introduce before the Conference a proposal to create a common
fund vhifl:.h would enable more Jowrnalists from countries with week currencies
to work in strong currency countries. r
DECISION: Sub-paregreph (1i1) was adopted.
New Sub-Paragraph Proposed by the Representative of India
Mr. ABMAD (India) proposed the addition of & sub-parsgraph to resd:
"coneidering the present unequel development of news agencies in certain
countries and recommending measures which may be provisicnally necessary
‘ to foster the development of national news agencies till such time es
, ‘they ere capsble of meeting international competition.”

/Mr. MACKENZIE
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Mr. MACKENZIE (United Kingdcm) felt that the proposed text went much
further than the original Indian proposal. He approved of the general
principle that the World Conference should be made aware of the problems of
different countries but he did not think the Conference should be asked to
tell countries how to improve their domestic affairs.

Mr. ABMAD (India) felt that the matter merited discussion at en
international forum. i A ;

Mr. STINEBOWER (United States of Amerioa) proposed that the Indien
addition should be incorporated in the middle of sub-parsgraph (1ii).

DECISION: The Committee decided to lezve the point temporarily and

requested the representative of India to redraft his text.
Item 5 (b), Sub-Persgreph (iv)

Mr. LOMAKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed the deletion
of this sub-peragraph, stating that it concernmed the internal affairs of
every goverrment. !

DECISION: The Coammittee rejected the proposal to delete the subeparsgraph

by thirteen votes to three. '

Sub-paragreph (iv) of the draft sgenda was accepted by fourteen.votes to

two. y
The meeting rose at 5:35 p.m.





