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Present:
Chaivmen: Mr. D. J. Lidbury (United Xingzdom)
Vice-Chairren: Mr. Jiminez (Chile)
Rapporteur: Mr. le Mouvel (France)
Universel Postal

Union Observers: Mr. Fulke Zedice (Vice-Director of the
I ternatioral Bureau)

Mr. E. Zzliua (Se retary of the Ihternational
B ireaun)
Secretariat: Mr. B. Lukad (Director of the Transport and

Cormunicetions Division)

i, Stetement by the ?Ppres"nb%t ve of Sweden Degardinc the Comwposition
of the Comniighes {Docwrent B/CONS/POST/PC/H.7)

Referring to the 1list of recressentatives which had leen distributed
to the Committee, Mr. LAGER (SWEDEN) said that he would like to make a
more detailed statement on a point alreddy raiszd st the previous meeting
by the representative of Canade,

In the telegram by which he had infcimed the Swedish Government that
the present meeting would bel held to discusg‘the relationchin to be
established between the United Noticns anl the UFU, the Secretary-General
had referred to postal experts and hsd stressed the advantage of
nominating experts quelified to discuss the adm'nistrative and orgenizationsl
aspects of the question rather then the purely .echnical postal aspects.
:EiﬁE:@%géing;erWHGnts had presumably received a similar invitation.
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To fulfill the zonditions suggested by the fecretary-Geneual,

Mr. Lager felt that the persons nominated should have been, not only
rostal experts by profeesion, but alse persons huving wide experience of
the administrative operation of the UZU,

Exanination of =he Iist of delegetes shosed however that of the
thirty-elght countries represented, only fourteen or thirty-seven per
cent hal nominated postel exports. Comparsd witl the total membership

-
of the UFU, the percentage was only sixteen. If account wers taken of
the fact that @o be coasidered as an interra*tion~l postal exrert in
the sense of the Sucretary-Gemeral's invitetion representatives should
aldo Lave some practical experience of the administrative working of
the UFU; only six representatives fulfilled the necesgary conditilons.
of those six, it should be noted that four were at the present wime
opposed tc the establishment of relations between the UFU and tie
United Naticns, or were in favour of the minimum of lialson.

Those six delegetions comprised only sixtes: per cent of the countries
represented on the Ccmmittee, and seven meyr cent of the mumborship of the
UFU = cbvicusly teo small a rproportion to be representative of the Unlon.

Mr. Lapar stressed the fect that he 413 not wish in any way to
detract frsm.ﬁhe valve of naving, smong the mewrbers of the Coumittee,
the representotives of ths luwenty-four delezaticis which did not include
postal experts. On the ceatrary, it was a great advantage fcr the
postal experts to hear lheds 3tetements on the Charter, en international
law, and atove all, oa the trvs significance of auy decision which might
be talzn by the UlU oa the question of relablomship, the dutles which
would be Imposed upen it in regard to sancti-ns, ard other political
questions.

Nothing could be morre uceful then to heve a full realization in
advance of the conseiences of any messurer vaich might be teken.

/He merely -
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He merely.wished to’point out that the compositicn of the Committee
did not correspond to the intention expressed in the Secretary-General's
invitation, and that therefore any decisicn at wiich the Comnittee might
arrive could rnot be considered =s expressing the opinion of the UFU.

In conclusion, the representative of Zweden requested that his
statement be included in the record of the meeting.

Mr. KROG (DEWMARK) and Mr. HAUG (NORWAY) associated themselves with
the remarks of the representative of Sweden.

Mr. van GOOR (NETHERLANDS) slso associating himself with the previous
speakers, said that, whereas the szzenda had cleaily shown thet the
conference was to be one of postal experts, the work had so far been of
a political rather than a technical nature. Certain difference’ of
opinion had to be expected, but up to the present the political rather
than the postal point of view seemed to have prevailed. If the discussions
were to continue in that menncr, representatives would be obliged to
inform their colleagues in laris thet political considerations were likely
* in the future'to play an importemnt part in the work of the UrU which had
come under the guardianship of the United Nations. Mr. van Goor doubted
whether either the United Netions or the Union would benefit Ifrom such a
situation.

The United Nestions should seek contact with the UPU with a view to
making the best use of its technical experience and skill and not in
order tec destroy its autonomy.

Since the Union wes, under the terms of its Convention, a postal
territory rather then en association, it should not be considered on the
seme footing as other speclalized =iencies, such asg the International
Labour Office, which wielded zreater authority.

In conclusion, the representative for the Netherlends sugzested that
the Committee should take account of the recommendation of the Temporery
Transport and Communications Commission (Journal No. 18, paze 251) to the

[effect
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effect that, siﬂce the Universszl Poztal Union, as presently ovganized,
appeared to function to the satisfaction of the postal sdministrations of
the govermnments whick belonged to 1%, only such alteraticns should be mede
in the existing machinery as mey be'nece534ry to bring it into a minimum
relation with the United Kations. ‘

The CHATEMAN pointed out that, thouzh the iwvitaticn of the
Secfetafy-General corvened a body of exverts, tho delegations represented
cn the Cummittee haed been desigusted by thelr Governments, whose choice
could not be challenged by the C;mmittée: Ioreover, it was guite usval
for delegations to tke Postal Union Coungress to.be staffed by oificials
vho were not postal experfs but were drawn from the diplomatic sphere.

Undoubtedly, the majority of the Committee could not and would not
attempt to ccerce the minority into sdonting a certain course of condudt
at the forthéoﬁing Ccngress mcetin,. DNone of the declisions of.the
Committee could bte binding cn the Congress which wéuld itself fecide what
action to adopt with regard to any draft which mitht be presented to it.

A draft prepared by the present Committee would have to be put forward as
é substantivé proposal to Coniress, eupnorted bylany delegations which were
willing to support it. 'Other delejations would be free to express their
views at thé éongress meéting.

The Chairmsn added that he had honed that the Comnittee had been in
axreement with the decisions eo Tar made. The part of the draft yhich had
been considered did not éeem to be of a controversial or political nature,
siven the basic principle that the UiU sheould enter into relationshin with
the Unlited Naticna,

If any representatives wore not prepered to support'the draft which
wvag Tinally decided upon by the Cummittee as e formal propesal, he hoﬁed
that they would‘discuss‘with their Governrents the attitude which they

vere to teke ot the Canzress meeting.

J¥ith reference
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With reference to the remarks of the representative of the Netherlands
the Chairman pointed out, in conclusion, that he had himself guoted the
same passage from the report of the Temporary Transport end Communications
Commiszsion at a previous meetinz. In his opinicn, the Committee had not,
Up to the present time, made more thon the minimm changes nccessary to
bring the Postal Union into relation with the United Nations.

Mr. LAGFR (SWEDEN) said that he had not wished to criticize the choice
of representetives which Governments hed mede. The present meeting had,
however, a svecial character. Unlike the invitations to Coniress meetings,
the invitation issued by the 3ecretary-Gencral had expressed the desire
that Governments would fall in with that request.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee would take note of the statements
made by the representatives of Sweden, Norway, Denmark, and the
Netherlands, which would be appropria€ely mentioned in the record.

2. Continuation of the Discussion of the Tentative Draft Azr sments
Preparcd by_the United ki renc *h Pr7=ﬁﬁtlons ano by the
Secretariat (Documents /(O C’~7ﬁd [7§uv 1 an:

E/CONT/POST/EC/L

Article XI of the Franco-British Dreft (Article XIII of the Secretariat Draft)

Paregraph 1

The CHAIRMAN explained that the Franco-Bri£ish draft had aiopted the
text of the Secretarist draft excent for the wordsl“and to combine their
efforts”. It had been thought that the deletion of those words would
impcese less burden on the Universal Postal Union.

DECISION: Parsgraph 1 was adonted without comment.

Perasgraph 2
The texts of the two drefts were identical.
DECISION: Parasraph 2 was ndonted witrkout comment.
Parsgrach 3

The Franco-British text hed substituted the vord "improvement" used

in the Secretariat for the word "enforcement" in the original Franco-British

[text.
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.text. It had also substituted the words "motwithstanding that the

United Natione mer ccncernm itself' for the words "without prejudice to

the right of the United Nations to concexrn itself” in the Secretariat
draft, as 1t was concidered wiser not to admit thet the United Nations had
such a right.

DECISION: Parassraph 3 w=g alonted without comment

Article XJI of the Franco-British Dreft (Article XIV of the Secretariat Draft)

The Franco-British text had adopted the text of the Secretariat, with
one modification. Tre words "in ths interest of administrative and
technical uniformity and” had been omitted, o3 aéministrative uniformity
was not considered desireble.

« DECISTON: Article XIT wang edonted wiithout coument.

Article XIII of ths Franco-British Draft (Article XV of the Secretariat
Draft)

The Franco-British text had retalrned only a nodified form of paragraph
L of the Secretariat text, which appeared to impose too heavy a burden .
on oz Universal Postal Unicn.

DECISION: Article XIII was adopted without comment.

Article XIV of the Franco-British Draft (Article XVI of the Serretariat
Draft)

The Franco-British text had adopted the second paragrarh of the
Secretariat text to maintain reciprocity in case the need for guch ctudies
should arise.

DECISION: Article XJV wna adonted without comment.

Article XV of the Franco-British Dreft {frticle XVII of the Secretariat
Draft)

Both original drafts had been the same, but the slight change in the
revised Franco-British text had been considered advisable in order to
eage the working of the machinery.

DECISION: Article XV was adopted without comment.

[Article XVI
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" Article XVI of the Frenco-British Draft (2rticle XVIIT of the Secretariat

Drafs) ;
Mr. BODY (AUSTRALIA) remarked that Article XVI ead frticle IX seemed
to overlap. q
Mr, TURNBULL (CANADA) suggested that in view of Article XVI, it
might be possible to delete frticle IX.
Tﬁe CHATRM/N proposed that the Drafting Comittee should te instructed
v

to lock into the matter if Article XVI was adopled.

DECTSION: Article XVI was_sfopted, subject to modification if
necessary by the Dinlting Commi‘tee.

o
§

Article XIX of the Secretariat Dralt

The CHAIRMAN warned the Committec that this Article, although
innocent in éppéarance, raised serious controversial issues. e
International Burezu was a purcly :Gministrative body and'hud no
authorit& to make‘arrangements in the némc of the Universal Postal Union.
He suggested that this paragrach should be deferred for consideration
nex% week, as it might prove to be the most difficult paragraph In the
agreement.

My, TURNBULL (CANADA) asked whether the Article Qas necessary, since
the first peragraph of Article ZVI provided for any action thet misht be
necessary to meke the agreemont ef’ective. If the Committee sgreed tvhat
that was the case, there would be no need to defer it for diecussion and it
could be deleted ijmmediately.

Mr. le MOVEL (FRLNCE) sup:orted the proposel of the Delegate for
Canada that Article XIX shéuld be.éeleted. It vas stated in many Articles
of the draft agreement under discussion thet every effort would be made to
achieve closer co-cperaticn, but no mention was made a8 to who was to do
that. It was not for the Committee to solve that problem now, however, so
he would agree to the Lrticle in gueation being deleted.

Mr., JIMINEZ (CHILE) sup.orted the proposal cf the Canadian Delegate.

/The CEAIRMLN
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The CHAIRMAN invited the views of the Secretariabt upon the matter.

Mr. IUXAC (SECREIARIAT) stated thot the Secretariat would not press
the point. Article XIX had nct been inserted with the idea of naking any
new arrsngements but merely to provide technical and administrative
cuann-ls to facilitate co-oweration between the two organizations. When

Articles XVI 223 IX are considered by the Drafting Committees, it might be

‘- possible to add & paragraph to the effect thot the two organizations would

Y

teke all necessary measures to render co-operation effective.

DECISION: Article XIX of the Secretariat Dinft was deleted.

Article XVIT of the Wranoo-Br1+’”h Drelt (Articls XX of the Secretarist
Draft)

Mr. TOMLINSON (UNITED ST/TE2) vointed out that the word "review' was used
in the Franco-Britilsh text insteald of "revision" in the Secretariat text.

The CHAIRMAN szic that the word "revision' should be substituted Ffor
‘review'. |

DECISION: Article XVII wes ad ;ted. ag modified above.

Article XVITI of the Franco-British T*aft {(frticle XXI of the Secretariat
Draft)

%\

The texts of the two articles were idertical.

ECISION: Article XVITT wos adonted without comment.

Ag the aporoval of non-controversial Articles was now finished, thé
Chairman invited the views of the flommittes as to whether it should ad journ,
or remain and exemine Article II.

Sir Harbld SECOBERT (INDIA) was in favour of édjourning, as Ariicle II
represented graveiéroblems which would Le better discussed on Monday,
whep the Committee was more rested. ﬁr. PODESTA (ARGENTINA) orelerred to
proceéd with the diécussion:

The CHATRMAN suggested a compromise. He had discusssd the ﬁattef with
the Vice-Cheirman and the Rapporteuvr, end the latter would like to tell the
meeting what was proposed and leave 1t to Members to comsider during the

week-end.

/Mr. le MOVH i
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Mr. le MOVEL (FRANCE, RAPPORTEUR) expli~ined that Article II stated
the principle that applications for adhesions would be received by the
Bureau and trensmitted to the Genevel Asgembly for epproval. Such close
liaison between the Universsl Postal Union and the United Nations secmed
to him vnsatisfactory, since it involved sreat delay when there was a need
for rapid action. Unde the present convention applidations for adhesion
were filed In the Bureau and the Swiss Govermmont notified all countries.
The Charter of United Nations nrovided for cnly one sezaion of the
General Assembly each year, which would mesn ccnsiderable delay before
applicants could be accepted. IHe had thought iv wise, therefcre, to
iind a compromise, which he submitted for consideration by Members. It
must be borne in mind that adinecsion to UrU and sdmission aa a lember were
two different things. Even if the independence of a country were not

established, that country covld, practically spcaking, adhere to UFU and

-the population of the country would et once benefit by all international

vostal privileges. Membership, however, wag different, in that a country
took cn certain duties and acquired certein rights. No harm would be
done if anplicetions for membershis were delayed, so long as adhesion could
N

be arranged without delay.

Ee proposed the following new paragraph to be inserted at the
bezinning of Article II:

"Adhesion to the Universal Pcetal Union will be governed by the

provisions of the Universal Postal Union".

Paragraph 1 of the Secretarliat dreft would follow as parasgraph 2,

Mr. BODY (fUSTRALIA) asked Tor an cxplanation of the difference
between adihesion and membership. =

The CHAIRMIN explained that any country could adhere to the restal
Convention, but Member countries were those listed on page 11 of the

Cenvention and those appeering in Srticle VIIT who had been given the

/right
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right to attend the Congress by direct vote of Congress.

v, BRAMSON (POIAND) said that he had no ohjection to thé amendment
to Article IT proposed by the Rapporteur.

Mr. MOURSI (EGYPT) did not accept the second paragraph, i.e. the
Tirst paragraph of the Secretariat draft.

Mr. EJSTACE (UNION OF SCUTH ATRICA) stated that if Article II were
to 7o through, he wculd have to make resexrvations on behalf of his
government, for he foresaw.difficulties.

Discussion of Article II was adjourned until the next meeting.

The meeting roge at 5:00 p.m.



