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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

These Official Records include the corrections to the provisional summary 
records, as requested by the delegations, and such drafting and editorial modifica
tions as were necessary. 

All United Nations documents are designated by symbols, i.e., capital letters 
combined with figures. Mention of such a symbol indicates a reference to a United 
Nations document. 

Relevant documents not reproduced in full in the texts of the meetings of the 
Third Committee are published in a separate annex to these Official Records. 

AVERTISSEMENT 

Les documents officiels qui suivent contiennent les corrections apportees aux 
comptes rendus analytiques provisoires a la demande des delegations et toutes autres 
modifications qu'exigent les travaux d'edition. 

Les documents de !'Organisation des Nations Unies portent tous une cote, qui 
se compose de lettres majuscules et de chiffres. La simple mention d'une cote dans 
un texte signifie qu'il s'agit d'un document de !'Organisation. 

Les documents pertinents qui ne sont pas reproduits in extenso dans le texte 
des seances de la Troisieme Commission sont publies en annexe distincte aux pre
sents documents officiels. 
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THIRD COMMITTEE 

TROISIEME COMMISSION 

Agenda 

1. Freedom of information: report of the Eco
nomic and Social Council.1 

2. Chapter III of the report of the Economic and 
Social Council.2 

3. Refugees and displaced persons :2 

(a) Problem of refugees and displaced per• 
sons: item proposed by Poland; 

( b) Repatriation, resettlement and immigra
tion of refugees and displaced persons : 
report of the Economic and Social Council. 

4. Discriminations practised by certain States 
against immigrant labour and in particular 
against labour recruited from the ranks of 
refugees : item proposed by Poland.1 

5. Creation of a sub-commission of the Social 
Commission of the Economic and Social Coun
cil on the study of the social problems of the 
aboriginal populations of the American conti
nent: item proposed by Bolivia. 3 

1 Item not considered at the first part of the third 
session. 

'Item not completed at the first part of the third 
session. 

• Item referred to the Ad Hoe Political Committee 
hv the General Assembly (204th plenary meeting, 2 
~la:r 1949). 

xix 

Ordre du jour 

1. Liberte de !'information : rapport du Conseil 
economique et sociaP. 

2. Chapitre III du rapport du Conseil economique 
et social2• 

3. Refugies et personnes deplacees2 : 

a) Probleme des refugies et des personnes de
placees : point propose par la Pologne; 

b) Rapatriement, reinstallation et immigration 
des refugies et des personnes deplacees : 
rapport du Conseil economique et social. 

4. Mesures discriminatoires prises par certains 
Etats contre la main-d'reuvre immigree et, 
notamment, contre la main-d'reuvre recrutee 
parmi les refugies: point propose par la 
Pologne1

. 

5. Creation d'une sous-commission de la Com
mission des questions sociales du Conseil 
economique et social, chargee de l'etude des 
problemes sociaux concernant les populations 
aborigenes du continent americain: point pro
pose par la Bolivie3• 

1 Point dont I' ex amen n' a pas ete aborde !ors <le la 
premiere partie de la troisi,~me sessiPH. 

2 Point dont l'examen n'a pas ete termine !ors de la 
premiere partie de la troisieme session. 

• Point renvoye a la Commission politique speciale 
par I' Assemblee generale (204eme seance pleniere, 2 
mai 1949). 



THIRD COMMITTEE 

Social, Humanitarian and Cultural Questions 

TROISIEME COMMISSION 

Questions sociales, humanitaires et culturelles 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-FIRST 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Wednesday, 6 April 1949, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: :.\fr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

114. Adoption of the agenda 
The CHAIRMAN expressed the hope that the 

Committee would maintain at Lake Success the 
fine record of work which it had established at 
Paris. He reminded the Committee that it had 
been decided1 that consideration of the Economic 
and Social Council's report on Freedom of Infor
mation ( A/631) should be placed first on the 
agenda when the Committee resumed work. He 
had suggested the order of the remainder of the 
agenda items himself, for cogent reasons. That 
order could, however, be altered if the Committee 
so desired. 

Mr. SUTCH (New Zealand) pointed out that 
item 4 chapter III of the report of the Eco
nomic and Social Council (A/625) 2 

- directly 
concerned the Social Commission, the agenda 
committee of which would meet before 5 May. 
The Social Commission's work might be impeded 
if the General Assembly had not yet had time 
to deal with that item, and it should therefore be 
taken immediately after item 1. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) observed that some delegations might 
have prepared their working material in accord
ance with the agenda order printed in the Journal 
of the General Assembly, in which freedom of 
information appeared as item 3. 

The CHAIRMAN regretted the error, but in
sisted that the Committee's decision made it 
mandatory to take freedom of information as the 
first item. He called for a vote on the New Zea
land representative's proposal. 

The proposal was adopted by 25 votes to none, 
with 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the revised order 
of the agenda should be items 1, 4, 2, 3, 5, sub
ject to any changes subsequently decided on by 
the Committee or any additions made by the 
General Assembly. 

The agenda, as amended, was adopted. 
1 See Official Records of the third session of the Gen

eral Assembly, Part I, Third Committee, 179th meeting. 

• See Official Records of the third session of the Gen,. 
era/ Assembly, Supplement No. 3. 

CENT QUATRE VINGT-UNIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mercredi 6 avril 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK ( Li ban). 

114. Adoption de l'ordre du jour 

Le PRESIDENT exprime l'espoir qu'a Lake Suc
cess la Commission poursuivra ses travaux avec 
autant d'activite qu'a Paris. 11 rappelle qu'il a ete 
decide1 que l'etude du rapport du Conseil econo
mique et social sur la liberte de l'information 
(A/631) serait placee en tete de l'ordre du jour 
lorsque la Commission reprendrait ses travaux. 
Le President a propose lui-meme l'ordre a adopter 
pour les autres points en se fondant sur des con
siderations qu'il estime valables. Toutefois la Com
mission pourra, si elle le desire, modifier cet ordre. 

M. SUTCH (Nouvelle-Zelande) fait observer que 
le point 4 - chapitre III du rapport du Conseil 
economique et social ( A/625) 2 - interesse direc
tement la Commission des questions sociales, et 
que le comite de l'ordre du jour de cette Commis
sion doit se reunir avant le 5 mai. Si l' Assemblee 
generale n'avait pas d'ici la le temps d'examiner le 
point 4, les travaux de la Commission des ques
tions sociales pourraient se trouver retardes ; il 
conviendrait done de placer ce point immediate
ment apres le point 1. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) signale qu'il se pourrait que 
certaines delegations aient prepare leur travail en 
se conformant a l'ordre du jour tel qu'il a paru 
au Journal de l' Assemblee et dans lequel la liberte 
de !'information occupe la troisieme place. 

Le PRESIDENT regrette que l'on ait commis cette 
erreur; il insiste sur le fait que la decision deja 
prise par la Commission l'oblige a inscrire la 
liberte de !'information en tete de son ordre du 
jour. 11 decide que l'on va proceder a un vote sur 
la proposition du representant de la Nouvelle
Zelande. 

Par 25 voix contre zero, avec 8 abstentions, la 
proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT propose que les points de l'ordre 
du jour soient classes dans l'ordre suivant: 1, 4, 
2, 3, 5. 11 est bien entendu que l'ordre du jour 
pourra etre modifie par la suite si la Commission 
prend une decision dans ce sens ou si l' Assem
blee ajoute des points nouveaux. 

L'ordre du jour ainsi amende est adopte. 
1 V oir les Documents officiels de la troisieme sessiott 

de l'Assemblee generale, premii!re parlie, Troisieme 
Commission, 179eme seance. 

• Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session 
de l'Assemblee generale, Suppl/:ment No 3. 



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

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) proposed that 
the conventions on freedom of information (E/ 
Conf.6/79) 1 and the text submitted by the 
Human Rights Committee of the Council ( E/ 
1018) should be taken first. As the substance of 
many of the resolutions would be covered in the 
course of the discussion of the conventions them
selves, they should be debated later. Moreover, 
general debate on the conventions as a whole 
should be waived, in view of the lengthy discus
sion which had already taken place at Geneva; 
they should be discussed immediately article by 
article. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) reminded the Committee that his dele• 
gation had submitted a resolution (A/C.3/389)2 
to the effect that the General Assembly should 
transfer to the Economic and Social Council the 
draft conventions not considered by it and that 
the Council should submit a report to the fourth 
session of the General Assembly. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) pointed out that the 
Economic and Social Council in its resolution 
152 B (VII) had decided to transmit the draft 
conventions to the General Assembly. The Assem
bly should not now be requested to reverse that 
procedure. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
said his delegation was most anxious that work on 
the conventions should be completed. He sup
ported the United Kingdom proposals. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) felt that there was 
no good reason to reconsider a decision already 
adopted. The Economic and Social Council had 
established precedents for transmitting to the 
General Assembly conventions which it had not 
submitted to exhaustive discussion, as in the case 
of the Convention on the Prevention and Punish
ment of the Crime of Genocide3 for example. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the Economic and Social 
Council should not be permitted to evade its 
responsibilities under Article 62 of the Charter 
by transmitting such matters to the General As
sembly. If the USSR resolution were adopted, 
the Assembly's work would be expedited since it 
would have before it the results of exhaustive dis
cussion by the Council. Pressure of work at the 
Council's seventh session could not be regarded 
as fully excusing its inability to submit the con
ventions to satisfactory examination. 

Mr. STEPANENKO (Byelorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic) supported the USSR resolution 
and the Soviet Union representative's arguments. 

1 See Final Act of the United Nations Conference on 
Freedom of Information. 

• See Official Records of the third session of the Geti
eral Assembly, Part I, Third Committee, 179th meeting. 

• See Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Part I, Resolutions, No. 260 A (III). 
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115. Liherte de !'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) propose que l'on 
examine en premier lieu les conventions sur la 
liberte de !'information (E/Conf.6/79) 1 ainsi 
que le texte soumis par le Comite des droits de 
l'homme du Conseil economique et social ( E/-
1018). Au cours du debat sur les conventions on 
discutera, quant au fond, la plupart des resolu
tions; il convient done de n'examiner ces resolu
tions que plus tard. I1 faudrait, de plus, aborder 
immediatement la discussion des conventions ar
ticle par article, et uon pas reprendre sur !'en
semble de ces conventions la longue discussion qui 
s'est deja deroulee a Geneve. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) rappelle que sa delegation a 
presente un projet de resolution (A/C.3/389) 2 

dont le dispositif prevoit que l' Assemblee gene
rale renverra ces projets de convention sur la 
liberte de !'information au Conseil economique 
et social afin qu'il les examine et qu'il presente a 
leur sujet un rapport a la quatrieme session de 
1' Assemblee generale. 

M. KAYSER (France) rappelle que le Conseil 
economique et social, par sa resolution 152 B 
(VII), a decide de transmettre les pro jets de 
convention a l' Assemblee generale. I1 ne faut 
done pas demander maintenant a l' Assemblee de 
modifier cette procedure. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) declare 
que sa delegation voudrait surtout que l' on acheve 
l'examen des conventions. Il appuie les proposi
tions du Royaume-Uni. 

M. AzKOUL ( Li ban) estime qu'il n'y a pas de 
raison valable de reconsiderer une decision deja 
prise. Le Conseil economique et social a deja 
transmis des conventions a l' Assemblee generale 
sans attendre d'avoir procede a une discussion 
complete: il y a done des precedents, notamment 
clans le cas de la Convention pour la prevention et 
la repression du crime de genocide1• 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que le Conseil econo
mique et social ne devrait pas se permettre d'eluder 
les responsabilites qui lui incombent aux termes 
de I' Article 62 de la Charte, en transmettant a 
l' Assemblee generale des questions de ce genre. 
Le projet de resolution de l'URSS, s'il etait adopte, 
faciliterait le travail de l' Assemblee parce que 
celle-ci disposerait alors des resultats de l'examen 
approfondi auquel aurait procede le Conseil. Le 
fait que le Conseil a ete surcharge de travail lors 
de sa septieme session ne suffit pas a !'excuser 
de n'avoir pu etudier les conventions de maniere 
satisfaisante. 

M. STEPANENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique de Bielorussie) appuie le pro jet de resolution 
presente par l'URSS ainsi que !'argumentation du 

1 Voir l'Acte final de la Conference des Nations Unies 
sur la liberte de l'information. 

• Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session 
de l'Assemblee generate, premiere partie, Troisieme 
Commission, 179eme seance. 

• Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session de 
l' Assembllie generate, premiere partie, Resolutions, No 
260 A (III). 



The Economic and Social Council's report had 
noted that it had been recognized that none of the 
draft conventions had reached a completely satis
factory state ( A/625, chapter III, paragraph 
135). 

The CHAIRMAN put the USSR draft resolu
tion (A/C.3/389) to the vote. 

The draft resolution was rejected by 34 votes 
to 7, with 8 abstentions. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) opposed the United Kingdom pro
posals. vVaiving of general debate would be a 
clear departure from normal procedure. Such 
a debate was the only means of gaining a compre
hensive view of the general trend and the impli
cations of the conventions in their entirety. Certain 
principles embodied in the conventions might be 
objectionable, but such defects might not be 
apparent if articles were examined singly. 

The CHAIRMAN put the United Kingdom pro
posals to the vote. 

The proposals were adopted by 36 votes to 7, 
with 3 abstentions. 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (£/ 
1065) 1 

The CHAIRMAN opened discussion on the draft 
convention on the gathering and international 
transmission of news, as amended by the Eco
nomic and Social Council at its seventh session 
(E/1065). He suggested that, in accordance with 
the usual procedure, the discussion on the pre
amble should be left until the end. 

It was so agreed. 

Article 12 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
said that his delegation had an amendment to 
submit to article 1, paragraphs A and B. He sug
gested that it might be advisable to set a time
limit for the submission of amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN agreed with the United States 
representadve's suggestion and proposed that the 
time-limit L,r the submission of amendments to 
article 1 snould be fixed at 3 p.m. on Thursday, 
7 April, and that amendments to the rest of the 
draft convention should be submitted by the end 
of the week, Friday, 8 April, at 6 p.m. 

The proposal 'ZOOS adopted. 

Mr. SPIROPOULos (Greece) proposed the ad
journment of the meeting until the amendments 
to article 1 had been received. 

The motion for adjournment was adopted by 
10 votes to 2. 

The meeting rose at 4.10 p.m. 

1 See Resofations adopted by the Economic and Social 
Council during its seventh session, resolution 152 B (VII). 

• Article I in the final text of the draft convention on 
the international transmission of news and the right of 
correction (A/C.3/496). 
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representant de ce pays. Le Conseil economique 
et social a note clans son rapport (A/625, chapitre 
III, paragraphe 135) qu'aucun des projets de 
convention n'etait absolument satisfaisant. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le projet de resolu
tion de l'URSS (A/C.3/389). 

Par 34 voix contre 7, avec 8 abstentions, le 
projet de resolution est rejete. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) n'accepte pas les propositions 
du Royaume-Uni. Supprimer la discussion gene
rale, c'est s'ecarter nettement de la procedure 
normale. C'est seulement d'une discussion gene
rale que peut se degager une vue d'ensemble des 
tendances generales et de la portee des conven
tions. En examinant les articles un a un, l'on peut 
ne pas apercevoir les defauts de certains principes 
qui se trouvent incorpores clans le texte des 
conventions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix les propositions du 
Royaume-Uni. 

Par 36 voi:r contre 7, avec 3 abstentions, les 
propositions sont adoptees. 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L1 ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET },_ LEUR TRANSMISSION D1 UN 
PAYS A L1AUTRE (E/1065) 1 

Le PRESIDENT ouvre le debat sur le projet de 
convention relatif a l'acces aux informations et a 
leur transmission d'un pays a l'autre, tel qu'il a ete 
amende par le Conseil economique et social du
rant sa septieme session (E/1065). Il propose 
que, suivant la procedure habituelle, l'on discute, 
en dernier lieu, le preambule. 

It en est ainsi decide. 

.Article premier2 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
que sa delegation propose un amendement aux 
paragraphes A et B de !'article premier. I1 pense 
qu'il conviendrait de fixer tme date limite pour 
le depot des arnendements. 

Le PRESIDENT, acceptant la suggestion du repre
sentant des Etats-Unis, propose que les amende
ments a !'article premier soient deposes au plus 
tard le jeudi 7 avril a 15 heures, et les amendements 
aux autres articles du projet de convention au 
plus tard a la fin de la semaine de travail, c'est-a
dire le vendredi 8 avril a 18 heures. 

La proposition est adoptee. 

M. SPIROPOULOS ( Grece) propose que la Com
mission s'ajourne jusqu'a la reception des amen
dements a l'article premier. 

Par 10 voix contre 2, la motion d'ajournement 
est adoptee. 

La seance est levee a 16 h. 10. 

'Voir les Resolutions adoptees par le Conseil econo
mique et social pendant sa septieme session, resolution 
152 B (VII). 

'Article premier dans le texte definitif du projet de 
convention relatif a transmission internationale des 
informations et au droit de rectification (A/C.3/496). 



HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-SECOND 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Thursday, 7 April 1949, at 3 p.ni. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

The CHAIRMAN said that it had been suggested 
that a time-limit should be set for the submission 
of amendments to the second1 and third2 draft 
conventions as had been done at the 181st meet
ing in connexion with the first.3 He therefore pro
posed that all amendments to the second draft 
convention should be submitted by midnight on 
Thursday, 14 April, and those to the third draft 
convention by midnight on Saturday, 16 April. 

The proposal was adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN ruled that, in the meantime, 
the discussion should continue; consequently 
amendments to the first few articles of the first 
draft convention should be submitted as soon as 
possible. He reminded representatives that once 
an article had been adopted, the discussion could 
not be re-opened without a two-thirds majority 
vote. 

Mr. MAKIN (Australia) asked what would be 
the procedure for any amendments to articles 
already adopted that might be necessitated by 
amendments to later articles. 

The CHAIRMAN requested representatives to try 
to foresee such eventualities and to submit such 
consequential amendments at the same time as 
the others. Naturally any purely drafting changes 
could always be made even after an article had 
been adopted, but amendments of substance could 
not be considered unless the original decision were 
reversed by a two-thirds majority. 

Mr. SPIROPOULOS (Greece) drew attention to 
the question of procedure in general and pointed 
out that it would be very difficult for the Com
mittee to discuss the three draft conventions in 
the time at its disposal. Such was the action im
plied by the decision4 to discuss the part of the 
Economic and Social Council's report dealing 
with freedom of information.5 It might perhaps be 
better to agree to start discussing the first draft 
convention and to get as far as possible with 
that by the time the other Committees had com
pleted their agendas. Experience had shown that 
it took a great deal of time to agree on the final 
wording of conventions, even when a definite 
draft had already been prepared and discussed 
by other organs. He gave as an example the time 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the Economic and Social 
Council during its sei1enth sessioti, resolution 152 B (VII). 

' Ibid., page 24. 
• Ibid., page 16. 
• See Official Records of the third session of the Gen

eral Assembly, Part I, Third Committee, 179th meeting. 

• S'ee Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Su;plement No. 3, chapter III, paragraphs 
134 to 136. 
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CENT QUATRE-VINGT-DEUXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 7 avril 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

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

Le PRESIDENT fait savoir qu'il a ete propose 
de fixer un delai pour la presentation des amen
dements aux deuxieme1 et troisieme2 projets de 
convention comme il ete decide, a la 18leme 
seance, pour le premier3. II propose en consequence 
que tous les amendements au deuxieme projet de 
convention soient presentes au plus tard le jeudi 
14 avril a minuit et les amendements au troisieme 
projet de convention au plus tard le samedi 16 avril 
a minuit. 

La proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT decide que, dans l'intervalle, la 
discussion devra se poursuivre; en consequence, 
les amenclements aux premiers articles du pre
mier projet de convention devront etre soumis le 
plus tot possible. II rappelle aux representants 
que, lorsqu'un article a ete adopte, la discussion 
ne peut etre rouverte sans qu'intervienne un vote 
a la majorite des deux tiers. 

M. MAKIN (Australie) demande quelle proce
dure sera suivie pour les amendements aux arti
cles deja adoptes qui pourraient devenir neces
saires du fait de modifications apportees a des ar
ticles places plus loin clans le document. 

Le PRESIDENT demande aux representants de 
s'efforcer de prevoir cette eventualite et de pro
poser, en meme temps qu'un amendement, toutes 
les modifications que celui-ci pourrait entrainer. 
11 va de soi que les simples changements de redac
tion pourront etre effectues meme apres l'adoption 
d'un article, mais les amendements portant sur le 
fond ne pourront etre examines que si la deci
sion primitive est rapportee a la majorite des 
cleux tiers. 

M. SPIROPOULOS ( Grece) attire !'attention des 
membres sur la question de la procedure en gene
ral et fait valoir qu'il sera tres difficile a la Com
mission de discuter les trois projets de convention 
dans les delais dont elle dispose. Tel est le pro
gramme que sous-entend la decision4 de discuter 
la partie du rapport du Conseil economique et so
cial qui traite de la Iiberte de l'information5• II 
vaudrait peut-etre mieux convenir de commencer 
par la discussion du premier projet de convention 
et d'aller le plus loin possible clans cette voie jus
qu'a ce que les autres Commissions aient epuise 
Ieur ordre du jour. L'experience montre qu'il faut 
beaucoup de temps pour realiser !'accord sur le 
texte definitif de conventions meme lorsqu'un pro
jet a deja ete prepare et discute par d'autres or-

1 Voir les Resolutions adoptees par le Conseil econo
mique et social pendant sa septieme session, resolution 
152 B (VII). 

2 Ibid., page 24. 
• Ibid., page 16. 
• Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session 

de l' Assemblee generate, premiere partie, Troisieme 
Commission, 179erne seance. 

• Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session 
de l'Assemblee generale, Supplement No 3, chapitre III, 
paragraphes 134 a 136. 



taken by the Sixth Committee to complete its 
discussion of the Conventions on the Prevention 
and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide at the 
first part of the session in Paris. 

He therefore suggested that the Committee 
might set up sub-committees to deal with the draft 
conventions and go on itself to deal with other 
items on its agenda. He also suggested that a 
time-limit might be set for the length of speeches. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the first sugges
tion made by the representative of Greece was out 
of order since the Committee had alreadv decided 
how it would proceed with its work. " 

With regard to the second suggestion, it had 
already occurred to him and he would bear it 
in mind, but he thought it would be better to allow 
the discussion to proceed freely, at least for the 
first few days. 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 1 (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN said that four amendments had 
been submitted to article 1 : an amendment by 
the United States (A/C.3/412); two amend
ments by Peru (A/C.3/414 and A/C.3/415) and 
an amendment by Poland (A/C.3/416). 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) in
troduced his delegation's amendment (A/C.3/ 
412) and said that it was purely a matter of draft
ing. Further on in the draft convention the words 
"information agency" were often used so that, 
for the sake of clarity, the same words should 
be used in the definition. The amendment to the 
second parairaph had been submitted for the 
same purpose. 

Mr. ALVARADO (Peru) explained his delega
tion's first amendment to paragraph 1 of the 
article (A/C.3/414). The word "television" had 
been inserted in order to make the list in the 
first part of the sentence complete. The adoption 
of that part of the amendment would make the 
partial but not exhaustive enumeration in the 
last part of the sentence unnecessary. That enu
meration was simply a more detailed version of 
what had already been said and might create con
fusion as it might be considered !imitative. It 
would therefore be better to keep the definition 
in purely general terms so as to avoid exclud
ing any new media of information ,vhich might 
be invented in the future. 
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He had proposed the insertion of the words 
"through correspondents", because he thought it 
essential that the source of news should be men
tioned and that correspondents should be respon
sible for the news they collected. 

\Vith regard to his second amendment (A/C.3/ 
415), he pointed out that the original wording of 
paragraph 3 was logically defective as it stated 
that " 'news material' means all news material ... " 
For that reason he had suggested that the first 
part of paragraph 3 should be amended to read : 
"News material means all those facts of infor
mation or authentic opinion ... ". He had in
serted the word "authentic" in order to avoid the 

ganes. M. Spiropoulos cite comme exemple le 
temps qu'il a fallu a la Sixieme Commission pour 
terminer la discussion de la Convention pour la 
prevention et la repression du crime de genocide 
lors de la premiere partie de la session, qui s'est 
tenue a Paris. 

II pense done que la Commission pourrait creer 
des sous-commissions qui seraient chargees de 
s'occuper des projets de convention, tandis qu'elle
meme entreprendrait l'examen des autres points 
inscrits a son ordre du jour. II est d'avis egale
ment qu'on pourrait fixer une limite de temps 
pour les interventions. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que la prerniere sugges
tion formulee par le representant de la Grece n'est 
pas conforme au reglernent, attendu que la Com
mission a deja fixe la procedure qu'elle suivra 
pour ses travaux. 

En ce qui concerne la seconde suggestion, le 
President dit que cette idee lui est deja venue a 
!'esprit, et qu'il en tiendra compte, mais il pense 
qu'il vaudrait mieux, du moins pendant les tout 
premiers jours, laisser libre cours a la discussion. 

PRO JET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L' ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION D'UN 
PAYS A L'AUTRE (E/1065) (SGITE) 

Article premier (suite) 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que quatre amende
ments ont ete deposes a !'article premier: un 
amendement emanant des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/ 
412), deux du Perou (A/C.3/414 et A/C.3/415) 
et un de la Pologne (A/C.3/416). 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) pre
sente l'amendement de sa delegation (A/C.3/412) 
et precise qu'il s'agit uniquement d'une question 
de redaction. Dans le corps du projet de conven
tion, !'expression "entreprise d'information" re
vient souvent, de sorte que, pour assurer la clarte 
du texte, cette meme expression devrait figurer 
dans la definition. L'amendement au deuxieme 
paragraphe a ete propose pour la meme raison. 

M. ALVARADO (Perou) explique le premier 
amendement de sa delegation au paragraphe 1 de 
!'article premier (A/C.3/414). Les mots "de tele
vision" ont ete ajoutes afin que !'enumeration don
nee dans le premier mem bre de phrase soit com
plete. L'adoption de cette partie de l'amendement 
rendra done superflue !'enumeration detaillee, mais 
non complete, qui figure clans le reste de la phrase. 
Cette enumeration ne constitue qu'une version plus 
detaillee de ce qui a deja ete <lit, et risque de jeter 
la confusion du fait qu'elle peut apparaitre comme 
!imitative. II vaudrait done mieux s'en tenir pour 
la definition a des termes tout a fait generaux 
de maniere a eviter d'exclure tous nouveaux 
moyens d'inforrnation qui pourraient etre decou
verts a l'avenir. 

M. Alvarado a propose !'addition des mots "par 
l'intermecliaire de correspondants" parce qu'il es
time indispensable de mentionner la source des 
informations et de tenir les correspondants res
ponsables des informations qu'ils recueillent. 

En ce qui concerne son second amenclement 
(A/C.3/415), le representant du Perou fait re
marquer que la version initiale du paragraphe 3 
est defectueuse du point de vue de la logique. II y 
est dit, en effet, "!'expression 'documents d'infor
mation' s'applique a tous documents d'informa
tion ... " C'est pour cette raison que M. Alvarado 
a suggere d'amender comme suit la premiere par
tie du paragraphe 3: ''!'expression 'documents d'in-



undesirable reporting of baseless rumours or 
malicious and anonymous propaganda. 

In his version the words "and whether visual 
or auditory" had been omitted because there were 
other media, such as publications in braille, which 
would not be covered by the definition, if those 
words remained. 

~fr. DROHOJOWSKI (Poland) introduced the 
amendment submitted by his delegation (A/C.3/ 
416). The first amendment referred to the pre
amble. He did not think it was sufficient to state 
that all peoples had the right to be fully informed 
and he had therefore submitted an amendment 
proposing the insertion of the words "and trust
fully". He realized the importance of full infor
mation; people should, for instance, have infor
mation about the struggle of the working classes 
as well as about the activities of the ruling 
classes in capitalist regimes. There had been many 
examples of the suppression of information. For 
instance, when, on 16 October 1940, Mr. Robert 
H. Jackson, the United States Attorney-General, 
had given a list a people who supported nazi or
ganizations, the United States news agencies had 
suppressed all the names except one. It was there
fore quite proper that the preamble should stress 
the importance of full information, but that alone 
was not enough, for it was equally important that 
the information should be trustworthy. In his 
opinion, there was a tendency to publish extremely 
unreliable and distorted information. As an ex
ample, he cited an extract from the magazine 
Time, dated 21 February 1949, which stated that 
Poland had confiscated all church property. Mr. 
Drohojowski said that such a statement was not 
only untrue, but had been inserted with the 
specific purpose of pursuing the "cold war" against 
the peoples' democracies. In his opinion, even the 
work of scientists was not truthfully represented 
as was shown by some of the reports about the 
work of Mr. Lysenko, President of the Lenin 
All-Union Academy of Agricultural Sciences. It 
was therefore extremely important that the draft 
convention should specify that information should 
be trustworthy. 

The purpose of the second amendment submitted 
by the Polish delegation was to make it quite clear 
that no false or distorted material likely to injure 
friendly relations between States should be con
sidered as news material. Among other examples 
of information which he considered to be dis
torted, he quoted from the New York Journal 
American of 28 March 1949. The purposes of 
the Conference recently held at the \Valdorf
Astoria hotel had been grossly misrepresented in 
that newspaper in order to create an atmosphere 
conducive to war. It should therefore be specified 
in the text of the draft convention that war
mongers ~ould not be allowed to dominate the 
news services. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that the preamble 
was not yet under discussion so that the second 
of the two Polish amendments was the only one 
immediately before the Committee. ·when the time 
came to discuss the preamble he would take it 
that the Polish representative had already intro
duced his amendment. 
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formation' s'applique a toutes informations pro
prement dites ou opinions authentiques. . ." II a 
ajoute le mot "authentiques" afin d'eviter la pu
blication de rumeurs non fondees ou une propa
gande malveillante et anonyme. 

Dans sa version, les mots "et qu'ils soient d'or
dre visuel OU auditif" ont ete supprimes parce 
qu'il existe d'autres moyens, tels que les publica
tions en Braille, auxquels la definition ne s'appli
quera pas si l'on en maintient les termes actuels. 

M. DROHOJOWSKI (Pologne) presente les amen
dements soumis par sa delegation ( A/C.3 / 416). 
Le premier amendement porte sur le preambule. 
M. Drohojowski ne pense pas qu'il soit suffisant 
d'indiquer que tous les peuples ont le droit d'etre 
informes d'une maniere complete, et c'est pour
quoi ii a soumis un amendement proposant d'in
serer les mots "et loyale". II se rend compte de 
!'importance d'une information complete; les peu
ples doivent, par exemple, etre informes de la lutte 
des travailleurs aussi bien que de l'activite des clas
ses dirigeantes clans les regimes capitalistes. II y a 
eu de nombreux exemples de suppression d'in
formation. Par exemple, quand M. Robert H. 
Jackson, Attorney-General des Etats-Unis, a, le 
16 octobre 1940, donne une liste de personnes qui 
aidaient les organisations nazies, les agences d'in
formation des Etats-Unis ont supprime tous les 
noms a }'exception d'un seul. II est done parfaite
ment justifie que le preambule souligne !'impor
tance qu'il y a a ce que les peuples soient infor
mes d'une maniere complete, mais cela n'est pas 
suffisant car i1 est egalement important que les in
formations soient dignes de foi. A son avis, ii y a 
une tendance generate a publier des informations 
extremement douteuses et deformees. II cite a titre 
d'exemple un extrait de la revue Time du 21 fe
vrier 1949, ou il est dit que la Pologne a confisque 
tous les biens de l'eglise. M. Drohojowski dit 
qu'une telle declaration est non seulement inexacte, 
mais qu'elle a ete inseree clans le but precis de 
poursuivre la "guerre froide" contre les demo
craties populaires. A son avis, on ne donne meme 
pas une idee exacte des travaux scientifiques 
comme le montrent certaines informations sur 
les travaux de M. Lyssenko, President de I' Aca
demic Lenine des sciences agronomiques pour 
!'ensemble de !'Union. II est done d'extreme im
portance que le projet de convention specifie que 
les informations doivent etre dignes de foi. 

Le second amendement soumis par la delegation 
de la Pologne vise a bien preciser qu'aucune nou
velle fausse OU deformee et de nature a nuire 
aux relations d'amitie entre les Etats ne doit etre 
consideree comme document d'information. En
tre autres exemples de nouvelles qu'il considere 
comme deformees, M. Drohojowski cite un article 
paru le 28 mars 1949 clans le New Y or!.: Journal 
American. Les buts de la conference qui s'est tenue 
recemment au Waldorf-Astoria Hotel ont ete, 
dans ce journal, grossierement denatures afin de 
creer une atmosphere propre i engendrer la guerre. 
II devrait done etre specifie dans le texte du pro
jet de convention que l'on ne doit pas laisser ceux 
qui incitent a la guerre prendre la haute main sur 
les services d'information. 

Le PRESIDENT explique que la discussion sur le 
preambule n'est pas encore engagee. La Commis
sion n'a done a s'occuper pour le moment que du 
second des deux amendements de la Pologne. 
Quand le moment viendra de discuter le pream
bule, il considerera que le representant de la 
Pologne a deja presente son amendement. 



In reply to a question by the representative of 
PAKISTAN, he said that the text under discussion 
was the one contained in document E/1065. It 
was identical with the text appearing in document 
E/1018 except that numbers were used instead 
of letters for the paragraphs of article 1. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) thought that the United 
States amendment to paragraph 1, proposing the 
insertion of the words "of a Contracting State" 
after the words "information agency", might 
imply that the agency had to be owned by the 
State. He did not think such an implication was 
intended, but the document under discussion was 
so important that there should be no possibility 
of confusion. He asked the United States repre
sentative for further clarification on that point. 

Mr. RAo (India) said that he had not had 
much time to consider the United States amend
ments. He had no objection to the amendment to 
the first paragraph, but the one to the second para
graph seemed, at first sight, to imply that all 
correspondents representing foreign information 
agencies, whether or not they were nationals of 
the State in which they worked, would be en
titled to the privileges and immunities granted 
under the draft convention. In his opinion, the 
original text of the article covered only corre
spondents who were not nationals of the State in 
which they worked. The adoption of the United 
States amendment would therefore change the 
definition governing many articles and, in that 
eventuality, the representative of India reserved 
his delegation's right to re-consider its attitude to 
the draft convention as a whole. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) said 
that the representative of India had apparently 
been comparing the United States amendment 
with the original Conference text (E/Conf.6/79) 
instead of with the text as revised by the Eco
nomic and Social Council. Mr. Canham himself 
had no objection to the original Conference text 
which used the words "foreign correspondent", 
but he did not think there was any real difference 
in substance between that wording and the text 
he had proposed. In his opinion, the term "for
eign correspondent" had always been intended to 
cover all correspondents employed by foreign 
information agencies, whether or not they were 
nationals of the State in which they worked. He 
again emphasized the fact that his amendment was 
not intended to alter the substance of the article, 
but had been introduced simply for purposes of 
consistency and clarity. 

With regard to the question raised by the rep
resentative of Mexico, Mr. Canham thought that 
the point was covered by the words ". . . created or 
organized under the laws and regulations of that 
State", which appeared in the United States 
amendment. In some countries the information 
agencies might be State-controlled and in others 
they might be privately owned and the article was 
worded in such broad terms as to cover all cases. 

Mr. CHANG (China) recalled the history of the 
draft convention under discussion. The texts of 
three draft conventions, carefully prepared by the 
United Nations Conference on Freedom of In
formation held at Geneva a conference at 
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En reponse a une question du representant du 
PAKISTAN, ii indique que le texte actuellement 
discute est celui qui est contenu dans le docu
ment E/1065, et qui est identique au texte figu
rant dans le document E/1018, a cela pres que 
les paragraphes de !'article premier y sont nume
rotes au lieu d'etre designes par des lettres. 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique) estime que l'amende
ment presente par la delegation des Etats-Unis 
au paragraphe 1, visant a inserer les mots "d'un 
Etat contractant" apres les mots "entreprise d'in
formation" pourrait faire supposer que l'entre
prise d'information doit appartenir a l'Etat. 11 ne 
pense pas que telle ait ete l'intention du represen
tant des Etats-Unis, mais le document en discus
sion est si important qu'il ne doit pas y avoir pos
sibilites de confusion. II demande au representant 
des Etats-Unis d'apporter des eclaircissements a 
ce sujet. 

M. RAo ( Inde) declare qu'il n'a pas eu beau
coup de temps pour etudier les amendements des 
Etats-Unis. L'amendement au paragraphe 1 n'ap
pelle de sa part aucune objection mais, a premiere 
vue, celui qui affecte le paragraphe 2 semble don
ner a entendre que tous les correspondants repre
sentant des entreprises d'information etrangeres, 
qu'ils soient ou non ressortissants de l'Etat ou 
ils exercent leur fonction, auraient droit aux privi
leges et immunites accordes aux termes du pro
jet de convention. A son avis, tel qu'il est redige, 
!'article ne s'applique qu'aux correspondants non 
ressortissants de l'Etat ou ils exercent leur fonc
tion. L'adoption de l'amendement des Etats-Unis 
changerait done la definition admise clans de nom
breux articles et, en ce cas, le representant de 
l'Inde reserve le droit de sa delegation de recon
siderer sa position a l'egard du projet de con
vention clans son ensemble. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
qu'apparemment le representant de l'Inde a com
pare l'arnendement des Etats-Unis avec le texte 
initial prepare par la Conference (E/Conf.6/79), 
au lieu de le comparer avec le texte tel qu'il a ete 
revise par le Conseil economique et social. Pour 
sa part, M. Canham n'a aucune objection contre 
le texte de la Conference, ou les mots "correspon
dant etranger" sont employes, mais ii ne pense 
pas qu'il y ait une difference de fond entre cette 
expression et le texte qu'il propose. A son avis, 
l'expression "correspondant etranger" a toujours 
ete entendue comme s'appliquant a tous les cor
respondants employes par les entreprises d'infor
mation etrangeres, que ceux-ci soient ou non des 
ressortissants de l'Etat ou ils exercent leur fonc
tion. II insiste a nouveau sur le fait que son amen
dement ne vise pas a modifier la substance de 
l'article et qu'il ne s'inspire que de considerations 
de logique et de clarte. 

En ce qui concerne la question soulevee par le 
representant du Mexique, M. Canham estime que 
le membre de phrase " ... creee OU organisee con
formement aux lois et reglements de cet Etat", 
qui figure dans l'amendement des Etats-lJnis, y 
repond. Dans certains pays, les agences d'infor
mation peuvent etre controlees par l'Etat; dans 
d'autres, elles peuvent appartenir a des entrepri
ses privees. L'article est redige en termes assez 
larges pour pouvoir s'appliquer a tous les cas. 

M. CHANG (Chine) retrace l'historique de ce 
projet de convention. Le texte des trois projets de 
convention a ete soigneusement prepare par la 
Conference des Nations Unies sur la liberte de 
!'information qui s'est tenue a Geneve et a laquelle 



which approximately fifty States had been repre
sented - had been submitted together with a num
ber of resolutions to the Economic and Social 
Council's seventh session. The Council had 
referred the texts to its Committee on Human 
Rights, which had produced the amended text of 
the first draft convention, as it appeared in docu
ment E/1065, but which, for lack of time, had 
been unable to examine the remaining two draft 
conventions or the resolutions. The Council, 
moreover, had not considered the amended draft 
convention in plenary session, although statements 
of views had been made by separate members, but 
had referred the three draft conventions to the 
General Assembly.1 Consequently, it could not be 
said that the first draft convention, even though 
it had been amended by a Council committee of the 
whole, bore the official stamp of the Council's 
approval. 

In view of those considerations, the Chinese 
representative urged the Committee to keep in 
mind the text prepared by the Geneva Confer
ence. Article 1, paragraph B of that text re
ferred to a foreign correspondent as "the holder 
of a valid passport"; as in the majority of cases 
holders of passports were foreigners residing 
abroad, the strong presumption was that the defi
nition contained in paragraph B applied only to 
such persons and not to nationals of a State 
employed by a foreign information agency. The 
Chinese representative had certainly gained that 
impression at the Geneva Conference. 

The omission of the word "foreign" from the 
text before the Committee showed that the Human 
Rights Committee of the Economic and Social 
Council had inclined to the broader interpretation ; 
it would consequently be useful for the Third 
Committee, when making its decision, to keep 
in mind the original Conference text, to which 
the United States representatives, incidentally, 
had no objection. 

If the Committee wished, it could of course ex
tend the protection provided by the convention 
to both categories of persons ; before making such 
a decision it should, however, see clearly the 
principle involved. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that, while the 
Economic and Social Council had not given de
tailed consideration to the amended draft con
vention in plenary session, its decision to transmit 
that text to the General Assembly had been made 
in plenary session. Consequently, that was the 
only text formally before the Committee and 
superseded the Conference text. Any part of the 
latter could, however, be re-introduced in the 
form of amendments. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
said that the Peruvian amendment to article 1, 
paragraph 3 (A/C.3/415) pursued a praise
worthy objective which might, however, be better 
achieved by re-drafting the paragraph to begin : 
" 'News material' means all material containing 
information or opinion ... " 

He could not accept the insertion of the word 
"authentic" before "opinion", as suggested by the 

1 See Official Records of the Economic and Social Coim
cil, third year, seventh session, 202nd meeting. 
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une cinquantaine d'Etats ont ete representes. Il a 
ete ensuite soumis, en meme temps qu'un certain 
nombre de resolutions, au Conseil economique et 
social, a sa septieme session. Le Conseil a ren
voye ces projets a son Comite des droits de 
l'homme et le texte du premier projet de conven
tion, tel qu'il a ete amende par ce Comite, se 
trouve clans le document E/1065. Toutefois, faute 
de temps, le Comite n'a pu examiner ni les deux 
autres projets de convention, ni les resolutions. 
D'autre part, bien que plusieurs representants 
aient exprime leurs vues au sujet du projet de 
convention amende, le Conseil n'a pu l'examiner 
en seance pleniere et a renvoye les trois projets 
de convention devant l'Assemblee generale1• Par 
consequent, bien que le premier projet de con
vention ait ete amende par un comite plenier du 
Conseil, on ne peut pas dire qu'il ait re~u !'appro
bation officielle du Conseil. 

Dans ces conditions, le representant de la Chine 
recommande au Conseil de tenir compte du texte 
prepare par la Conference tenue a Geneve. Dans le 
paragraphe B de !'article premier de ce texte, on 
<lit qu'un correspondant etranger est "titulaire 
d'un passeport regulier". Or, comme clans la ma
jorite des cas les titulaires de passeports sont des 
personnes residant a l'etranger, il y a tout lieu de 
penser que la definition contenue clans le para
graphe B ne s'applique qu'a cette categorie de 
personnes et non aux ressortissants du pays meme, 
employes clans une agence d'information etrangere. 
C'est du moins ce que le representant de la Chine 
a cru comprendre a la Conference de Geneve. 

Le fait que le mot "etranger" ne figure pas clans 
le texte dont la Commission est saisie indique que 
le Comite des droits de l'homme du Conseil eco
nomique et social tendait a interpreter cette ex
pression clans un sens large. Par consequent, 
lorsque la Troisieme Commission prendra une 
decision ace sujet, ii sera bon qu'elle tienne compte 
du texte initial prepare par la Conference, texte 
auquel, par ailleurs, le representant des Etats
U nis ne fait aucune objection. 

Bien entendu, la Commission pourra, si elle le 
desire, etendre la protection prevue aux termes de 
la convention aux deux categories de personnes ; 
toutefois, elle devra, avant de le faire, se rendre 
pleinement compte de la question de principe qui 
se pose. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer que, bien que le 
Conseil economique et social n'ait pas etudie clans 
ses details, en seance pleniere, le texte amende du 
projet de convention, c'est en seance pleniere, qu'il 
a decide de soumettre ce texte a l' Assemblee gene
rale. Ce texte est done le seul dont la Troisieme 
Commission se trouve officiellement saisie et il 
remplace celui qui avait ete prepare par la Con
ference de Geneve. Toutefois, toute disposition 
de ce premier texte peut etre presentee a nouveau 
sous forme d'amendement. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) ap
prouve le dessein en vue duquel l'amendement pe
ruvien au paragraphe 3 de !'article premier ( A/ 
C.3/415) a ete con~u, mais il croit qu'on arrive
rait a de meilleurs resultats en modifiant comme 
suit le debut de ce paragraphe: "L'expression "do
cuments d'information" s'applique a tout docu
ment contenant des informations ou des opi
nions ... " 

Il ne peut accepter, ainsi que l'a suggere le re
presentant du Perou, de faire suivre le mot "opi-

1 Voir les Proces-verbau:r o/ficiels du C onseil econo
mique et social, troisieme annee, septieme session, 202eme 
seance. 



Peruvian representative, for the simple reason that 
its effect would be to leave to Governments the 
decision whether opinion, in any given case, ,vas 
or was not authentic. Under article 4 of the draft 
convention, States were to permit egress of all 
news material without censorship except in cer
tain definitely stated circumstances; if the Peru
vian amendment were adopted, however, they 
would be able to exercise censorship in all cases, 
as it would be for them to decide whether or not 
the material submitted to them was, by definition, 
news material. The same objection applied to the 
Polish amendment (A/C.3/416) to the same 
paragraph. The Netherlands Government could 
not accept the responsibility for deciding what 
constituted news material. 

Mr. van Reuven Goedhart would consequently 
vote against the two amendments. 

He reserved the right to comment later on the 
Peruvian amendment to paragraph 1 (A/C.3/ 
414 ). 

The CHAIRMAN ruled that the Netherlands rep
resentative's amendment would be considered, in
asmuch as it constituted only a drafting change. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) felt that, to 
prevent confusion, the Committee should concen
trate on the text of the draft convention submitted 
by the Economic and Social Council, and that all 
amendments should be based on it. 

He suggested that the Committee's work would 
be facilitated if the three paragraphs of article 
1, all of which dealt with distinct and separate 
subjects, were discussed and voted upon one 
by one. 

Finally, in view of the facts that the Committee 
was dealing with a legal text, every word of which 
required thought and close attention, and that 
every delegation would wish to make sure that 
neither the text itself nor the proposed amend
ments were in open conflict with its country's 
laws, he proposed that a small sub-committee 
should be appointed to prepare an agreed text of 
article 1 and that action with respect to that 
article should be postponed pending the sub-com
mittee' s report. 

The CHAIRMAN fully agreed with the Uru
guayan representative's first point. Furthermore, 
while all the paragraphs of article 1 were being 
discussed simultaneously, they would be put to 
the vote one by one, with the relevant amend
ments. 

The need for a sub-committee, however, did 
not appear definite at the stage reached in the 
debate. While there could be no doubt that draft
ing a legal text was a difficult and responsible 
undertaking, he reminded the Committee that the 
draft convention under consideration had been 
published ten months previously and had been 
carefully examined by the various Governments, 
which had no doubt issued appropriate instruc
tions to their representatives. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) expressed sur
prise at the Chinese representative's arguments 
which, he felt, had clouded the issue. Having 
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nions" du terme "authentiques" pour la raison 
toute simple que cela aurait pou~ conseq;-1:nce d_e 
laisser aux gouvernements le som de decider s1, 
clans chaque cas d'espece, il s'agit ou non d'opi
nions authentiques. Aux termes de l'article 4 du 
projet de convention, les Etats doivent permettre 
que tous les documents d'information sortent de 
leur territoire sans etre soumis a la censure, sauf 
clans certains cas bien definis. Cependant, si l'on 
adoptait l'amendement presente par le Perou, 
les Etats pourraient exercer la censure dans tous 
les cas, puisqu'on lenr laisserait le soin de juger 
si les documents soumis a leur examen constituent 
on non, aux termes de la definition, des documents 
d'information. Cette objection s'applique egale
ment a l'amendement que la Pologne a propose 
d'apporter au meme paragraphe (A/C.3/416). 
Le Gouvernement des Pays-Bas ne pent prendre la 
responsabilite de decider ce qui constitue des do
cuments d'information. 

Aussi M. van Heuven Goedhart se prononcera
t-il contre ces deux amendements. 

11 se reserve le droit de presenter plus tard 
ses observations sur l'amendement peruvien au 
paragraphe 1 (A/C.3/414 ). 

Le PRESIDENT decide que l'amendernent pro
pose par le representant des Pays-Bas sera exa
mine, car il ne constitue qu'un changement de re
daction. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) estime que, pour 
eviter toute confusion clans les debats, la Com
mission devrait concentrer son attention sur le 
texte du projet de convention presente par le 
Conseil economique et social, qni devrait servir 
de base a tons les amendements. 

A son avis, les travaux de la Commission se 
trouveraient facilites si l'on examinait et mettait 
aux voix separement les trois paragraphes de !'ar
ticle premier, qui traitent chacun de sujets diffe
rents. 

Enfin, etant donne que le texte dont la Com
mission est saisie est un texte juridique, dont cha
qne mot doit etre pese tres soigneusement, et 
que, par ailleurs, chaque delegation voudra sans 
doute s'assurer que ni le texte de la convention, 
ni les amendements qu'on pourra y apporter ne 
seront en contradiction directe avec les lois de 
son pays, le representant de !'Uruguay propose 
de creer un comite restreint qui serait charge 
de preparer un texte de !'article premier sur lequel 
l'accord pourrait se faire, aucune decision ne de
vant etre prise sur cet article avant que le comite 
n 'ait remis son rapport. 

Le PRESIDE"NT partage l'avis du representant de 
l'U ruguay en ce qui concerne le premier point. 
Bien que tons les paragraphes de !'article pre
mier soient discutes simultanement, ils seront mis 
aux voix separement, avec les amendements qui 
s'y rattachent. 

La creation d'un comite ne parait, toutefois, pas 
s'imposer au stade actuel des debats. Bien que la 
redaction d'un texte juridique soit indubitablement 
une tache difficile et qui comporte des responsa
bilites, le President rappelle aux membres de la 
Commission que le projet de convention en ques
tion a ete publie il y dix mois et qu'il a fait l'objet 
d'une etude approfondie de la part des differents 
gouvernements, qni n'auront certainement pas 
manque de donner les instructions necessaires a 
leurs representants. 

rvt DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) se declare surpris 
par la these qu'a soutenue le representant de la 
Chine et pense que celle-ci embrouille la question. 



re-read both the Conference and the Council 
texts of article 1, paragraph 2 and the United 
States amendment to that paragraph, he was quite 
unable to find any difference of substance. Both 
the Conference and the Council texts were in
tended to afford equal protection to foreigners 
and nationals, provided they were engaged in 
the occupation of a foreign correspondent. 

The word "foreign" as applied to a correspond
ent implied that a person was the correspondent 
of a foreign agency or newspaper, and not him
self a foreigner. That was surely the only correct 
and fair interpretation possible. There had been 
no intention either at the Geneva Conference or 
at the session of the Economic and Social Coun
cil to discriminate in any way between the na
tionals of a State and foreigners; nothing had 
occurred since then to militate in favour of such 
discrimination. 

He strongly supported the Netherlands repre
sentative's remarks with respect to the Polish 
and Peruvian amendments to paragraph 3. Inno
cent as they appeared, the effect of their adoption 
would be to strike at the roots of that freedom of 
information which the draft convention sought to 
protect. To permit Governments to decide what 
news or opinions could be transmitted would 
frustrate the aim of the draft convention, which 
was to ensure the freedom of transmission of all 
news, information and opinion, except where con
siderations of national security were involved. 
In Mr. Davies' view, freedom of information 
meant freedom to transmit all news material, 
leaving all judgment concerning the quality of 
that material to the individual rather than to any 
government. 
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He would therefore oppose the Peruvian and 
Polish amendments to paragraph 3. 

Mr. CHANG (China) in tum was surprised by 
the United Kingdom representative's interpreta
tion of paragraph 2. The reason given when the 
Council Committee on Human Rights had re
vised that text had been that it was open to the 
interpretation of applying to foreigners only. The 
phrase introduced in the Council text, "when out
side his State", made it clear that the foreign· 
correspondent might be residing in his State ; in 
other words, he might be the national of that 
State employed by a foreign news agency in the 
capacity of correspondent. The Conference text, 
on the other hand, specified that a foreign cor
respondent had to be the holder of a valid pass
port, the inference being that he was a foreigner 
residing abroad. There was consequently strong 
doubt whether that text applied to nationals of a 
State as well as to foreigners. 

Mr. Chang thought the Conference text should 
be considered by the Committee as an alternative. 
That text too was open to amendments. The 
important thing for the Committee to decide was 
the question of principle: whether or not the pro
tection afforded by the draft convention should 
extend to the nationals of a State acting in the 
capacity of correspondents for a foreign agency as 
well as to foreign correspondents residing abroad. 

The CHAIRMAN remarked that while of course 
the decision as regards the principle involved lay 

Il a relu les textes du paragraphe 2 de }'article pre
mier respectivement adoptes par la Conference 
et le Conseil, ainsi que l'amendement des Etats
Unis a ce paragraphe, et il n'a pu trouver de dif
ference de fond entre ces versions. Le texte adopte 
par la Conference et le texte adopte par le Con
seil ont tous deux pour objet d'assurer une pro
tection egale aux etrangers et aux ressortissants 
d'un pays, pourvu que ceux-ci exercent les fonc
tions de correspondant etranger. 

Le mot "etranger", lorsqu'il s'applique a un 
correspondant, indique que celui-ci est correspon
dant d'une agence ou d'un journal etranger, et non 
point qu'il est lui-meme un etranger. C'est assure
ment la seule interpretation correcte et equita
ble. On n'a pas eu !'intention, que ce soit a la Con
ference tenue a Geneve OU a la session du Con
seil economique et social, d'etablir une distinction 
quelconque entre les ressortissants d'un Etat et 
les etrangers; rien ne s'est produit depuis lors 
qui tendrait a justifier une telle distinction. 

M. Davies appuie fortement Jes observations du 
representant des Pays-Bas concernant les amen
dements de la Pologne et du Perou au pararaphe 
3. L'adoption de ces amendements, inoffensifs en 
apparence, atteindrait clans ses reuvres vives cette 
liberte d'information que s'efforce de proteger le 
projet de convention. Permettre aux gouverne
ments de decider quelles sont les nouvelles ou les 
opinions dont la diffusion peut etre autorisee em
pecherait le projet de convention d'atteindre son 
but, qui est d'assurer la liberte de transmission 
de toutes lcs nouvelles, informations et opinions, 
sauf lorsqu'interviennent des considerations de 
securite internationale. De I'avis de M. Davies, li
berte d'information signifie liberte de transmettre 
tout document d'information, en laissant l'individu, 
et non le gouvernement, juge de la qualite de ces 
documents. 

Par consequent, M. Davies s'opposera aux 
amendements soumis par le Perou et par la Po
logne au paragraphe 3. 

M. CHANG (Chine) est surpris a son tour par 
!'interpretation que donne le representant du 
Royaume-Uni du paragraphe 2. La raison donnee 
!ors de la revision effectuee par le Comite des 
droits de l'homme du Conseil a ete que le texte 
de ce paragraphe pouvait donner a penser que 
celui-ci s'appliquait uniquement aux etrangers. Or, 
les mots "lorsqu'il se trouve a l'etranger", inseres 
clans le texte adopte par le Conseil, etablissent net
tement que le correspondant etranger peut resider 
clans son pays d'origine; en d'autres termes, i1 
peut etre ressortissant d'un Etat et etre employe 
par une entreprise d'information etrangere en qua
lite de correspondant. Le texte adopte par la Con
ference, d'autre part, specifie qu'un correspondant 
etranger doit etre titulaire d'un passeport regulier, 
ce qui implique qu'il est etranger au pays. II est 
done fort douteux que ce texte s'applique aux res
sortissants d'un Etat comme aux etrangers. 

M. Chang pense que la Commission doit con
siderer le texte adopte par la Conference comme 
une seconde version qui peut egalement faire l'objet 
d'amendements. L'important, pour la Commission, 
est de trancher cette question de principe; 
la protection offerte par le projet de con
vention doit-elle ou non s'appliquer aux ressortis
sants d'un Etat exen;ant Jes fonctions de corres
pondants d'une entreprise etrangere, aussi bien 
qu'aux correspondants d'origine etrangere. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer que s'il appartient 
a la Commission de prendre une decision sur le 



with the Committee, there could be no doubt that 
the text before it applied to nationals and for
eigners alike. 

Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) deprecated at
tempts to consider the convention as a P1;1-~ely 
technical question; it was of the utmost poht~cal 
significance. At a period when interests makmg 
for peace and interests making for war were con
fronted, the content of news could exercise a 
decisive political influence over millions of peo
ple. The convention should therefore be examined 
in the light of principle and of an assessment of 
how far information agencies related their con
duct to the aims and purposes of the United 
Nations. 

That consideration was particularly pertinent 
with regard to article L Even defenders of the 
system agreed that the greater part of the trans
mission was, in certain countries, monopolized by 
small groups. That had been confirmed by the 
editor of the Hartford Courant who had stated 
in his recently published book Freedom of Infor
mation that freedom of information in the United 
States meant the right of fewer than 1,800 news
paper publishers to impose their views on mil
lions of readers. The Press, that author had 
written, spoke for financial interests because it 
was itself a financial enterprise with a vested 
interest in conservatlve economic thought. Lord 
Beaverbrook had stated that he published his 
newspapers to carry on propaganda. In a book 
entitled Public Opinion and Foreign Policy, a 
group of journalists headed by the Sunday Maga
zine editor of The New York Times had advo
cated a form of merger of editorial views to 
mobilize public opinion behind the foreign policy 
of the United States. News material could not 
therefore be regarded as something abstract and 
unrelated to efforts to maintain peace. That prin
ciple should inspire the preamble and every article 
of the convention. 

He would, therefore, support the Polish amend
ments. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America), in 
reply to the Chinese representative, said that the 
Conference had clearly intended that article 1, 
paragraph 2 should cover nationals quite as fully 
as foreigners. Neither the Conference draft nor 
the Council draft had contemplated any situation 
where the foreign head of an information agency 
bureau should receive protection not extended to 
his subordinates who might be nationals of the 
country concerned. To deprive nationals of such 
protection would greatly diminish the value of the 
convention; such an interpretation could not be 
entertained. He did not object to the suggested 
insertion of the word "foreign" or even to the 
proposal that the Committee should return to the 
Conference text. He warned the Committee, how
ever, that the latter move might set an undesirable 
precedent and greatly impede its work on subse
quent articles. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) drew a distinc
tion between information and opinion. He won
dered whether the word "opinion" should not be 
deleted from article 1, paragraph 3. Information 
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principe en question, ii est incontestable que le 
texte etudie s'applique de la meme fa<;on aux 
ressortissants d'un pays et aux etrangers. 

M. DEDIJER (Yougoslavie) s'eleve contre les 
tentatives qui ont ete faites de considerer la con
vention comme un document purement technique 
alors qu'en fait sa portee politique est extremement 
importante. Aune epoque OU !'on assiste a un con
flit entre les forces de la paix et celles de la 
guerre, le contenu des nouvelles peut exercer une 
influence politique decisive sur des millions d'in
dividus. II faut done etudier la convention du point 
de vue des principes et en tenant compte de la 
mesure clans laquelle Jes entreprises d'information 
se comportent de maniere conforme aux objectifs 
vises par l'Organisation des Nations U nies. 

Cette observation s'applique particulierement a 
!'article premier du projet. De l'aveu meme des 
partisans de ce systeme, la transmission des ren
seignements est, clans certains pays, en majeure 
partie monopolisee par des groupes restreints. Le 
redacteur en chef du Hartford Courant l'a confirme 
en declarant, clans le livre qu'il vient de publier 
sous le titre de Freedom of Information, que la li
berte d'information aux Etats-Unis donne en 
fait a mains de 1.800 proprietaires de journaux le 
droit d'imposer leurs opinions a des millions de 
lecteurs. La presse, ecrit cet auteur, est le porte
parole d'interets financiers, etant elle-meme une 
entreprise financiere directement interessee a un 
systeme economique conservateur. Lord Beaver
brook a affirme qu'il publie ses journaux pour 
poursuivre une propagande. Dans un livre intitule 
Public Opinion and Foreign Policy, un groupe de 
journalistes, sous la direction du redacteur en chef 
du Sitnday Magazine (supplement du dimanche) 
du New York Times, a preconise une sort d'unifi
cation des opinions de la presse, en vue de mettre 
l'opinion publique au service de la politique etran
gere des Etats-Unis. On ne peut done considerer 
que les documents d'information soient quelque 
chose d'abstrait et n'aient pas de rapports avec 
les efforts en vue de maintenir la paix. Ce prin
cipe doit etre a la base du preambule et de tous 
les articles de la convention. 

M. Dedijer soutiendra done les amendements 
presentes par la Pologne. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare, 
en reponse au representant de la Chine, que clans 
l'esprit des membres de la Conference, le para
graphe 2 de !'article premier devait manifeste
ment s'appliquer aux ressortissants des pays in
teresses aussi bien qu'aux etrangers. Ni le projet 
de la Conference ni celui du Conseil n'avaient en
visage une situation clans laquelle le chef etran
ger d'un bureau d'information beneficierait d'une 
protection non accordee a ses subordonnes qui se
raient ressortissants du pays interesse. En privant 
de cette protection Jes ressortissants du pays in
teresse, on diminuerait considerablement la valeur 
de la convention; une telle interpretation ne peut 
etre acceptee. M. Canham ne s'oppose pas a l'in
section proposee du mot "etranger" ni meme a la 
proposition selon laquelle la Commission devrait 
revenir au texte de la Conference. Cependant, ii fait 
remarquer a la Commission qu'une telle decision 
pourrait creer un precedent regrettable et entraver 
considerablement les travaux portant sur Jes ar
ticles ulterieurs. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) fait une distinc
tion entre information et opinions. II se demande 
si le mat "opinions" ne devrait pas etre elimine 
du paragraphe 3 de !'article premier. Les informa-



was based upon facts, whereas opinion was often 
based upon rationalization and was employed for 
propaganda purposes, with mischievous effects. 
Accordingly, he wondered whether it would be 
wise to retain the word "opinion" without qualifi
cation. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that he agreed with 
the Polish and Yugoslav representatives on many 
points but disagreed with the procedure suggested 
by them. The appropriate place for statement of 
the principle advocated by them would be the 
preamble. His delegation would in due course 
submit an amendment to the preamble along those 
lines. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) agreed with the rep
resentative of Uruguay that it would have been 
preferable to discuss article 1 paragraph by para
graph. \Vith reference to paragraph 1, the phrase 
"information agency of a Contracting State" pro
posed in the United States amendment might give 
rise to the interpretation that a State-controlled 
agency was meant. He suggested, therefore, that 
the words "governmental or private" should be 
inserted at that point in order to avoid any mis
understanding. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) thought that the word 
"governmental" was too restricted. The phrase 
"whether public or private" used in the Confer
ence draft was broader and therefore preferable. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) was 
prepared to accept the Mexican representative's 
suggestion if clarification were found desirable. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) thought that it should 
be clearly stated that an information agency estab
lished in the territory of a State other than that 
of its origin should conform to the laws and regu
lations of the State in which it was operating. An 
information agency should not be created in the 
territory of another State in accordance with the 
laws and regulations of its State of origin. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
pointed out that there was nothing in the con
vention which derogated from the power of the 
State in which the information agency operated 
to apply its own laws. That provision appeared in 
several articles. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) said that it should be 
clearly stated that actual operation was meant, 
not creation or organization of the agency con
cerned. There was some ambiguity in the text of 
the United States amendment. What had been 
meant was obviously the foreign bureaux of a 
central agency created in the country of origin. 
The Lebanese representative's wishes could be 
met by the insertion of the words "whose agencies 
operate in conformity with the laws and regu
lations of the State in which it carries out its 
functions" after the words "that State" in the 
United States amendment. 

12 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) was not entirely satis
fied that the word "operate" fully covered the 
ideas that the agency should both function in con
formity with the applicable laws within the 
State concerned and conform to those laws with 
regard to its organization. 

tions se fondent sut des faits tandis que les opi
nions sont souvent basees sur une appreciation; 
elles sont parfois formulees a des fins de pro
pagande et peuvent avoir des effets nuisibles. 
Aussi ne serait-il peut-etre pas sage de conserver 
le mot "opinions" sans preciser ce que l'on entend 
par la. 

M. KAYSER (France) declare qu'il est d'accord 
avec les representants de la Pologne et de la 
Yougoslavie sur de nombreux points, mais qu'il 
n'approuve pas la procedure qu'ils proposent. C'est 
au preambule que devrait figurer la declaration 
de principe qu'ils preconisent. La delegation fran
<;aise proposera, en temps voulu, d'amender le 
preambule dans ce sens. 

M. AzKoUL (Liban) partage !'opinion du re
presentant de !'Uruguay selon laquelle il serait pre
ferable de discuter !'article premier paragraphe 
par paragraphe. 11 declare, a propos du paragraphe 
1, que !'expression "entreprise d'information d'un 
Etat contractant" proposee dans l'amendement des 
Etats-Unis pourrait etre interpretee comme indi
quant qu'il s'agit d'entreprises contr6lees par 
l'Etat. Par consequent, ii propose d'inserer dans 
cette expression Jes mots "gouvernementale on 
privee", afin d' eviter tout malentendu. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) estime que le mot "gou
vernementale" a un sens trop restrictif. L'expres
sion "publique OU privee", employee clans le pro
jet adopte par la Conference, a une portee plus 
etendue et elle est, par consequent, preferable. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) est pret 
a accepter la proposition du representant du Mexi
que si une clarification du texte est desirable. 

M. AzKOUL ( Li ban) estime qu'il faut declarer 
sans equivoqne qu'une entreprise d'information 
etablie sur le territoire d'un Etat autre que son 
Etat d'origine doit se conformer aux lois et regle
ments de l'Etat oi:1 elle fonctionne. Une entreprise 
d'information ne doit pas etre creee sur le territoire 
d'un autre Etat conformement aux lois et aux re
glements de son Etat d'origine. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) fait re
marquer qu'aucune disposition de la convention 
ne porte atteinte au droit de l'Etat ou fonctionne 
l'entreprise d'information d'appliquer ses propres 
lois. Au contraire, plusieurs articles contiennent 
des dispositions qui reconnaissent ce droit. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) declare qu'il faut claire
ment enoncer qu'il s'agit du fonctionnement pro
prement dit en non de la creation ou de !'organisa
tion de l'entreprise en question. 11 y a une cer
taine ambiguite dans le texte de l'amendement des 
Etats-Unis. I1 s'agit evidemment des bureaux a 
l'etranger d'une entreprise centrale creee dans le 
pays d'origine. On peut tenir compte du desir 
du representant du Liban en inserant dans le texte 
de l'amendement des Etats-Unis, apres "cet Etat", 
les mots: "et dont les agences fonctionnent confor
mement aux lois et reglements de l'Etat OU elle 
exerce son activite". 

M. AZKOUL (Liban) n'est pas entierement con
vaincu que !'expression "fonctionnent" fasse clai
rement ressortir que I'entreprise doit a la fois fonc
tionner conformement aux lois en vigueur dans 
l'Etat interesse et se conformer a ces lois en ce 
qui concerne son organisation. 



Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that the opening phrase of article 5 appeared to 
cover that point; to include it in article 1 would 
be redundant. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) observed that article 
5 referred to correspondents, not to information 
agencies. Certain States would insist that infor
mation agencies should operate according to their 
own laws; some countries, for example, limited 
the number of foreign employees in foreign con
cerns operating within their territory. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) supported the 
Lebanese representative. An information agency 
was regarded as an international organization. Its 
structure could not conform to the laws and regu
lations of all the States in which it operated. The 
structure, however, did not concern the States 
in which it operated; they were interested only 
in the activities of that agency's representatives. 
He agreed with the Lebanese representative that 
the wording should lay stress on operation rather 
than on creation or organization. 

At the request of the CHAIRMAN, Mr. HESSEL 
( Secretary of the Committee) suggested the fol
lowing compromise text : "within the territory and 
in conformity with the laws and regulations of 
another State". That phrase should be inserted 
after the words "news material". 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the words "or 
information agencies" might be inserted after the 
word "correspondents" in article 5, thus avoiding 
overburdening article 1. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) sup
ported the Chairman. Article 1 should contain 
definitions, not the statement of obligations. Such 
definitions should be brief and simple. To include 
restrictions in article 1 would in itself imply 
restricting freedom of information. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) thought that the 
Chairman's suggestion did not meet all difficulties. 
He agreed, however, that obligations should not 
be included in article 1. 

Mr. VII,LAG6MEZ YEPEZ (Ecuador) said that 
statutes and operation must be distinguished for 
legal reasons. In his country, a business concern 
was obliged to submit its statutes for Govern
ment approval before it was permitted to operate. 
A similar principle might be applied in the article 
under discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the appointment of 
a drafting sub-committee, as suggested by the rep
resentative of Uruguay, should be contemplated 
only in exceptional cases in view of the need to 
expedite the Committee's work. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
suggested that the representatives concerned 
should meet in formally for discussion before the 
following meeting. 

It was so decided. 
The meeting rose at 6.20 p.m. 
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M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer que 
la premiere phrase de l'article 5 semble prevoir ce 
cas; il serait superflu de l'inserer dans !'article 
premier. 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique) fait observer que !'ar
ticle 5 a trait aux correspondants et non aux 
entreprises d'information. Certains Etats insiste
ront pour que les entreprises d'information fonc
tionnent conformement a leurs propres lois; ainsi, 
certains pays limitent le nombre des employes 
etrangers travaillant dans les entreprises etrange
res qui fonctionnent sur leur territoire. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) est d'accord avec 
le representant du Liban. Une entreprise d'infor
mation est consideree comme une organisation 
internationale. Son organisation ne peut etre con
forme aux lois et aux reglements de tous les Etats 
ou elle fonctionne. Cependant, son organisation 
n'interesse pas ces Etats; ceux-ci s'occupent uni
quement de l'activite des representants de cette 
entreprise. M. Paysse Reyes partage !'opinion du 
representant du Liban selon laquelle le texte doit 
avoir trait au fonctionnement plutot qu'a la crea
tion OU a }'organisation. 

Sur !'invitation du PRESIDENT, M. HESSEL ( Se
cretaire de la Commission) propose le texte de 
compromis suivant: "sur le territoire et confor
mement aux lois et reglements d'un autre Etat". 
Ce membre de phrase devrait etre insere apres 
les mots "documents d'information". 

Le PRESIDENT propose d'inserer les mots "ou 
entreprises d'information" apres le mot "corres
pondants" dans le texte de !'article 5, afin d'eviter 
de surcharger !'article premier. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) est d'ac
cord avec le President. L'article premier doit con
tenir des definitions et non une enumeration 
d'obligations. Ces definitions doivent etre breves 
et simples. Si l'on faisait figurer des limitations 
clans !'article premier on limiterait par la meme 
la liberte d'information. 

M. AzKoUL (Liban) estime que la proposition 
du President ne resout pas toutes les difficultes. 
II admet cependant que les obligations ne devraient 
pas figurer a !'article premier. 

M. VILLAG6MEZ YEPEZ (Equateur) declare 
que, pour des raisons juridiques, il faut distinguer 
entre le statut et le fonctionnement. Dans son 
pays, une entreprise, avant d'etre autorisee a 
fonctionner, est obligee de soumettre ses statuts 
a !'approbation du gouvernement. Un principe 
analogue pourrait etre prevu clans !'article qui fait 
l'objet de la discussion. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la designation d'un 
sous-comite de redaction, proposee par le represen
tant de !'Uruguay, ne devrait etre envisagee que 
clans des Ca!! exceptionnels etant donne la neces
site de mener rapidement les travaux de la Com
mission. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) propose 
que les representants interesses se reunissent offi
cieusement avant la prochaine seance afin d'exa
miner les questions en suspens. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 
La seance est levee a 18 h. 20. 



HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-TIIIRD 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Friday, 8 April 1949, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands), 
speaking on a point of order, suggested that the 
Committee might be better able to cope with its 
work if it began its meetings at 10.30 in the 
morning and 2.30 in the afternoon. 

He further proposed that a small drafting 
sub-committee should be set up at once to assist 
the Committee whenever it was faced with diffi
culties such as those which had arisen at the 
preceding meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the Netherlands 
representative's first suggestion would be put into 
practice if it were feasible to do so. 'With regard 
to the second, experience at the first part of the 
session had shown that it was preferable to set 
up a drafting sub-committee to deal with literary 
style at a later stage, after the Committee itself 
had made such basic drafting changes as it thought 
necessary. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) and Mr. PEREZ 
PEROZO (Venezuela) thought that ad hoe working 
groups, composed of representatives particularly 
concerned with any given article and set up 
whenever needed, were preferable. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) and Mr. SPIROPOULOS 
(Greece) thought that the two proposals were 
not incompatible ; the existence of a standing 
drafting sub-committee would not preclude the 
creation of ad hoe working groups, if occasion 
arose. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Nether lands 
proposal to set up a standing drafting sub
committee. 

The proposal was rejected by 31 votes to 6, 
with 8 abstentions. 

117. Freedom of information: report 
of the Economic and Social Coun
cil (A/631} (continued} 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 1 ( continued) 

The CHAIRMAN directed the Committee's atten
tion to article 1, paragraph 2, as the joint amend
ment to paragraph 1 (A/C.3/422) presented by 
Lebanon, Mexico and the United States was not 
yet ready for circulation. 

Mr. CHANG (China) remarked that it was for 
the Committee to decide what meaning it wished 
to give to the term "foreign correspondent" and 
then to re-draft the definition contained in para
graph 2 accordingly. The intentions of those who 
had prepared the earlier drafts of that paragraph 
were consequently not relevant to the task in hand. 
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CENT QUATRE-VINGT-TROISIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le vendredi 8 avril 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas), pre
sentant une motion d'ordre, emet l'idee que la 
Commission serait peut-etre mieux a meme de s'ac
quitter de sa tache si ses seances commem;aient le 
matin a 10 h. 30 et l'apres-midi a 14 h. 30. 

En outre, il propose de creer immediatement 
un comite de redaction restreint pour assister la 
Commission lorsqu' elle se trouve en presence de 
difficultes du genre de celles que se sent produites 
a la precedente seance. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que la premiere sugges
tion emise par le representant des Pays-Bas sera 
suivie si cela est possible. Quant a la seconde, }'ex
perience acquise durant la premiere partie de la ses
sion a montre qu'il etait preferable de constituer 
Un comite de redaction, charge de s'ocuper des 
questions de forme, lorsque les travaux sont plus 
avances et que la Commission a elle-meme apporte 
les modifications de redaction essentielles qu'elle 
juge necessaires. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) et M. PEREZ 
PEROZO (Venezuela) estiment que des groupes de 
travail speciaux, composes des representants 
qu'interesse particulierement un article donne, et 
que l'on constituerait chaque fois que la necessite 
s'en ferait sentir, seraient preferables. 

M. KAYSER (France) et M. SPIROPOULOS 
( Grece) ne croient pas que les deux propositions 
soient incompatibles; !'existence d'un comite de 
redaction permanent n'empecherait pas de Creer, 
a l'occasion, des groupes de travail speciaux. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition des 
Pays-Bas visant a la creation d'un comite de redac
tion permanent. 

Par 31 voix contre 6, avec 8 abstentions, la 
proposition est rejetee. 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A. L'ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION n'uN 
PAYS A. L'AUTRE (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article premier (suite) 
Le PRESIDENT attire !'attention de la Commis

sion sur le paragraphe 2 de }'article premier, puis
que l'amendement au paragraphe I presente 
conjointement par le Liban, le Mexique et les 
Etats-Unis (A/C.3/422) n'est pas encore pret 
a etre distribue. 

M. CHANG (Chine) fait observer qu'il appar
tient a la Commission de decider quel sens elle en
tend donner a l'e.xpression "correspondant etran
ger" et de modifier ensuite, en consequence, la 
definition contenue dans le paragraphe 2. Les in
tentions des auteurs des textes anterieurs de ce 
paragraphe ne doivent done pas entrer en ligne 
de compte dans la decision a prendre. 



Nevertheless, it was clear from the documents 
used at the United Nations Conference on Free
dom of Information that the earliest conception of 
a foreign correspondent had been that of a person 
residing abroad and engaged in transmitting in
formation beyond the frontiers of the State in 
which he resided. In support of that statement, 
Mr. Chang quoted from the earliest draft of the 
convention under discussion,1 article 2 of which 
stated that no restrictions should be imposed by 
any of the Contracting States upon the entry and 
egress of foreign correspondents, while article 3 
said that foreign correspondents sent from one 
State to another should be permitted to travel 
freely across the territory of intervening States. 
It was clear that those provisions could apply only 
to foreign nationals. 

Moreover, a proposal concerning the entry, 
residence and egress of foreign correspondents, 
submitted at the Conference, was based on the 
principle that Governments should encourage the 
interchange of foreign correspondents, while a 
similar proposal was to be found in an amendment 
preseNted by none other than the United Kingdom. 

There could consequently be no doubt concern
ing the intention behind the earliest drafts of the 
convention. The Human Rights Committee of the 
Economic and Social Council had altered that in
tention, as it had had every right to do. In the 
same manner, the Third Committee was entitled 
to make any change it wished. 

The Chinese representative pointed out that he 
had not intended to move the amendment ascribed 
to him in document A/C.3/419, to replace "cor
respondent'' by "foreign correspondent" in the 
first sentence of paragraph 2. If the Committee 
agreed in principle that the term "correspondent" 
should apply only to correspondents residing 
abroad and not to the nationals of a State residing 
in that State but employed by a foreign news 
agency, a number of consequential amendments 
would have to be made. That would not be as 
difficult, however, as had been represented: when
ever the term "correspondent" occurred in the 
Council text, the corresponding Conference text 
could be used as the basis for discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the only text 
officially before the Committee was that contained 
in document E/1065; all other texts could, how
ever, be submitted as amendments to it. 

He invited the Committee to consider the 
question of principle raised by the Chinese 
representative. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) said that, as the draft 
convention would confer special status on foreign 
correspondents, nationals of a country might, if 
the broader interpretation of that term were 
adopted, have the status of foreigners in their own 
country. To ensure that the term "correspondent'' 
would not be construed to have that meaning, he 
proposed the addition at the end of paragraph 2 
of the following: "provided, however, that no 
Contracting State shall be obliged to consider any 

1 See document E/Conf.6/41. 
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N eanmoins, il ressort manifestement des docu
ments dont s'est servie la Conference des Nations 
Unies sur la liberte de !'information que la concep
tion que I' on s' etait faite a l' origine du correspon
dant etranger etait celle d'une personne qui re
side a l' etranger et fait profession de transmettre 
des informations hors des frontieres de l'Etat sur 
le territoire duquel elle reside. M. Chang cite, a 
l'appui de son affirmation, le projet initial de la 
convention en discussion1 ; !'article 2 de ce projet 
prevoit que les Etats contractants n'imposeront 
aucune restriction a l'entree OU a la sortie des 
correspondants etrangers, tandis que l'article 3 
porte que les correspondants etrangers envoyes 
d'un pays a l'autre seront autorises a se deplacer 
librement sur le territoire des Etats situes entre 
ces deux pays. II est evident que ces dispositions 
ne peuvent s'appliquer qu'a des ressortissants 
etrangers. 

De plus, la Conference a ete saisie d'une propo
sition qui concernait l'entree, la residence et la 
sortie des correspondants etrangers et qui reposait 
sur le principe selon lequel les gouvernements 
devraient encourager les echanges de correspon
dants etrangers, tandis qu'on retrouve une pro
position similaire dans un amendement presente 
par nul autre que le Royaume-Uni. 

I1 ne peut done y avoir aucun doute quant aux 
intentions exprimees clans les premieres versions 
de la convention. Le Comite des droits de l'homme 
du Conseil economique et social a modifie cette 
intention, et il avait entierement le droit de le faire. 
La Troisieme Commission a, de meme, le droit 
d'operer tous les changements qu'elle desire. 

Le representant de la Chine fait remarquer qu'il 
n'a jamais eu !'intention de proposer l'amende
ment que lui attribue le document A/C.3/419 et 
visant a remplacer "correspondant" par "corres
pondant etranger" clans la premiere phrase du pa
ragraphe 2. Si la Commission convenait en prin
cipe gue le terme "correspondant" ne doit s'appli
quer qu'aux correspondants residant a l'etranger 
et non aux ressortissants d'un Etat residant clans 
cet Etat mais employes par une entreprise d'in
formation etrangere, il faudrait operer en conse
quence un certain nombre d'amendements. Cepen
dant, cela ne serait pas aussi difficile qu'on l'a 
affirme: chaque fois que le terme "correspondant" 
apparait clans le texte du Conseil, on pourrait pren
dre comme base de discussion le texte correspon
dant adopte par la Conference. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que le seul texte dont la 
Commission soit officiellement saisie est celui que 
contient le document E/1065; tous autres textes 
peuvent cependant etre soumis a titre d'amende
ments a ce document. 

I1 invite la Commission a examiner la question 
de principe posee par le representant de la Chine. 

M. NORIEGA ( Mexique) fait remarquer que le 
projet de convention tend a conferer aux corres
pondants etrangers un statut special ; si done on 
adoptait !'interpretation plus large de ce terrne, 
Jes ressortissants d'un pays pourraient avoir un 
statut d'etrangers dans leurs propre pays. Pour 
etre sur que le terme "correspondant" ne sera pas 
entendu dans ce sens, M. Noriega propose d'ajou
ter, a la fin du paragraphe 2, le membre de phrase 
suivant: "etant entendu toutefois que nul Etat 

1 Voir le document E/Conf.6/41. 



of its own nationals as foreign correspondents 
under the terms of this convention". 
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Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) called attention to the 
fact that if nationals were considered foreign cor
respondents, they would be protected by an inter
national convention and would virtually be placed 
outside the laws of their own country. Nationals 
whose ideology was in conflict with that of their 
Government might, by virtue of the fact that they 
were employed by a foreign agency, engage with 
impunity in activities harmful to that Government. 
The Chilean delegation considered such a situation 
dangerous to national security and felt strongly 
that a clear distinction should be drawn between 
foreigners and nationals working as foreign 
correspondents. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) was grateful to the 
Chinese representative for raising the problem, on 
the solution of which depended the whole trend 
of the draft convention. 

The original Conference te.xt of paragraph 2 
had clearly referred to persons residing abroad, 
as the possession of a valid passport was one of 
the qualifications required; that a passport per
mitting travel abroad, rather than identification 
papers, was meant could be seen from the fact 
that the Council text - supposedly a clarification 
of the first - spoke of a passport needed by the 
correspondent ''when outside his State". 

Mr. Azkoul pointed out that the Council text 
was actually so vague that it might be interpreted 
as covering not only the two categories discussed 
by the Committee, but nationals of a State work
ing for an information agency within that State -
in other words, not foreign correspondents at all. 

·while in the future a convention might be 
concluded to cover all three categories, he felt that 
at the present stage special protection should be 
extended only to those who were most in need of 
it, that is to say, foreign nationals employed by a 
foreign information agency. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) remarked that 
the term "foreign correspondent" meant a person 
in the employ of a foreign information agency, 
transmitting news out of the country in which 
he resided, quite regardless of his nationality. 
Any other interpretation was discriminatory. 

The United Kingdom had been consistently 
opposed to such discrimination. The original text 
of article 2 and the United Kingdom amendment 
to it, to which the Chinese representative had 
called attention - to say nothing of the Council 
text of that article were in no way inconsistent 
with that attitude. Those provisions deliberately 
granted to foreign nationals protection needed by 
them alone; obviously, the nationals of a State 
transmitting news from that State did not have to 
leave its confines and did not need to be protected 
when travelling. 

Mr. Davies could not conceive that the Com
mittee would wish to discriminate between the two 
categories of foreign correspondents. Surely the 

contractant ne sera tenu de considerer aucun de 
ses propres ressortissants comme un correspon
dant etranger aux termes de cette convention". 

Mme FIGUEROA ( Chili) fait observer que si des 
nationaux venaient a etre consideres comme des 
correspondants etrangers, ils se trouveraient pro
teges par une convention internationale et virtuel
lement a l'abri des lois de leur propre pays. Les 
citoyens dont l'ideologie serait en conflit avec celle 
de leur gouvernement pourraient, du seul fait 
qu'ils seraient employes par une agence etrangere, 
se livrer impunement a des activites nuisibles a 
ce gouvernement. La delegation du Chili considere 
qu'une telle situation serait dangereuse pour la se
curite nationale et insiste pour qu' on etablisse 
une nette distinction entre les etrangers et les na
tionaux employes comme correspondants etran
gers. 

M. AzKOUL ( Liban) remercie le representant 
de la Chine d'avoir souleve le probleme, car de sa 
solution depend !'orientation generale du projet de 
convention. 

Le paragraphe 2 du texte initial adopte par la 
Conference visait clairement des personnes residant 
a l'etranger puisque la possession d'un passeport 
regulier figurait parmi les conditions requises. 
Pour se rendre compte que par passeport on en
tendait document permettant de voyager a l'etran
ger, plutot que simples papiers d'identite, i1 suffit 
de consulter le texte du Conseil, qui est cense 
eclaircir le texte initial, et qui parle d'un passeport 
dont le correspondant a besoin "lorsqu'il se trouve 
a l' etranger". 

M. Azkoul fait remarquer que le texte du Con
seil est en fait si vague qu'on pourrait !'interpreter 
comme s'appliquant non seulement aux deux cate
gories dont discute la Commission, mais aux ci
toyens d'un Etat qui travailleraient pour une entre
prise d'information de leur propre pays, par con
sequent a des gens qui ne sont pas du tout des 
correspondants etrangers. 

Un jour, certes, on pourrait conclure une con
vention qui s'appliquerait a !'ensemble des trois 
categories, mais, pour !'instant, M. Azkoul pense 
qu'il ne faudrait accorder une protection speciale 
qu'a ceux qui en ont le plus besoin, c'est-a-dire aux 
etrangers employes par une entreprise d'informa
tion etrangere. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer que 
le terme "correspondant etranger" s'applique a 
une personne au service d'une entreprise d'infor
mation etrangere et qui transmet des nouvelles 
a des pays autres que celui ou elle reside, quelle 
que soit sa nationa1ite. Toute autre interpretation 
serait discriminatoire. 

Le Royaume-Uni s'est constamment oppose a 
une discrimination de ce genre. Le texte initial 
de l'article 2 et l'amendement apporte a cet article 
par le Royaume-Uni, amendement auquel le repre
sentant de la Chine a fait allusion, ne sont pas plus 
en contradiction avec cette attitude que le texte 
adopte sur ce point par le Conseil. Ces dispositions 
accordent deliberement aux etrangers la protection 
dont eux seu1s ont besoin; il est evident que les 
ressortissants d'un pays qui transmettent des nou
velles a partir de ce pays n'ont pas a en quitter le 
territoire et n'ont pas besoin d'etre proteges lors 
de deplacements. 

M. Davies ne peut admettre que la Commission 
veuille faire une distinction entre les deux cate
gories de correspondants etrangers. Il est per-



representatives of China, Mexico and Chile did 
not wish foreigners residing in their countries to 
enjoy greater privileges than their own nationals 
engaged in precisely the same occupation. 

In reply to the argument that national security 
might be endangered if the nationals of a State 
were granted special protection, Mr. Davies 
pointed out that article 5 made quite sure that all 
foreign correspondents should conform to the laws 
of the State in which they resided. That article 
should be borne in mind when paragraph 2 of 
article 1 was put to the vote. 

In reply to the Lebanese representative, he said 
that paragraph 2 spoke not only of a valid passport 
but also of "a similar document" which might be 
substituted for the latter. All foreign correspon
dents needed credentials, whether or not they were 
working in a foreign country; the reference 
applied merely to means of identification. 

Mr. Davies said in conclusion that it would be 
most unfortunate if the Committee were to repu
diate what, in his opinion, had been the intention 
of both the Conference and the Council texts. He 
urged the Committee to adopt a text stating clearly 
and unambiguously that foreign correspondents 
were all those persons, regardless of nationality, 
who were employed by a foreign information 
agency and engaged in transmitting news to it. 

Mr. ABBAS (Iraq) thought that, in spite of the 
existence of article 5, the broader interpretation 
of the meaning of "foreign correspondent" might 
lead to practical difficulties. The laws of his State 
said that all its nationals must be treated equally, 
none of them should find himself in a privileged 
position merely because he was employed by a 
foreign information agency. 

He therefore supported the view of the Chinese 
representative. 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) fully agreed 
with the previous speaker. If the convention cov
ered all foreign correspondents indiscriminately, 
the anomalous circumstance might arise that the 
national of a State could lodge a complaint against 
the actions of his own Government with the Gov
ernment of the country in which the information 
agency for which he worked was situated, or with 
an international arbitration organ, should one be 
set up as had once been suggested. 

1\fr. RAo (India) also supported the view of the 
Chinese representative for the reasons stated by 
the latter. The draft convention should afford 
protection to foreigners employed as foreign cor
respondents and should ensure that they were in a 
position in no way inferior to that of the country's 
own nationals. That had been the basic principle 
embodied in the original text. 

The broader interpretation suggested by the 
United Kingdom representative would, however, 
endow certain nationals with dual rights and 
privileges and might easily result in divided 
loyalties. Furthermore, countries which had highly 
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suade que les representants de la Chine, du Mexi
que et du Chili n'ont nul desir de voir les etrangers 
residant dans leur pays jouir de privileges plus 
considerables que leurs propres nationaux qui 
exercent exactement le meme metier. 

En reponse a !'argument selon lequel la secu
rite nationale serait mise en danger si !'on accor
dait une protection speciale aux nationaux d'un 
Etat, M. Davies fait remarquer que !'article 5 pre
cise bien que tous les correspondants etrangers 
doivent se conformer aux lois du pays ou ils resi
dent. II conviendrait d'avoir a !'esprit cet article 
lorsque le paragraphe 2 de !'article premier sera 
mis aux voix. 

En reponse au representant du Liban, l'orateur 
fait remarquer que le paragraphc 2 parle non seu
lement d'tm passeport regulier mais aussi d'un 
"document analogue" qui peut lui etre substitue. 
Tous les correspondants etrangers ont besoin de 
papiers d'identite, qu'ils travaillent ou non clans 
un pays etranger; la reference s'applique simple
ment aux moyens d'identification. 

M. Davies conclut qu'il serait extremement re
grettable que la Commission repudiat ce qui repre
sente, a son avis, !'intention exprimee tant clans le 
texte de la Conference que clans celui du Conseil. 
II insiste pour que la Commission adopte un texte 
qui precise sans ambiguite que par "correspon
dants etrangers" on entend toutes les personnes, 
quelle que soit leur nationalite, qui sont employees 
par une entreprise d'information etrangere et font 
profession de lui transmettre des nouvelles. 

M. ABBAS (Irak) estime qu'en depit de !'ar
ticle 5 une interpretation plus large du terme "cor
respondant etranger" pourrait susciter des diffi
cultes sur le plan pratique. Conformement aux lois 
de son pays, tous les citoyens doivent etre traites 
sur un pied d'egalite; aucun d'entre eux ne doit 
sc trouver dans une position privilegiee du seul 
fait qu'il est au service d'une entreprise d'infor
mation etrangere. 

M. Abbas soutient done !'opinion exprimee par 
le representant de la Chine. 

M. PEREZ PERozo (Venezuela) est entierement 
d'accord avec l'orateur precedent. Si la conven
tion s'appliquait a tous les correspondants etran
gers sans distinction, on pourrait se trouver de
vant une situation curieuse: un ressortissant d'un 
pays pourrait deposer une plainte contre les actes 
de son propre gouvernement aupres du gouverne
ment du pays ou est situee l'entreprise d'informa
tion pour laquelle il travaille, ou aupres d'un orga
nisme international d'arbitrage, si l'on en cree un 
comme il a ete suggere. 

M. RAo (Incle) partage egalement 1' opinion 
exprimee par le representant de la Chine, pour 
les raisons que celui-ci a exposees. Le projet 
de convention devrait proteger les etrangers em
ployes comme correspondants etrangers et leur 
assurer une position qui ne soit en aucune fai;on 
inferieure a celle des citoyens du pays OU ils 
resident. Tel est le principe essentiel contenu 
clans le texte initial. 

L'interpretation plus large que suggere le re
prescntant du Royaume-Uni permettrait toutefois 
a certains nationaux de jouir de deux categories 
de droits et privileges et pourrait aisement aboutir 
a un conflit de loyaute. En outre, les pays qui 



developed techniques of news transmission might 
then enjoy an unfair advantage over countries 
which were relatively backward in that respect. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
pointed out that the right on the part of Govern
ments to exercise control over their nationals was 
explicitly recognized in several articles of the 
draft convention. The question at issue, therefore, 
was simply that of discrimination between two 
categories of correspondents. The practical effect 
of depriving nationals of the protection afforded 
by the convention would, in his opinion, be a 
reluctance on the part of the information agencies 
to avail themselves of the services of nationals in 
their foreign operations. That would be detri
mental to the agencies and to their public since 
it would deprive them of special information to 
which nationals of the countries concerned had 
ready access. It would thereby run counter to the 
United Nations' whole aim of raising the level 
of information. 

Real difficulties existed, as the representatives 
of China, Chile and Mexico had pointed out; the 
safeguards which they desired, however, could be 
included more appropriately at some other place. 
The Mexican amendment appeared unduly na
tionalistic. Its adoption would imply a serious 
step backward and might redound to the prejudice 
of the nationals of the countries which voted for 
it. If it were adopted, a rider should be added as 
a safeguard, to the effect that the rights and 
privileges afforded to information agencies under 
the convention should not be impaired by a Gov
ernment's refusal to accord correspondent status 
to its nationals. 
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Mr. L6PEZ (Philippines) observed that his 
country accorded complete freedom of movement 
to all journalists. Foreign correspondents there
fore received precisely the same rights as national 
journalists; there was no question of discrimina
tion. He admitted that a situation in which a 
State contracted with another State with regard 
to the rights of its own nationals on its own terri
tory might appear anomalous. A similar situation 
existed, however, in relation to other United 
Nations instruments such as the Convention on 
Genocide or the Universal Declaration on Human 
Rights, in which States undertook not to violate 
the rights of their own nationals guaranteed by 
their own existing laws. The rights and privileges 
of correspondents, however, were a secondary 
consideration for the purposes of the convention. 
The primary intention was to safeguard the 
gathering and international transmission of news 
and the free flow of information across frontiers. 
Nationals would enjoy those rights only when 
engaged upon that work. The convention should, 
therefore, be equally applicable to nationals and 
foreigners. His delegation would vote for a text 
which would make that point clear. 

possedent une technique tres developpee pour la 
transmission des nouvelles pourraient jouir d'un 
avantage injuste sur les pays relativement retar
dataires clans ce domaine. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) fait ob
server que plusieurs articles du projet de conven
tion reconnaissent expressement aux gouverne
ments le droit d'exercer un controle sur leurs 
propres ressortissants. Par consequent, il s'agit 
tout simplement de savoir s'il faut ou non etablir 
une distinction entre les deux categories de cor
respondants. M. Canham estime que si l'on refu
sait aux correspondants recrU:tes sur place la 
protection prevue par la convention, les entre
prises d'information hesiteraient a recourir, pour 
leurs operations clans un pays etranger, aux 
services de citoyens de ce pays. Cela porterait 
prejudice tant aux agences elles-memes qu'a leur 
public, en les privant d'informations speciales aux
quelles les ressortissants des pays interesses ont 
facilement acces. On irait ainsi a l'encontre de 
l'objectif que vise !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, qui est de relever le niveau des informa
tions. 

II existe, certes, des difficultes reelles, ainsi 
que l'ont fait remarquer les representants de 
la Chine, du Chili et du Mexique. Toutefois, les 
garanties qu'ils souhaitent seraient peut-etre plus 
a leur place clans une autre partie du texte. 
L'amendement du Mexique semble etre par trop 
nationaliste. Son adoption corrstituerait un serieux 
pas en arriere et pourrait, par contre-coup, 
porter prejudice aux ressortissants des pays qui 
auraient vote en sa faveur. Si cet amendement 
etait adopte, ii y aurait lieu d'y joindre, a titre 
de sauvegarde, une clause additionnelle stipulant 
que le refus de la part d'un gouverrniment d'oc
troyer le statut de correspondants a ses ressor
tissants ne devrait pas porter atteinte aux droits 
et privileges accordes aux entreprises d'informa
tion au titre de la convention. 

M. LOPEZ (Philippines) declare que son pays 
accorde a tous les journalistes une complete liberte 
de mouvement. Les correspondants etrangers 
jouissent done exactement des memes droits que 
les joumalistes du pays; il ne se pose aucune 
question de discrimination. M. Lope;,: reconnait 
qu'une situation ou un Etat passerait des accords 
avec d'autres Etats au sujet des droits de ses 
propres ressortissants sur son propre territoire 
pourrait paraitre anormale. Mais une situatien 
analogue decoule de certains autres instruments 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, tels que la 
Convention sur le genocide OU la Declaration 
universelle des droits de l'homme, aux termes 
desquelles chacun des Etats s'engage a ne pas 
violer les droits de ses propres ressortissants 
garantis par les lois en vigueur sur son propre 
territoire. Toutefois les droits et privileges des 
correspondants ne presentent qu'une importance 
secondaire si l'on considere le but de la convention. 
En effet, celle-ci vise avant tout a garantir l'acces 
aux informations et leur transmission d'un pays 
a l'autre et a assurer qu'elles traversent libre
ment les frontieres. Les ressortissants de chacun 
des Etats contractants ne jouiront de ces droits 
que tant qu'ils accompliront ce travail. C'est pour
quoi il faut que la convention s'applique aux cor
respondants nationaux aussi bien qu'etrangers. 
La delegation des Philippines voterait en faveur 
d'un texte precisant ce point. 



Mr. DROHOJOWSKI (Poland) agreed with the 
principle stated by the Chinese representative. 
With regard to the United States representative's 
warning, he had rarely found during a long ex
perience of journalism that the head of an infor
mation agency operating abroad was a national 
of the country in which he operated. Such bureau 
chiefs often employed local newspapermen, but 
the latter were not, strictly speaking, correspon
dents. They should be sufficiently familiar with 
their field not to need special privileges. An 
analogy might be drawn from the respective status 
of consuls and honorary consuls ; the latter did 
not receive diplomatic immunities. A national 
employed for specific local work by a bureau chief 
could not be regarded as having the status of a 
foreign correspondent. To interject the issue of 
nationalism into a purely technical question was 
quite out of place. 

Mr. MAKIN (Australia) supported the repre
sentative of the United States. Exclusion of 
nationals from the benefits of the convention might 
lead to serious difficulties. With regard to the 
employment of local correspondents, agencies and 
newspapers in his country had found that practice 
advantageous both economically and technically. 
Article 4 guaranteed C€rtain safeguards for issuing 
information; they should be accorded to all cor
respondents whatever their nationality. 

LouTFI BEY (Egypt) pointed out that the issue 
was not to decide whether certain privileges should 
be accorded to individuals but to ensure the free 
flow of news. Article 5 stipulated that corre
spondents must conform to the laws. Everyone 
was equal before the law ; therefore no discrimina
tion was possible. He would support the United 
Kingdom representative's opinion. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) regretted that his 
amendment might have given the impression of 
excessive nationalism. He had to admit, however, 
to suggesting discrimination in the sense that it 
was usual for Governments to afford prime con
sideration to the interests of their own nationals. 
Discrimination did not, in fact, always have the 
derogatory meaning which it had become cus
tomary to lend to it in the discussions of the 
United Nations. If the views of the United States 
representative were adopted, the implications 
might extend to other articles and give rise t(l 
discrimination in favour of nationals working for 
foreign agencies as against their colleagues work
ing on local newspapers, particularly in respect of 
such matters as the duty-free introduction of 
personal effects and the "tools of the trade". 
He did not think that that representative's warning 
about the economic effects of the exclusion of 
nationals from correspondent status was justified, 
since many countries had laws under which the 
employment of a fixed proportion of nationals in 
relation to foreigners was compulsory. It was 
unlikely, therefore, that the adoption of the Mex
ican amendment would prejudice the interests of 
nationals working for foreign agencies. He would 
be prepared, however, to accept the United States 
suggestion if the word "guarantees" were substi-
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M. DROHOJOWSKI (Pologne) se declare d'accord 
avec le principe enonce par le representant de 
la Chine. Quant aux apprehensions formulees 
par le representant des Etats-Unis, M. Droho
jowski signale que, durant sa longue experience 
journalistique, il a rarement rencontre un cas 
ou le chef d'une entreprise d'information operant 
a l'etranger fut un ressortissant du pays ou il 
travaillait. Ces chefs d'agence emploient souvent 
des journalistes locaux, mais ces derniers ne sont 
pas a proprement parler des correspondants. Theo
riquement, ils devraient suffisamment connaitre 
leur domaine pour n'avoir pas besoin de privi
leges speciaux. La comparaison entre le statut 
des consuls et celui des consuls honoraires n'est 
pas sans analogie: ces derniers ne jouissent pas 
d'une immunite diplomatique. Un journaliste du 
pays, employe sur place par un chef d'agence 
a un travail precis ne saurait etre considere 
comme possedant le statut de correspondant etran
ger. II serait inopportun d'introduire un probleme 
de nationalisme clans une question purement tech
nique. 

M. MAKIN (Australie) appuie le representant 
des Etats-Unis. Le fait de refuser aux ressortis
sants du pays les benefices de la convention peut 
creer de graves difficultes. Dans son pays, en 
effet, les agences et les journaux trouvent avan
tageusement economique et pratique d'engager des 
correspondants locaux. L'article 4 contient cer
taines garanties quant a la sortie des informa
tions; elles devraient s'appliquer a tous les cor
respondants, quelle que soit leur nationalite. 

LoUTFI BEY (Egypte) souligne qu'il ne s'agit 
point de decider s'il faut ou non accorder tel ou 
tel privilege a tel ou tel individu, mais bien de 
garantir la libre transmission des informations. 
L'article 5 stipule que les correspondants sont 
tenus de se conformer a la loi. Tout le monde 
etant egal devant la loi, aucune discrimination n' est 
possible. Loutfi Bey se rallie done a 1' opinion 
du representant du Royaume-Uni. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) regrette que son 
amendement ait pu paraitre nationaliste a l'exces. 
II admet, certes, qu'il a souleve la question de 
discrimination mais clans ce sens qu'en general 
les gouvernements veillent avant tout aux interets 
de leurs propres ressortissants. En effet, le mot 
"discrimination" n'a pas necessairement le sens 
pejoratif qu'on a pris l'habitude de lui preter 
clans les debats de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Si les vues exprimees par le representant 
des Etats-Unis venaient a etre adoptees, elles 
pourraient se repercuter sur d'autres articles et 
favoriser les ressortissants d'un pays travaillant 
pour une entreprise etrangere par rapport a leurs 
collegues employes par des journaux locaux, en 
particulier clans des domaines tels que la libre 
importation d'effets personnels ou de materiel 
professionnel. L'orateur ne pense pas que les ap
prehensions du representant des Etats-Unis a 
l'egard des repercussions economiques qu'on pro
voquerait en refusant aux nationaux le statut 
de correspondant soient justifiees. En effet, clans 
beaucoup de pays la loi fixe une proportion obli
gatoire entre le nombre de nationaux et le nombre 
d'etrangers employes. Il est done peu probable 
que !'adoption de l'amendement mexicain porte 
prejudice aux citoyens du pays travaillant pour 
une entreprise etrangere. Toutefois, M. Noriega 
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tuted for the words "rights and privileges" in the 
proposed text. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) ac
cepted that change. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) submitted his amend
ment taking account of the United States proposal, 
altered as he had suggested (A/C.3/424). 

Mr. VILLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Ecuador) pointed 
out that paragraph 2 of article 1 of the Council 
text, fell into two parts: the first, substantive; the 
second, supplementary. The first part, as far as 
the words "news material", should be taken 
separately, the supplementary descriptive part 
becoming a new paragraph or article. 

There appeared to be a consensus of opm10n 
that both nationals and foreigners might be des
cribed as correspondents, but that point should 
be clarified ; the existing text was too obscure for 
legal purposes. The opening phrase should there
fore define the word "correspondent" as an in
dividual, national or foreign, employed by an 
information agency. The stipulation regarding the 
holding of a passport appeared inappropriate in 
that article and could more properly be examined 
during the discussion on article 5, where a distinc
tion might be drawn between entry into the 
territory of a State and operation therein. 

Mr. FoURIE ( Union of South Africa) agreed 
with the representative of the Philippines that the 
primary purpose of the convention was to facilitate 
the free flow of news. If the guarantees for that 
operation were applicable only to foreigners, they 
could not be fully effective since a considerable 
category of persons transmitting news abroad 
would be excluded. If such a principle were 
accepted, the value of article 4 would be seriously 
impaired. The words "on the same basis" in 
article 3 seemed to imply that the privileges would 
be accorded to the news itself, not to the person 
of the transmitter; whether that person were a 
national or foreigner was therefore irrelevant. If 
that principle were abandoned, the value of the 
entire convention would be seriously impaired. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
agreed that it was necessary to lay stress upon the 
practical aspect. In the light of his own long 
experience even longer than that of the Polish 
representative - he could not agree that foreign 
bureau chiefs of information agencies were seldom 
nationals of the country in which they operated. 
In his own country, for example, the heads of the 
two largest United States news agencies and the 
chief correspondents of leading United Kingdom, 
Swedish, Danish, Swiss and other newspapers, 
feature services and radio chains were all Nether
lands nationals. He had reason to believe that the 
bureau chiefs of one of the largest United States 

scrait pret a accepter la suggestion du represen
tant des Etats-Unis a condition que l'on emploie 
le mot "garanties" au lieu de !'expression "droits 
et privileges", clans le texte propose. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) accepte 
ce changement. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) soumet son amende
ment qui tient compte de la proposition des 
Etats-Unis telle qu'elle a ete modifiee sur sa 
suggestion (A/C.3/424). 

M. VILLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Equateur) fait re
marquer que le paragraphe 2 de !'article premier 
du texte adopte par le Conseil peut fort bien se 
diviser en deux parties, dont la premiere traite 
d'une question de fond et la seconde est acces
soire. II faudrait isoler la premiere partie, jus
qu'aux mots "faire conna1tre au public", et faire 
de la partie descriptive qui suit un nouveau 
paragraphe ou un nouvel article. 

On semble en general d'accord pour estimer 
que les ressortissants du pays comme Jes etrangers 
pourraient etre qualifies de correspondants, mais 
le point devrait etre eclairci; a des fins juridiques, 
le texte actuel est trop obscur. La phrase initiate 
doit done definir le "correspondant" comme un 
individu, qu'il soit ou non ressortissant du pays 
ou il travaille, qui est employe par une entreprise 
d'information. La disposition relative au passe
port ne semble pas etre a sa place dans cet article 
et il serait preferable de !'examiner lors de la 
discussion de !'article 5, clans lequel on pourrait 
etablir une distinction entre l'entree sur le terri
toire d'un Etat et l'activite qu'on y exerce. 

M. FoURIE (Union Sud-Africaine) est d'accord 
avec le representant des Philippines pour recon
naitre que la convention a pour objet primordial 
de favoriser la libre transmission des informations. 
Si les garanties a cet egard ne s'appliquaient 
qu'aux etrangers, elles n'auraient qu'une valeur 
relative, etant donne qu'une categorie importante 
de personnes qui transmettent des informations 
a l'etranger en seraient exclues. L'acceptation 
d'un tel principe diminuerait considerablement la 
valeur de !'article 4. Dans !'article 3, les mots 
"clans les memes conditions", semblent indiquer 
que les privileges s'appliqueront aux informations 
elles-memes et non a celui qui les transmet. La 
question de savoir si ce dernier est ou non un 
ressortissant du pays ne presente done aucun 
interet. En abandonnant ce principe, on porterait 
serieusement atteinte a !'ensemble de la conven
tion. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) re
connait qu'il importe de faire ressortir les aspects 
pratiques du probleme. A la lumiere de sa longue 
experience personnelle plus longue meme que 
celle du representant de la Pologne - il ne peut 
accepter !'opinion selon laquelle les chefs des 
bureaux etrangers des entreprises d'information 
seraient rarement des ressortissants des pays ou 
ils travaillcnt. Dans son pays, par exemple, les 
chefs des deux principales agences d'information 
des Etats-Unis, ainsi que les correspondants en 
chef d'importants journaux, agences de distribu
tion d'articles, et organisations d'emissions radio
phoniques du Royaume-Uni, de la Suede, du 
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news agencies in many countries were nationals 
of the countries in which they operated. 

He agreed ,vith the representatives of the 
l;nited Kingdom, l;nited States and Australia. 

Mr. MAYRAND (Canada) said that equal pri
vileges for national and foreign journalists already 
existed in his country. He favoured the extension 
of that policy to all countries. 

RAHIM KHAN (Pakistan) could not entertain 
the apprehensions expressed by other representa
tives that nationals might be accorded undue 
privileges. Article l, paragraph 2 did not specify 
any privileges. It would be more opportune to 
discuss those privileges when the relevant articles 
came before the Committee. Laws might exist in 
some countries restricting the rights of foreigners 
as against those of nationals. A general relaxation 
of such restrictions would be desirable; a begin
ning in the case of the transmission of news might 
set a salutary precedent. '.i\Tith regard to the 
United States' warning concerning the dangers 
attendant upon excluding nationals from the con
vention, those dangers affected not merely the 
economic field but also, and more importantly, the 
field of information. Foreigners detached for short 
periods to a distant and unknown country such 
as his own might form a superficial and inaccurate 
picture, however well-meaning they might be. The 
greatest possible employment of local reporters 
was essential in the interests of preventing distor
tion. If the Chinese proposal were adopted with 
the intention of excluding foreigners from the 
benefits of the convention, an alarming situation 
might arise. 

He would, therefore, support the representative 
•Of the United States. 

Mr. CHANG (China) appreciated the spirit of 
•Compromise shown by the United States repre
sentative and fully agreed with the aspirations 
he had expressed. The gathering and international 
transmission of news was an extremely important 
factor in international relations and the question 
should therefore be handled with care. It would 
indeed be ideal if the international flow of informa
tion could be supervised by the United Nations, 
but in that case there would be no need for any 
convention on the subject. 

The draft convention was not directly concerned 
with questions of employment and finance, al
though those considerations should be borne in 
mind. vVhat was important was that the realities 
of the situation should be recognized. As the 
representative of India had stated earlier in the 
meeting, some countries were less highly developed 

'than others in the field of news transmission and 
were therefore not in a position to send corre
spondents abroad. Such countries were in the 
·majority and those which employed foreign cor
respondents were comparatively few. The United 
Kingdom representative had stated that there 
·would not be any discrimination as among the 

Danemark, de la Suisse et d'autres pays, sont tous 
des ressortissants neerlandais. II croit savoir egale
ment que les chefs des bureaux de l'une des princi
pales agences d'information des Etats-Unis dans 
de nombreux pays sont des ressortissants de ces 
pays. 

M. van Heuven Goedhart est d'accord avec 
les representants du Royaume-Uni, des Etats
U nis et de l'Australie. 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) declare que, dans son 
pays, les journalistes, tant nationaux qu'etrangers, 
jouissent deja de privileges egaux. 11 est partisan 
de l'application de cette politique clans tous les 
pays. 

RAHIM KHAN (Pakistan) n'eprouve pas les 
inquietudes exprimees par d'autres representants 
qui craignent que les journalistes nationaux ne 
jouissent de privileges excessifs. Le paragraphe 2 
de !'article premier ne parle nullement de privi
leges. II vaudrait mieux discuter de la question 
des privileges lorsque la Commission en viendra 
a l'examen des articles correspondants. II se peut 
que la legislation de certains pays restreigne les 
droits des etrangers par rapport a ceux des natio
naux. II serait bon d'alleger, dans l'ensemble, les 
restrictions de ce genre, et si l'on commem;ait 
a propos de la transmission des informations, on 
creerait peut-etre un precedent salutaire. La 
delegation des Etats-Unis a prevenu la Commis
sion du danger qu'il y aurait a refuser aux 
journalistes nationaux les benefices de la conven
tion. Ces dangers ne touchent pas uniquement 
le domaine economique, mais aussi, ce qui est 
plus important, le domaine de !'information. Des 
etrangers detaches pour peu de temps dans un 
pays eloigne et peu connu, comme le Pakistan, 
risquent de s'en faire une idee superficielle et 
inexacte, quelle que soit leur bonne foi. II im
porte done d'utiliser au maximum les journalistes 
locaux, afin d' eviter la deformation des nouvelles. 
Si l'on adoptait la proposition de la Chine dans 
!'intention d'exclure les etrangers de la protec
tion de la convention, on creerait une situation 
alarmante. 

Rahim Khan appuiera done le point de vue du 
representant des Etats-Unis. 

M. CHANG (Chine) remercie le representant 
des Etats-Unis de !'esprit de cooperation dont ii 
a fait preuve et se declare entierement d'accord 
avec les vreux que celui-ci a ex.primes. Le rassem
blem.ent des informations et leur transmission d'un 
pays a l'autre constituent un facteur extremement 
important dans les relations internationales, et 
la question ne doit pas etre traitee a la legere. 
!}ideal serait que la circulation internationale 
des informations soit controlee par l'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, mais clans ce cas aucune con
vention a ce sujet ne serait necessaire. 

Le projet de convention ne traite pas directement 
des questions de personnel et de budget, bien 
qu'il faille les garder a !'esprit. Ce qui importe, 
c' est de tenir compte des realites de la situation. 
Ainsi que l'a fait remarquer le representant de 
l'Inde au debut de la seance, certains pays n'ont 
pas atteint clans le domaine de la transmission 
des nouvelles un degre de developpement aussi 
eleve que d'autres et ne sont done pas en mesure 
d'envoyer des correspondants a l'etranger. Ces 
pays constituent la majorite, et ceux qui ont des 
correspondants a I' etranger sont relativement peu 
nombreux. Le representant du Royaume-Uni a 
declare qu'il n'y aurait aucune inegalite de traite-



nationals of a State, if the draft convention were 
to apply to all correspondents employed by foreign 
information agencies, regardless of their nation
ality. Mr. Chang felt, however, that there would 
be a certain amount of discrimination, as the 
correspondent working in his own country would 
feel himself to be in a privileged position if he 
received pay from abroad and was entitled to 
protection under an international convention. If 
the whole exchange of information could be 
carried on internationally, the question would 
naturally not arise, but in the existing circum
stances it had to be taken into account. 

He maintained his opinion that the words 
"foreign correspondent" used in the original Con
ference text had not been intended to cover 
correspondents who were nationals of the State 
in which they worked. If that had been the case, 
there would have been no need to amend the text, 
as had been done during the Economic and Social 
Council's seventh session. 

He appreciated the good intentions of the 
countries which were in a position to send corre
spondents abroad, but felt that the position of 
under-developed countries should be borne in 
mind. If the opinion expressed by the representa
tives of the United States and the United Kingdom 
were adopted, it would be very difficult for the 
under-developed countries to sign the convention. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) wished to make it quite 
dear that he had not submitted his amendment 
because of any particular conditions detrimental 
to correspondents in his own country. The free
dom of the Press was specifically guaranteed in 
the Mexican Constitution and there was no cen
sorship in his country. 

Mr. ENCINAS (Peru) said that there were 
difficulties inherent in both points of view. If the 
nationals of the State concerned were included in 
the definition, there would be the danger that the 
correspondent working for a foreign agency might 
have special privileges, which would not be shared 
by correspondents of the same nationality working 
for domestic agencies. 

On the other hand, if correspondents who were 
nationals of the State in which they worked were 
to be excluded from the definition, then it ws.mld 
become impossible for foreign information agen
cies to employ such correspondents. That would 
in turn lead to the concentration of all the respon
sibility for gathering news in the hands of 
nationals of States which possessed news agencies. 

Consequently, unless some other solution could 
be found, his delegation would be obliged to 
abstain from voting on the principle. 

Mr. INGEBRETSEN (Norway) said that the pur
pose of the draft convention, in so far as it dealt 
with correspondents, was to give those of foreign 
nationality the same rights as the others. It was 
therefore logical that all correspondents working 
for foreign agencies should be granted equal 
rights, regardless of their own nationality. The 
determining factor was the nationality of the 
agency and not that of the correspondent. 
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ment entre les ressortissants d'un Etat si les dis
positions du projet de convention s'appliquaient 
a tous les correspondants employes par les 
entreprises d'information etrangeres, quelle que 
soit leur nationalite. M. Chang considere toute
fois qu'il se produirait une certaine discrimination, 
puisque le correspondant travaillant clans son 
propre pays se sentirait dans une situation privi
legiee s'il recevait son salaire de l'etranger et se 
trouvait protege par une convention internatio
nale. Si tout l'echange d'informations pouvait s'ef
fectuer sous controle international, la question ne 
se poserait certes pas, mais, clans les circonstances 
presentes, il y a lieu d' en tenir compte. 

M. Chang maintient son opinion selon laquelle 
les mots "correspondant etranger" employes clans 
le texte initial adopte par la Conference ne de
vaient pas s'appliquer aux correspondants qui 
sont des ressortissants de l'Etat sur le territoire 
duquel ils travaillent. Si tel avait ete le cas, il 
n'aurait pas ete necessaire d'amender le texte, 
comme cela a ete fait au cours de la septieme 
session du Conseil economique et social. 

M. Chang ne doute point des bonnes intentions 
des pays qui sont a meme d'envoyer des corres
pondants a l'etranger, mais il estime qu'il faut 
tenir compte de la situation des pays insuffisam
ment developpes. Si !'opinion exprimee par les 
representants des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni 
etait adoptee, ii serait tres difficile aux pays 
insuffisamment developpes de signer la convention. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) tient a preciser qu'il 
n'a pas soumis son amendement parce qu'il exis
terait clans son pays des conditions prejudiciables 
aux correspondants etrangers. La Constitution 
mexicaine garantit expressement la liberte de la 
presse et il n'y a pas de censure clans son pays. 

M. ENCINAS (Perou) declare que les deux 
interpretations soulevent des difficultes. Si les 
ressortissants de l'Etat interesse etaient compris 
clans la definition, il serait a craindre que les 
correspondants travaillant pour une agence etran
gere puissent beneficier de privileges speciaux qui 
ne seraient pas accordes aux correspondants de 
la meme nationalite travaillant pour les agences 
nationales. 

D'autre part, si cette definition ne s'appliquait 
pas aux correspondants qui sont des ressortis
sants de l'Etat ou ils travaillent, les entreprises 
d'information etrangeres ne pourraient plus em
ployer de tels correspondants. Cette situation 
aboutirait a confier toute la responsabilite en ce 
qui concerne le rassemblement des informations 
aux ressortissants des Etats qui possedent des 
agences d'information. 

A moins qu'une autre solution ne soit trouvee, 
la delegation du Perou se verra done obligee de 
s'abstenir !ors du vote sur la question de prin
cipe. 

M. INGEBRETSEN (Norvege) declare que le but 
du projet de convention, pour autant qu'il s'ap
plique aux correspondants, est de conferer aux 
ressortissants etrangers les memes droits qu'aux 
autres correspondants. Il est done logique d'accor
der les memes droits a tous les correspondants 
travaillant pour des agences etrangeres, quelle 
que soit leur nationalite. Le facteur determinant 
est la nationalite de l'agence et non pas celle du 
correspondant. 



Mr. AZKOGL (Lebanon) said that two main 
objections had been raised to the views he had 
expressed earlier. The first was that, if the defini
tion were limited to apply only to foreigners, then 
the correspondents who were nationals of the State 
in which they worked would not be entitled to the 
same privileges as the foreigners. However, a 
closer examination of the privileges concerned 
would show that such an argument did not have 
much value. Those so-called privileges fell into 
four groups : 

1. Cases which were applicable only to for
eigners; for example, articles 2, 5, 8 and the third 
paragraph of article 9 ; 

2. Cases applicable to both categories, but 
which, on closer examination, would be found to 
have been included for the express purpose of 
granting to foreigners rights already enjoyed by 
nationals ; for example, articles 3 and 6 ; 

3. Cases applicable to both categories but 
which could not give rise to any discrimination, 
for example, the first and second paragraphs of 
article 9; 

4. Cases applicable to both categories in which 
some discrimination might arise if the definition 
were limited to apply to foreigners only. There 
were only two articles which came into the fourth 
group, namely articles 4 and 7. 

Mr. Azkoul considered that an international 
convention was necessary to protect the rights of 
foreigners, but the nationals of the State concerned 
had other means of influencing the Government 
so there was no need to include them in the draft 
convention. The very fact that the rights were 
granted to foreigners under the draft convention 
would encourage Governments to extend the same 
rights to their own nationals. Moreover, there 
was another draft convention, dealing with free
dom of information in general, which would 
protect the rights of nationals. In his opinion, the 
dangers of extending the definition to include 
correspondents who were nationals of the State 
in which they worked, would not be compensated 
by the advantage of granting them the rights 
mentioned in articles 4 and 7, especially as they 
could obtain these rights by other means. 

The second objection that had been raised was 
that information agencies would no longer employ 
correspondents who were nationals of the State 
from which the information was sought. In his 
opinion, any disadvantages to which that might 
give rise would be outweighed by the fact that 
more foreigners would travel and get to know 
other countries. Moreover, the information sent 
by foreigners, who understood the attitude of their 
readers, might be of more value than that sent by 
nationals of the State concerned . 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) pointed out that 
quite apart from the question of nationality, the 
category of free-lance correspondents had been 
entirely omitted ·from the draft convention. He 
wondered what the reason was for that omission. 
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M. AzKOUL (Liban) declare que deux objec
tions principales ont ete soulevees contre l'opinion 
qu'il a exprimee precedemment. La premiere est 
que, si la definition ne s'appliquait qu'aux etran
gers, les correspondants qui sont des ressortis
sants de l'Etat ou ils travaillent ne beneficieraient 
pas des memes privileges que les etrangers. Ce
pendant, il suffit d'examiner ces privileges de pres 
pour se rendre compte que cet argument n'est 
pas tres convaincant. Ces pretendus privileges 
peuvent etre classes en quatre categories : 

1. Dispositions ayant uniquement trait awe 
etrangers, par exemple, article 2, 5 et 8 ainsi que 
le troisieme paragraphe de l'article 9; 

2. Dispositions qui peuvent s'appliquer awe 
deux categories, mais qui, comme le montre un 
examen detaille, ont ete inclues clans le texte clans 
le but expres de conferer aux etrangers des droits 
dont beneficient deja les ressortissants des pays 
interesses, par exemple, articles 3 et 6; 

3. Dispositions ayant trait aux deux categories, 
mais ne pouvant donner lieu a aucune discrimi
nation ; par exemple les premier et deuxieme 
paragraphes de l'article 9; 

4. Dispositions ayant trait aux deux categories 
et qui pourraient donner lieu a des mesures dis
criminatoires, si la definition ne s'appliquait qu'aux 
correspondants etrangers. Il n'y a que deux ar
ticles qui rentrent clans cette quatrieme categorie, 
a savoir les articles 4 et 7. 

M. Azkoul estime qu'une convention internatio
nale est necessaire pour proteger les droits des 
etrangers, mais que, etant donne que les natio
naux de l'Etat interesse ont d'autres moyens 
d'exercer une influence sur leur gouvernement, il 
n'y a pas lieu d'englober ces derniers clans le pro
jet de convention. Le fait meme que des droits sont 
conferes aux etrangers par le projet de convention 
incitera Jes gouvernements a faire beneficier leurs 
propres nationaux des memes droits. De plus, 
i1 existe un autre projet de convention, ayant 
trait a la liberte de l'information en general, qui 
protegera les droits des nationaux. M. Azkoul 
considere que les risques qu'il y aurait a elargir 
la definition de maniere a englober Jes corres
pondants qui sont ressortissants de l'Etat sur le 
territoire duquel ils exercent leur profession ne 
seraient pas compenses par l'avantage qu'il y 
aurait a leur accorder Jes droits mentionnes clans 
Jes articles 4 et 7, etant donne surtout qu'ils sont 
a meme de se les faire accorder par d'autres 
moyens. 

Selon la seconde objection qu'on a soulevee, 
les entreprises d'information ne pourraient plus 
employer comme correspondants des ressortis-
sants de pays dont elles veulent obtenir des 
informations. A son avis, Jes inconvenients qui 
pourraient en resulter seraient plus que com
penses par le fait qu'un plus grand nombre d'etran
gers auraient a se deplacer et a connaitre ainsi 
d'autres pays. Par ailleurs, Jes informations en
voyees par des etrangers, qui connaissent le 
point de vue de leurs lecteurs, seraient plus 
precieuses que celles que pourraient foumir les 
ressortissants du pays interesse. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) signale que, 
la question de la nationalite mise a part, le projet 
de convention omet entierement la categorie que 
constituent les correspondants independants. II se 
demande quelle est la raison de cette omission. 



He agreed with the representative of Ecuador 
that the second part of the paragraph might, with 
advantage, be put in a separate article. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) thought that the argu
ments used by the representative of Lebanon 
really confirmed the views expressed by the United 
States and United Kingdom representatives, 
rather than the conclusion reached by Mr. Azkoul. 

The document had originally been drafted with 
a view to eliminating the existing discrimination 
against foreigners, but it now appeared that many 
representatives were approaching the problem 
from the opposite point of view. 

24 

His delegation was opposed to substituting a · 
discrimination which would be offensive for one 
that was regrettable and he would therefore vote 
in favour of the Council's text or of any amend
ment on those lines. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he would put the 
question of principle to a vote. If the Committee 
decided in favour of including both nationals and 
non-nationals in the definition, he would consider 
the Mexican amendment (A/C.3/424) to have 
been rejected. If the opposite decision were taken, 
he would call for a separate vote on the Mexican 
amendment. 

He put to the vote the principle of including 
under the concept of "correspondent" both the 
nationals and the non-nationals of the country in 
which the news was gathered and from which it 
was transmitted. 

The proposal was adopted as follows: 22 repre
sentatives voted in favour of the principle, 17 
representatives voted in favour of including non
nationals only, and 7 abstained. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) pointed out that his 
amendment had been submitted in a spirit of 
compromise. In his opinion, it would have been 
more normal to have voted on that text - which 
had been submitted in writing - rather than on 
the question of principle. He did not wish to make 
a formal protest, but he hoped that such an 
abnormal manner of voting vmuld not become a 
precedent. 

The CHAIRMAN said the Committee itself had 
agreed, at the beginning of the meeting, to base 
the discussion and the vote on the question of 
principle. He agreed that such a practice was not 
usual and that, as a general rule, it was better to 
vote on a specific text. He assured the representa
tive of Mexico that the practice would not become 
a precedent and would only be resorted to in 
special cases. 

Mr. CHANG (China) did not consider that the 
majority obtained in the recent vote had been 
overwhelming and wondered whether the repre
sentatives who had made up that majority might 
not be willing to reconsider their decision. If the 
Mexican proposal were adopted as a compromise, 
it would enable many more countries to sign the 
convention. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the decision 
could be reversed only by a two-thirds majority 
vote. 

The meeting rose at 6.25 p.m. 

Il partage l'avis du representant de l'Equateur, 
selon lequel ii y aurait avantage a ce que la seconde 
partie du paragraphe fasse l'objet d'un article 
separe. 

M. KAYSER (France) pense que les arguments 
avances par le representant du Liban confirment 
en realite les opinions exprimees par les repre
sentants des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni, au 
lieu de corroborer la conclusion a laquelle aboutit 
M. Azkoul. 

Le document tel qu'il a ete redige a l'origine 
devait permettre d'eliminer les mesures discrimi
natoires dont sont actuellement victimes les etran
gers. Or, il apparait maintenant que de nombreux 
representants envisagent la question d'un point de 
vue oppose. 

La delegation frarn;aise s'oppose a substituer 
une discrimination qui serait choquante a une dis
crimination qui etait regrettable. Aussi, M. Kayser 
votera-t-il en faveur du texte du Conseil ou 
de tout amendement qui, le cas echeant, preci
serait une telle pensee. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il va mettre aux voix: 
la question de principe. Si la Commission decide 
d'inclure clans la definition aussi bien les natio
naux que Ies etrangers, ii estimera que l'amende
ment du Mexique (A/C. 3/424) est rejete. Dans 
le cas contraire, ii mettra separement aux voix 
l'amendement du Mexique. 

Il met done aux voix le principe d'apres lequel 
seraient consideres comme "correspondants" aussi 
bien les etrangers que les nationaux du pays dans 
lequel les nouvelles sont recueillies et d'ou elles 
sont transmises. 

La proposition est adoptee, 22 representants 
votant en faveur de ce principe, 17 representants 
votant en faveur d'ime definition limitee au.:t: etran
gers seuls, et 7 s' abstenant. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) souligne que son amen
dement a ete soumis clans un esprit de compromis. 
A son avis, il aurait ete plus normal de voter 
sur ce texte, qui a ete soumis par ecrit, que sur 
une question de principe. Il ne desire pas elever 
une protestation officielle, mais espere que cette 
fac;on anormale de proceder au vote ne consti
tuera pas un precedent. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que la Commission a 
convenu elle-meme, an debut de la seance, de faire 
porter la discussion et le vote sur la question 
de principe. II convient que c'est la une pratique 
peu eourante et que, en regle generate, ii est prefe
rable de voter sur un texte precis. II assure au 
representant du Mexique que cette pratique ne 
sera pas consideree eomme un precedent et qu'on 
y aura recours seulement clans des cas speciaux. 

M. CHANG (Chine) estime que la majorite 
qui s'est degagee du vote qui vient d'avoir lieu 
n'a pas ete ecrasante et il se demande si les 
representants dont se compose cette majorite n'ac
cepteraient pas de revenir sur leur decision. Si 
la proposition du Mexique etait acceptee a titre 
de compromis, un bien plus grand nombre de 
pays seraient a meme de signer la convention. 

Le PRESIDENT signale que la decision ne peut 
etre rapportee que par un vote a la majorite 
des deux tiers. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 25. 
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118. Freedom of information: report 
of the Economic and Social Coun

cil (A/631) (continued) 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS 
(E/1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 1 (continued) 
The CHAIRMAN observed that amendments to 

article 1 of the draft convention were recapitulated 
in document A/C.3/419/Rev. 1, which was before 
the Committee. 

Mr. SUTCH (New Zealand) though that the 
vote taken at the 183rd meeting on the principle 
of including both nationals and non-nationals 
under the concept ''correspondent" had been in
conclusive. Two votes had been taken, both of 
them affirmative. In the first vote 22 representa
tives had voted in favour of that principle but the 
negative votes and abstentions had not been 
counted. In the second vote, 17 representatives 
had voted in favour of including non-nationals 
only, 7 had abstained, but no negative votes had 
been taken. The Mexican amendment (A/C.-
3/424) appeared to him to represent a compromise 
position on which the Committee had as yet made 
no decision. Since the first two votes seemed 
inconclusive, the Mexican amendment might be 
regarded as still before the Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN was unable to agree that the 
vote had been inconclusive. He had clearly stated 
at the 183rd meeting, and before the vote had been 
taken it had been expressly understood - and the 
Committee had accepted that understanding -
that the Mexican amendment would be regarded 
as rejected if the decision were in favour of in
cluding both nationals and non-nationals in the 
definition. The Committee had so decided. The 
seven abstentions clearlv showed that there were 
representa'ives who w~re unwilling to endorse 
either of the two principles. The vote had not 
therefore been inconclusive and the Mexican 
amendment was no longer before the Committee. 
That decision could be reconsidered only if a 
motion were made for the application of rule 112 
of the rules of procedure of the General Assembly. 
Since a two-thirds majority would be required for 
such a motion to succeed, the only possibility was 
that certain members who constituted the previous 
majority in the vote might reconsider their 
position. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) felt that the full impli
cations of the vote might not be clear. His amend
ment had been impugned as discriminatory and 
unduly nationalistic. He wondered, however, 
whether the real danger of discrimination might 
not lie in the possibility that the Committee's vote 
might be interpreted as extending special privi
leges to correspondents in Non-Self-Governing 
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CENT QUATRE-VINGT-QUATRIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-Yorlc, 
le lundi 11 avril 1949, a 11 h. 30. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

118. Liherte de l'in:formation: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) ( suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L'ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION D'UN 
PAYS A L'AGTRE (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article premier (suite) 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que les amende
ments a !'article premier du projet de convention 
figurent clans le document A/C.3/419/Rev.l, que 

j les membres de la Commission ont sous les yeux. 

I M. SuTcH (N ouvelle-Zelande) estime que le 
vote intervenu au cours de la 183eme seance sur le 
point de savoir si le terme "correspondant" doit 
s'appliquer a la fois aux ressortissants du pays 
interesse et aux etrangers n'a pas ete concluant. 
Par deux votes, la Commission s'est prononcee 
par l'affirmative. Lors du premier scrutin, 22 
representants ont vote pour, mais les votes contre 
et les abstentions n'ont pas ete comptes. Lars du 
second scrutin, 17 representants ont vote pour que 
le terme "correspondant" soit applique aux etran
gers seulement, 7 se sont abstenus, mais Jes votes 
contre n'ont pas ete comptes. L'amendement du 
1i!exique (A/C.3/424) constitue, selon ::VI. Sutch, 
un compromis sur lequel la Commission ne 
s'est pas encore prononcee. Etant donne que les 
deux premiers votes ne paraissent pas concluants, 
on peut considerer que la Commission est toujours 
saisie de l'amendement du Mexique. 

Le PRESIDENT ne peut partager !'opinion selon 
laquelle le vote n'a pas ete concluant. II a declare 
de fa<;on non equivoque lors de la 183eme seance, 
et i1 avait ete entendu avant le vote - et la Com
mission avait accepte ce point de vue - que 
l'amendement du Mexique serait considere comme 
rejete si la Commission decidait d'inclure clans la 
definition tant Jes ressortissants du pays interesse 
que Jes etrangers. Or, c'est cette decision que la 
Commission a prise. Le fait qu'il y a eu sept absten
tions montre clairement que certains representants 
ne voulaient accepter ni l'une ni l'autre de ces deux 
theses. On ne peut done pas dire que le vote inter
venu n'a pas ete concluant et la Commission ne se 
trouve plus saisie de l'amendement du Mexique. 
On ne pourrait revenir sur cette decision que si 
une proposition demandant !'application de !'article 
112 du reglement interieur de l'Assemblee generale 
etait presentee. Puisque !'adoption d'une proposi
tion de ce genre exige une majorite des deux 
tiers, il faudrait que certains membres qui ont cons
titue la majorite !ors du vote modifient leur 
position. 

Pour M. NORIEGA (Mexique), !'on ne se rend 
peut-etre pas compte de tout ce que le vote im
plique. Son amendement a ete attaque sous pretexte 
qu'il aurait un caractere discriminatoire et serait 
par trop nationaliste. II se demande toutefois si 
en realite ii n'y aurait pas un danger de discri
mination si !'on interpretait le vote de la Com
mission comme signifiant que des privileges 



Territories and Trust Territories. The vote on 
principle appeared to conflict with resolution 19 
of the Conference on Freedom of Information.1 
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The CHAIRMAN would not take the responsi
bility of ruling on such an interpretation at that 
stage; the question might be raised again during 
the discussion of article 15. 

Mr. SUTCH (New Zealand) believed that it 
might be helpful to consider the Mexican amend
ment, and take a vote upon it. If the question 
remained inconclusive in the Committee, the Gen
eral Assembly might find it difficult to make a 
final decision. The Chairman's statement might 
be taken to mean that the original text would con
tinue to be the basic one, but the Mexican amend
ment might be regarded as an amendment to that 
text. Such procedure would not involve recon
sideration of the vote. 

The CHAIRMAN said that in view of his state
ment before the vote, the procedure suggested by 
the New Zealand representative was not feasible. 
The only method of bringing the Mexican amend
ment before the Committee would be by recon
sidering the previous vote. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) urged that the question 
of principle should be clarified immediately and 
finally. Otherwise, difficulties would perpetually 
arise, not so much in the General Assembly as in 
the work of the Committee itself. The Committee 
was in effect a form of extended working group 
and should act as such in the face of the existing 
situation. 

He would not press for the consideration of 
his amendment. 

Mr. CHANG (China) was glad that the question 
of the vote taken at the 183rd meeting had been 
raised, because he felt there really was some need 
for clarification. The whole question should be 
approached from the educational rather than from 
the political point of view, because of the nature 
of the draft convention itself. The definition of 
"correspondent" in paragraph 2 of article 1 was 
of fundamental importance to the draft convention 
as a whole, and the question should th~refore be 
settled unequivocally before the other ai_-t1cles co~ld 
be discussed. In order to be free, mformation 
should be fair, full and frank, and the discussion 
in the Third Committee should also have those 
attributes if the convention were to be successful 
and to receive the maximum number of signatures. 

He pointed out that an absolute majority had 
not been obtained in the vote taken at the 183rd 
meeting. The same could also be said of the vote 
taken on the subject in the Human Rights Com
mittee of the Economic and Social Council,2 when 
8 representatives had voted in favour of including 
the nationals of the country in which the news 
was collected and from which it was transmitted, 

speciaux doivent etre accordes aux correspondants 
operant dans des territoires non autonomes et des 
Territoires sous tutelle. Le vote intervenu sur la 
question de principe semble etre en contradiction 
avec la resolution 19 de la Conference sur la liberte 
de l'information1 • 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il ne peut pas actuelle
ment se prononcer sur une telle interpretation ; la 
question pourrait etre soulevee a nouveau !ors de 
la discussion de !'article 15. 

M. SuTcH (Nouvelle-Zelande) estime qu'il 
pourrait etre utile d'examiner l'amendement du 
Mexique et de le mettre aux voix. Si la question 
ne recevait pas une solution nette au sein de la 
Commission, l' Assemblee generale pourrait diffi
cilement se prononcer. La declaration du President 
pourrait etre interpretee comme signifiant que le 
texte primitif continuerait d'etre le texte de base, 
mais l'amendement du Mexique pourrait etre con
sidere comme un amendement a ce texte. Cette 
procedure eviterait de revenir sur le vote qui a eu 
lieu. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, en raison du point 
de vue qu'il a exprime avant le vote, ii n'est pas 
possible de suivre la procedure que suggere le 
representant de la Nouvelle-Zelande. Le seul 
moyen de saisir la Commission de l'amendement 
du Mexique consisterait en une remise en cause de 
la decision qui a ete prise. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) insiste pour que la 
question de principe soit tranchee immediatement 
et une fois pour toutes ; sinon, des difficultes ne 
cesseront de surgir, non pas tant au sein de l'As
semblee generale qu'au sein de la Commission 
elle-meme. La Commission est en effet une sorte 
de groupe de travail a composition etendue, et 
devrait agir comme tel clans la situation presente. 

II n'insistera pas pour que son amendement fasse 
l'objet d'un examen. 

M. CHANG (Chine) est heureux que l'on ait 
souleve la question du vote intervenu au cours de 
la 183eme seance; il pense en effet qu'un eclair
cissement est vraiment necessaire. En raison de la 
nature meme du projet de convention, il convient 
d'etudier la question sous son aspect educatif plutot 
que du point de vue politique. La definition du 
"correspondant", contenue au paragraphe 2 de 
!'article premier, est d'une importance capitale 
pour !'ensemble du projet de convention, et il 
faut done, avant de pouvoir etudier les autres 
articles, regler cette question sans laisser place a 
aucune ambiguite. L'information, pour etre libre, 
doit etre a la fois impartiale, ample et sincere, et 
les travaux de la Troisieme Commission doivent 
avoir le meme caractere si !'on veut que la con
vention porte des fruits et soit ratifiee par le plus 
grand nombre d'Etats possible. 

M. Chang fait ressortir qu'il n'y a pas eu de 
majorite absolue lors du vote enregistre a la 
183eme seance. Cela est egalement vrai du vote 
auquel a procede sur le meme sujet le Comite des 
droits de l'homme du Conseil economique et 
social2 : lorsqu'il a examine la question de savoir 
s'il fallait etendre le concept de correspondant 
etranger aux ressortissants des pays ou sont 

1 See Final Act of the United Nations Conference on l 1 Voir l'Acte final de la Conference des Nations Umes 
Freedom of Information, annex C, page 30. sur la liberte de /'information, annexe C, page 32. 

• See document E/ AC.27 /SR.15. 2 Voir le document El AC.27 /SR.15. 



7 had voted against that concept and 3 had ab
stained. Thus the voting had been very close 
each time and such a narrow majority could not 
be considered satisfactory where a question of 
such vital importance was concerned. Mr. Chang 
thought it would be better to place the discussion 
on a less legalistic footing - to attempt to reach 
a compromise rather than to hurry to a vote. Such 
had been the procedure followed during the dis
cussion of resolution 19 adopted by the Confer
ence on Freedom of Information, with the result 
that the resolution had eventually been adopted 
unanimously. 

In his opinion, the Conference text of the draft 
convention was infinitely preferable to the re-draft 
adopted by the Human Rights Committee of the 
Economic and Social Council and he very much 
regretted that the Conference text, which had 
been prepared by fifty-four countries, had not been 
taken as a basis for discussion rather than the 
re-draft, which had been considered by only eight
een countries. The United States representative 
had said he would be willing to return to the 
wording of the Conference text and Mr. Chang 
hoped the Committee would eventually decide to 
follow that course. In his opinion, the Conference 
text had been perfectly clear and straightforward 
and there had been no intention of including 
correspondents who were nationals of the country 
in which they worked. 

The question was one of great importance to 
under-developed countries, which were in the vast 
majority. The Netherlands representative had 
stated, at the 183rd meeting, that a large propor
tion of correspondents working for foreign agen
cies in his country were of Dutch nationality and 
he had argued that such correspondents should be 
covered by the draft convention. Mr. Chang felt, 
however, that the position was different where 
under-developed countries were concerned. As he 
had already stated at the 183rd meeting, the diffi
culty would not arise if all information agencies 
could be internationalized. If, however, nationals 
of the country in which the news was collected and 
from which it was transmitted were included in the 
draft convention, it would amount to internation
alizing the employees without internationalizing 
the agencies which employed them. Moreover, 
the third draft convention,1 which dealt with free
dom of information as a whole, gave general 
protection to all correspondents. The first draft 
convention should therefore keep to its real pur
pose, which was, in his opinion, to protect the 
rights of foreign correspondents working outside 
the country of which they were nationals. 

He did not wish to make a formal proposal for 
reconsideration of the vote taken at the 183rd 
meeting, but he hoped that some of those who 
had formed the majority of 22 might agree to 
reconsider their decision. He suggested that a 
small informal group might be set up to give the 
matter more careful consideration and to reach 
a more general understanding, since the question 
was one of such paramount importance. 
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recueillies les informations et d'ou elles sont trans
mises, on a enregistre 8 voix pour, 7 contre, et 3 
abstentions. Le vote a done ete chaque fois tres 
partage et l'on ne peut considerer qu'une majorite 
aussi faible soit satisfaisante lorsqu'il s'agit d'un 
probleme d'une importance aussi capitale. M. Chang 
pense qu'il vaudrait mieux placer la discus
sion sur un terrain mains formel et s'efforcer 
de realiser un compromis sans vouloir voter en 
hate. I1 rappelle que c'est cette procedure qui a ete 
suivie au cours de l'examen de la resolution 19 
adoptee par la Conference sur la liberte de !'infor
mation, et qu' on est finalement parvenu de cette 
maniere a l'adoption unanime de la resolution. 

De l'avis de M. Chang, le texte du projet de 
convention prepare par la Conference est infini
ment preferable au projet remanie adopte par le 
Comite des droits de l'homme du Conseil econo
mique et social, et il deplore que le texte de la 
Conference, qui a ete elabore par cinquante-quatre 
pays, n'ait pas ete choisi comme base de la discus
sion, de preference au projet remanie qui n'a ete 
etudie que par dix-huit pays. Le representant des 
Etats-Unis a dit qu'il reviendrait volontiers au 
texte adopte par la Conference, et M. Chang espere 
que la Commission decidera en fin de compte 
d'adopter ce parti. Le texte prepare par la Confe
rence etait parfaitement clair et, clans !'intention 
de ses auteurs, ne devait aucunement s'appliquer 
aux correspondants exer<;ant leur activite clans le 
pays dont ils sont ressortissants. 

Cette question est d'une extreme importance 
pour les pays insuffisamment developpes, dont le 
nombre est tres grand. Le representant des Pays
Bas a declare au cours de la 183eme seance que 
nombre de correspondants travaillant clans son 
pays pour le compte d'entreprises d'information 
etrangeres etaient de nationalite neerlandaise, et 
que le projet de convention devait leur etre appli
que. M. Chang estime toutefois que la situation 
est differente en ce qui concerne les pays insuffi
samment developpes. Ainsi qu'il l'a deja precise 
au cours de la 183eme seance, la difficulte ne se 
presenterait pas si toutes les entreprises d'infor
mation pouvaient recevoir un statut international. 
Cependant, si l'on etend les dispositions du projet 
de convention aux ressortissants du pays ou les 
informations sont recueillies et d' ou elles sont 
transmises, cela reviendrait a donner un statut 
international aux employes sans que les entre
prises qui les emploient re<;oivent ce statut. D'autre 
part, le troisieme projet de convention\ relatif a 
la liberte de l'information clans son ensemble, 
assure d'une fai;on generale la protection de tous 
les correspondants. Le premier projet de con
vention doit done se limiter a son veritable objectif 
qui est, de l'avis de M. Chang, de proteger les 
droits des correspondants etrangers exeri;ant leur 
activite en dehors du pays dont ils sont ressor
tissants. 

M. Chang ne desire pas proposer de fa<;on 
formelle que l'on revienne sur le vote intervenu 
au cours de la 183eme seance ; ii espere cependant 
que parmi les 22 membres qui ont constitue la 
majorite, certains accepteront peut-etre de revenir 
sur leur decision. Il propose de constituer officieu
sement un petit groupe de travail qui etudierait 
plus attentivement la question et pourrait parvenir 
a une entente plus generale, etant donne l'im
portance capitale du probleme. 

' See Resolutions adopted by the Economic and Social 1 Voir les Resolutions adoPtees Par le Conseil econo-
Council at its seventh session, resolution 152 B (VII), mique et social pendant sa sePtieme session, resolution 
page 24. I 152 B (VII), page 24. 



The CHAIRMAN stated that, as he had pointed 
out on previous occasions, the only text officially 
before the Committee was the text which the 
Economic and Social Council in plenary session 
had decided to transmit to the General Assembly 
and which was contained in document E/1065. 

Mr. ALVARADO (Peru), in accordance with rule 
112 of the rules of procedure, moved reconsider
ation of the vote taken at the 183rd meeting with 
respect to the meaning given in the draft con
vention to the term "correspondent". 

Mr. GoNzALEz FERNANDEZ (Colombia) was 
opposed to reconsideration. The vote had settled 
a question of principle, but the actual text had not 
yet been determined and amendments to it could 
be proposed. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) fully 
::igreed with the Colombian representative. He felt 
sure that any uncertainties ldt by the vote would 
be dispelled in the course of the discussion of the 
various articles and the vote on them, and that a 
clear and unambiguous text would be produced. 

28 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Peruvian 
proposal to reconsider the decision taken at the 
183rd meeting with respect to the meaning of the 
term "correspondent" in the draft convention. 

The result of the vote was 22 in favour, 24 
against, and 1 abstention. The proposal was 
rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN directed the Committee's atten
tion to paragraph 1 of article 1. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) said that his 
amendment (A/C.3/423) incorporated the ideas 
contained in the amendment proposed by the 
Peruvian representative, whereas the text of the 
amendment submitted jointly by Lebanon, Mexico 
and the United States of America (A/C.3/422) 
did not. Furthermore, although the joint amend
ment had been accepted by the Lebanese repre
sentative, Mr. Paysse Reyes ventured to think 
that the fine legal point raised by the latter at 
the 183rd meeting was presented more clearly in 
the Uruguayan amendment. 

In fact, the Uruguayan amendment made it 
plain that an information agency should be created 
and organized in accordance with the laws and 
regulations of the State in which it was domiciled, 
but that it should make its activities conform to 
the laws and regulations of the State in which it 
operated. Thus, a very clear distinction was drawn 
between the organization of an agency in one State 
and its operations in another. That was the basic 
difference between the Uruguayan amendment and 
the joint amendment, which might be interpreted 
to mean that the State in which an agency operated 
had jurisdiction over its internal organization and 
could, under the pretext that the latter was not in 
conformity with its own laws and regulations, 
prevent the agency from operating on its territory. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que, comme ii a deja 
eu l'occasion de l'indiquer, le seul texte dont la 
Commission soit officiellement saisie est celui que 
le Conseil economique et social a, en seance ple
niere, decide de transmettre a l' Assemblee gene
rate, et qui figure au document E/1065. 

M. ALVARADO (Perou), se prevalant de !'article 
112 du reglement interieur, propose de reconsi
derer le resultat du vote qui a eu lieu a la 183eme 
seance, sur le sens a donner au mot "correspon
dant" clans le projet de convention. 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) s'oppose 
a cette proposition. Le vote a regle une question de 
principe, mais le texte merne n'a pas encore ete 
etabli, et des amendements peuvent etre proposes 
a son sujet. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) est tout 
a fait d'accord avec le representant de la Colombie. 
II est persuade que la discussion des divers articles 
et le vote qui la suivra permettront de dissiper 
toutes les incertitudes qui peuvent subsister apres 
le vote precedent et de rediger un texte clair et 
ne pretant a aucune equivoque. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition du 
Perou tendant a reconsiderer les resultats du vote 
auxquels il a ete procede a la 183eme seance, sur 
le sens du mot "correspondant" dans le projet de 
convention. 

Il y a 22 voix pour, 24 voi.x contre et une abs
tention. La proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT attire l'attention des membres de 
la Commission sur le paragraphe I de !'article 
premier. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) declare que son 
amendement (A/C.3/423) englobe les notions qui 
figurent dans l'amendement propose par le repre
sentant du Perou, a la difference du texte de 
l'amendement soumis conjointement par le Liban, 
le Mexique et les Etats-Unis (A/C.3/422). 
D'autre part, bien que le representant du Liban 
ait accepte l'amendement commun, M. Paysse 
Reyes n'en pense pas moins que le point de droit 
subtil que le representant du Liban a souleve a 
la 183eme seance est expose avec plus de clarte 
dans l'amendement de l'Uruguay. 

En fait, cet amendement montre clairement 
qu'une entreprise d'information doit etre creee et 
organisee conformement aux lois et reglements 
en vigueur dans l'Etat sur le territoire duquel elle 
a son siege principal, mais que son activite doit se 
conformer aux lois et reglements de l'Etat sur le 
territoire duquel elle s'exerce. De cette maniere, 
une distinction tres nette est etablie entre la forma
tion d'une entreprise dans un Etat et son fonc
tionnement clans un autre Etat. C'est la diffe
rence essentielle qui existe entre l'amendement 
propose par l'Uruguay et l'amendement commun; 
en effet, on pourrait interpreter ce dernier comme 
signifiant que !'organisation interne d'une entre
prise d'information releve de la juridiction de 
l'Etat sur le territoire duquel elle poursuit son 
activite, et que cet Etat peut empecher l'entreprise 
de fonctionner sur son territoire sous pretexte que 
son organisation interne n'est pas conforme aux 
lois et reglements en vigueur clans ledit Etat. 



Such an interpretation would, of course, defeat 
the whole purpose of the convention. The adop
tion of the joint amendment would therefore not 
meet the issue. 
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Another point in the Uruguayan amendment 
which deserved mention was that, according to it, 
the collection and dissemination of news material 
should be performed through correspondents and 
for purposes of public information; in other 
words, the draft convention would not apply to 
information collected for secret or private use by 
Governments or commercial firms. That safeguard 
was essential in an article defining the terms used 
throughout the draft convention. 

Finally, a further advantage of the Uruguayan 
amendment was that it avoided the repetition of 
the types of activity in which an information 
agency could engage which occurred in the joint 
amendment. 

For all those reasons, Mr. Paysse Reyes con
sidered the Uruguayan amendment preferable to 
the joint amendment. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) ob
served that the Uruguayan representative and the 
sponsors of the joint amendment were in perfect 
agreement concerning the ideas they wished to 
express. Nevertheless, although the difference 
between the two amendments was largely one of 
language, the wording of the Uruguayan amend
ment might give rise to difficulties which the joint 
amendment would avoid. 

Mr. Canham then proceeded to examine the 
Uruguayan amendment in detail. The introduction 
of the word "television" at the beginning was not 
really necessary; the word "broadcasting" as used 
in the joint amendment covered both radio and 
television. 

Further, the phrase "collection and dissemina
tion through correspondents" was open to criti
cism. It could not be properly said that news was 
disseminated through correspondents; it was, of 
course, collected by them, but that fact was so 
obvious that it did not need stating. The words 
"news and/ or documents for public information" 
should be replaced by the term "news material" 
used throughout the draft convention. 

The most serious difficulty arose from the clos
ing phrase: "and whose activities must be in 
conformity with the laws and regulations of every 
State in which it operates". That phrase, which 
related to the duties and obligations of informa
tion agencies, really went beyond the function of 
definition, which was all article 1 was supposed to 
provide. Its danger was that it gave States con
siderable opportunity to stop the operation of an 
information agency suddenly, on some legal pre
text, in their territory. The corresponding phrase 
in the joint amendment, "created and operating 
under the applicable laws and regulations of 
Contracting States", appeared to be clear and 
adequate. He did not think that it was open to 
the interpretation put upon it by the Uruguayan 
representative. 

On the whole, Mr. Canham felt that the joint 
amendment contained a simpler and more satis
factory phrasing of the principles with which the 
Uruguayan representative was the first to agree. 

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m. 

11 est clair qu'une telle interpretation compro
mettrait irremediablement l'objet meme de la con
vention. L'adoption de l'amendement commun ne 
permettrait done pas de resoudre le probleme. 

11 convient de mentionner egalement que, aux 
termes de l'amendement de l'Uruguay, la recherche 
et la diffusion des nouvelles doivent etre effectuees 
par des correspondants et pour !'information du 
public; en d'autres termes, le pro jet de convention 
ne s'appliquerait pas aux informations recueillies 
par des gouvernements ou des entreprises com
merciales, a des fins secretes OU privees. 11 est 
essentiel qu'un article definissant les termes em
ployes clans !'ensemble du projet de convention 
comporte cette garantie. 

Enfin, l'amendement de !'Uruguay presente 
encore un autre avantage en ce qu'il n'enumere 
pas a nouveau, comme le fait l'amendement com
mun, les genres d'activites dont peut s'occuper une 
entreprise d'information. 

Pour toutes ces raisons, M. Paysse Reyes consi
dere que l'amendement de !'Uruguay est preferable 
a l'amendement commun. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) fait 
observer que le representant de l'Uruguay et les 
auteurs de l'amendement commun sont parfaite
ment d'accord sur les notions qu'ils desirent expo
ser. Toutefois, bien que la difference entre Jes deux 
amendements se ramene, clans une large mesure, 
a une question de redaction, le libelle de l'amende
ment uruguayen peut donner lieu a des difficultes 
que ne souleve pas l'amendement commun. 

M. Canham examine ensuite en detail l'amende
ment de !'Uruguay. L'introduction du mot "tele
vision" au commencement de ce texte ne s'impose 
pas; le mot "radiodiffusion", employe clans l'amen
dement commun, s'applique a la fois a la radio et 
a la television. 

De plus, la phrase "recueillir et repandre, par 
l'intermediaire de correspondants" est critiquable. 
A proprement parler, les nouvelles ne sont pas 
diffusees par l'intermediaire de correspondants; 
bien entendu, ceux-ci les recueillent, mais cela est 
si evident qu'il n'y a pas lieu de l'enoncer. On 
devrait substituer aux mots: "des nouvelles et/ou 
des documents destines a !'information publique", 
les mots: "documents d'information", qui sont em
ployes clans !'ensemble du projet de convention. 

C'est le dernier membre de phrase: "et dont 
l'activite devra se conformer aux lois et reglements 
de chacun des Etats sur le territoire desquels elle 
s'exercera", qui souleve les plus grandes difficultes. 
Cette phrase, qui a trait aux devoirs et aux obli
gations des entreprises d'information, fait en realite 
plus que fournir une definition, alors que le seul 
objet de !'article premier est de donner des defi
nitions. Ce membre de phrase risque de donner 
aux Etats une excellente occasion de suspendre 
soudain, sous un pretexte juridique quelconque, 
le fonctionnement d'une entreprise d'information 
sur leur territoire. Le membre de phrase corres
pondant de l'amendement commun "creee et fonc
tionnant conformement aux lois et reglements 
applicables des Etats contractants" semble etre 
clair et suffisant. M. Canham ne pense pas qu'on 
puisse !'interpreter comme l'a fait le representant 
de !'Uruguay. 

En definitive, M. Canham estime que l'amende
ment commun formule d'une fa<;on plus simple et 
plus satisfaisante les principes que le representant 
de !'Uruguay a ete le premier a accepter. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 20. 
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119. Freedom of information: report 
of the Economic and Social Coun
cil ( A/ 631 ) (continued) 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND IN
TERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 1, paragraph 1 (continued) 

Mr. KAYSER (France) found the remarks made 
by the Uruguayan representative at the 184th 
meeting most convincing ; he therefore proposed 
that the Uruguayan amendment to paragraph 1 
(A/C.3/423) should be taken as the basis for 
discussion. 

The French delegation, for its part, was in 
favour of maintaining the word "television", as 
that medium was not automatically included in 
the term "broadcasting". 

With regard to the words par l'interniediaire 
de correspondants ( "through correspondents"), 
Mr. Kayser suggested that their position in the 
French text might be altered as follows: dont 
l'acti'Vite reguliere consiste a recueillir par l'inter
niediaire de correspondants et a repandre des 
nou'Velles. 

Finally, in order to avoid any ambiguity in the 
last part of paragraph 1, such as might arise from 
the introduction of the concept of duty into what 
should be only a definition of terms, Mr. Kayser 
proposed replacing the words "must be in con
formity with the laws and regulations'' by the 
words "should be exercised under the laws and 
regulations". 

Mr. ALVARADO {Peru) supported the French 
representative's proposal that the Uruguayan 
amendment should be taken as the basis for dis
cussion. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) accepted the 
re-draft of the last paragraph of article 1 sug
gested by the French representative. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) en
dorsed the text of the Uruguayan amendment in 
that form, on the understanding, however, that the 
more concise definition of the term "information 
agency" would not exclude any of the other media 
of information expressly mentioned in the more 
detailed text adopted by the Economic and Social 
Council at its seventh session. 
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Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) stressed the impor
tance of not introducing into a definition the idea 
of duty, which would distort its character; the 
fact that an information agency went counter to 
the laws of the country in which it functioned in 
no way altered its status. Moreover, as the aim of 
the convention was to ensure the greatest possible 
freedom of access to news and its international 
transmission, only the purely administrative func
tions of an information agency could be wholly 
subject to national laws and regulations. The duty 
of correspondents to act in conformity with those 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-CINQUIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le lundi 11 avril 1949, a 14 h. 30. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Li ban). 

119. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PRO JET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L' ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION n'uN 
PAYS A L'AUTRE (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article premier, paragraphe 1 (suite) 

M. KAYSER (France), tres sensible aux obser
vations formulees a la 184eme seance par le repre
sentant de !'Uruguay, propose d'accepter l'amen
dement uruguayen au paragraphe 1 (A/C.3/423) 
comme base de discussion. 

La delegation frall(;aise desirerait, pour sa part, 
que le mot "television" soit maintenu, ce moyen 
de diffusion n'etant pas automatiquement compris 
dans le terme "radiodiffusion". 

En ce qui concerne les mots "par l'intermediaire 
de correspondants", M. Kayser suggere de leur 
donner la place suivante clans le texte franc;ais : 
"dont l'activite reguliere consiste a recueillir par 
l'intermediaire de correspondants et a repandre 
des nouvelles". 

Enfin, pour eviter toute equivoque clans !'inter
pretation de la derniere partie du paragraphe 1, 
equivoque qui pourrait resulter de l'introduction 
d'une notion d'obligation clans ce qui ne doit 
constituer qu'une definition de termes, M. Kayser 
propose de remplacer le membre de phrase "doit 
se conformer aux lois et reglements" par "doit 
s'exercer dans le cadre des lois et reglements". 

M. ALVARADO (Perou) appuie la proposition du 
representant de la France d'adopter l'amendement 
uruguayen comme base de discussion. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) accepte la redac
tion suggeree par le representant de la France 
pour la derniere partie du paragraphe 1. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) donne 
son adhesion au texte de l'amendement uruguayen 
ainsi modifie, etant bien entendu toutefois que la 
definition plus concise que la Commission adoptera 
pour le terme "entreprise d'information" n'ex
duera aucun des autres moyens d'information 
expressement mentionnes dans le texte plus de
taille adopte par le Conseil economique et social a 
sa septieme session. 

~L AZKOUL (Liban) souligne la necessite de ne 
pas introduire clans une definition une notion 
d'obligation qui en deformerait le caractere: le fait 
qu'une entreprise d'information contrevient aux 
lois du pays ou elle exerce son activite ne modifie 
en rien son statut. D'autre part, le but de la con
vention etant d'assurer la plus grande liberte 
possible a l'acces aux informations et a leur trans
mission d'un pays a l'autre, seules les fonctions 
purement administratives de l'entreprise d'infor
mation peuvent etre soumises sans restriction aux 
lois et reglements nationaux. L' obligation pour les 



31 

laws and regulations was laid down in article S 
of the convention ; when that article was discussed, 
that duty could be imposed on information 
agencies as well. 

Mr. Azkoul suggested the following wording: 
"and which functions under the laws and regu
lations". 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico), citing the example of 
the Associated Press which sometimes received 
its foreign news not from accredited correspoa
dents but from a newspaper or from another news 
agency, asked whether such newspapers or news 
agencies could be regarded as the "correspon
dents" of the information agency, and, if they 
could, whether the obligations assigned in article 
S to individual correspondents extended to the 
newspapers or news agencies acting as corre
spondents. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) replied that, if 
obligations had to be imposed within each country 
to ensure the proper operation of a free exchange 
of news, a national organ of the Press could hardly 
be designated as the correspondent of an informa
tion agency without endangering the very principle 
of freedom of the Press. In his opinion, the re
sponsible representative of an information agency 
should always be an individual whose actions 
could, in case of abuse, be controlled by the Gov
ernment. 

Mr. ALVARADO (Peru) thought the term "corre
spondent" applied solely to the person who trans
mitted the news from its source; a newspaper or 
news agency acting as correspondent was no more 
than an intermediary. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) re
marked that the Mexican representative had raised 
a delicate question which concerned the relations 
of information agencies in various countries. That 
difficulty could be avoided either by the deletion 
of the words "through correspondents" or by the 
addition of the words "or otherwise". 

He agreed with the Lebanese representative 
that it was necessary to state in article 5 that the 
obligation mentioned was incumbent not only upon 
correspondents but upon all organs engaged in 
gathering and transmitting news material. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) wished to retain 
the words "through correspondents", which, al
though they might be !imitative, had the advantage 
of establishing the responsibility of individual per
sons. Without that safeguard, certain Govern
ments might find the convention less acceptable. 

The phrase "or otherwise", on the other hand, 
was dangerous in that it might cover clandestine 
activities. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) thought that a more 
precise definition should be found for the term 
"correspondent". 

correspondants d'agir en conformite de ces lois et 
reglements est inscrite a !'article S de la conven
tion : au moment oi.t cet article viendra en discus
sion, on pourra decider d'etendre la responsabilite 
a l'entreprise d'information. 

M. Azkoul propose done d'adopter la formule 
suivante: "et qui fonctionne clans le cadre des lois 
et reglements". 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique), citant l'exemple de 
l'agence Associated Press qui, dans certains cas, 
re<;oit ses informations de l'etranger non pas de 
correspondants attitres mais d'un journal ou d'une 
autre agence de presse, voudrait savoir si le jour• 
nal ou l'agence de presse en question peuvent etre 
consideres comme les "correspondants" de l'entre• 
prise d'information ; s'il en est ainsi, la respon
sabilite attribuee en vertu de !'article S a la per
sonne physique du correspondant s'etend-elle 
egalement a la personne morale du journal ou de 
l'agence de presse faisant fonction de correspon
dant? 

En reponse, M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) fait 
remarquer que si, pour le bon fonctionnement du 
libre echange d'informations, ii convient de fixer 
des responsabilites a l'interieur de chaque pays, il 
serait difficile, sans mettre en danger le principe 
meme de la liberte de la presse, de designer comme 
correspondant d'une entreprise d'information un 
organe national de presse. A son avis, le responsa
ble d'un entreprise d'information doit etre, clans 
tous les cas, une personne physique sur laquelle 
le gouvernement peut exercer un controle clans 
des cas determines d'abus. 

M. ALVARDO (Perou) estime que le terme "cor
respondant" ne s'applique qu'a celui qui com
munique la nouvelle de premiere source; lorsqu'un 
journal ou une agence fait fonction de correspon
dant, il n'agit qu'en intermediaire. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) souligne 
que le representant du Mexique souleve une ques
tion delicate qui touche aux relations qu'entretien
nent les entreprises d'information de divers pays. 
On pourrait resoudre cette difficulte, soit en sup
primant les mots "par l'intermediaire de cor
respondants", soit en ajoutant les mots "ou par 
d'autres moyens". 

Il se declare d'accord avec le representant du 
Liban sur la necessite de mentionner a l'article 5 
que la responsabilite prevue s'etend non seulement 
aux correspondants mais a tous les organes qui 
s'occupent de recueillir et de transmettre des in
formations. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) insiste pour le 
maintien de !'expression "par l'intermediaire de 
correspondants", qui est peut-etre limitative mais 
a l'avantage d'etablir la responsabilite de person
nes physiques. Sans cette garantie, la convention 
pourrait paraitre moins acceptable a certains gou
vernements. 

D'autre part, la formule ''ou par d'autres 
moyens" presente un danger: elle pourrait couvrir 
des activites clandestines. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) pense qu'il convien
drait de trouver une formule precise pour definir 
le terme "correspondant". 
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Mr. ALVARADO (Peru) wished to see the words ' 
"through correspondents" maintained. The Com
mittee must confer upon correspondents a pro
fessional status and entrust the transmission of 
news to experts. A newspaper merely printed 
the news for which, in the final analysis, the cor
respondent alone was responsible. 

Mr. DROHOJOWSKI (Poland) said that the point 
raised by the representative of Mexico deserved 
the Committee's attention. In his own opinion, a 
newspaper, being as it was a legal entity, could 
assume responsibilities in the same way as a cor
respondent. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) thought that para
graph 2 was worded in such a manner that it 
could be interpreted to apply to any person or 
legal entity regularly engaged in the gathering 
and transmission of news. 

To meet the objection raised by the representa
tive of Uruguay, Mr. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopia) 
suggested that the words "or by other means le
gally recognized" should be used instead of the 
words "or by other means". 

The CHAIRMAN called upon the Committee to 
vote on the retention of the words "through 
correspondents" in the Uruguayan amendment 
(A/C.3/423). 

It was decided, by 18 votes to 7, with 20 absten
tions, to delete that phrase. 

The CHAIR:VIAN called for a vote on the text 
as a whole proposed for paragraph 1 by the rep
resentative of Uruguay, as amended during the 
debate. 

Paragraph 1, as amended, was adopted by 39 
votes to none, with 8 abstentions. 

Article 1, paragraph 2 
Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 

withdrew the amendment to paragraph 2 sub
mitted by his delegation (A.C.3/412) in view of 
the new text adopted for paragraph 1. 

Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) asked for some 
more information about the Chinese amendment 
which had appeared in A/C.3/419. That amend
ment had been omitted from A/C.3/419/Rcv.l 
without having been the object of a formal de
cision. That was, he believed, contrary to the usual 
procedure. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that A/C.3/419/
Rev. I had been prepared after the decision taken 
by the Committee at its 183rd meeting. The impli
cation of the decision taken at that meeting was 
that the Chinese amendment was no longer before 
the Committee. 

Mr. CHANG (China) recalled that the Com
mittee had adopted a decision on principle during 
the 183rd meeting, in accordance with which the 
word "correspondent" would apply to both nation
al and non-national correspondents. It had not 
taken a formal decision on the Chinese amend
ment. 

The term "foreign correspondent" had appeared 
in all previous drafts. The draft convention, in 
his opinion, concerned foreign correspondents, 
even if some representatives believed that the ap-

M. ALVARADO (Perou) desirerait que Jes mots 
"par l'intermediaire de correspondants" soient 
maintenus. La Commission doit creer le statut pro
fessionnel du correspondant et confier la transmis
sion d'inforrnations a des specialistes. Un journal 
ne fait que reproduire des nouvelles dont un cor
respondant est, en derniere analyse, le seul res
ponsable. 

M. DROHOJOWSKI (Pologne) declare que le 
point souleve par le representant du Mexique me
rite de retenir !'attention de la Commission. A son 
avis, un journal, en tant que personne morale, peut 
assumer des responsabilites au meme titre que le 
correspondant. 

l\f. AzKOUL (Liban) pense que le paragraphe 2 
est redige de telle maniere qu'on peut !'interpreter 
comme s'appliquant a toute personne, physique ou 
morale, s'occupant de fai;on reguliere de recueillir 
et de transmettre des informations. 

M. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopie)' pour repondre a 
!'objection soulevee par le representant de !'Uru
guay, propose, au lieu de !'expression "ou par 
d'autres moyens", les mots "ou par tous autres 
moyens legalement reconnus". 

Le PRESIDENT demande a la Commission de se 
prononcer sur le maintien des mots "par l'inter
mediaire de correspondants" clans l'amendement 
de !'Uruguay (A/C.3/423). 

Par 18 voix contre 7, avec 20 abstentions, it est 
decide de supprimer ce membre de phrase. 

Le PRESIDENT met ensuite aux voix !'ensemble 
du texte propose par le representant de !'Uruguay 
pour le paragraphe 1, ainsi qu'il a ete modifie au 
cours de la discussion. 

Par 39 voix contre zero, avec 8 abstentions, le 
paragraphe 1, tel qu'il a ete amende, est adopte. 

Article premier, paragraphe 2 
M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) retire 

l'amendement propose par Jes Etats-Unis (A/C.3/ 
412) au paragraphe 2, etant donne le nouveau 
texte adopte pour le paragraphe 1. 

M. DEDIJER (Yougoslavie) demande des pre
cisions sur l'amendement propose par la Chine qui 
figurait dans A/C.3/419. Cet amendement a ete 
omis clans A/C.3/419/Rev.l sans avoir fait l'objet 
d'une decision formelle, ce qui ne Jui parait pas 
conforme a la procedure habituelle. 

Le PRESIDENT precise que A/C.3/419/Rev.1 a 
ete prepare apres la decision prise par la Com
mission a sa 183eme seance. Il resultait implicite
ment de la decision prise a cette seance que 
l'amendement de la Chine n'etait plus en discus
sion. 

M. CHANG (Chine) rappelle qu'au cours de la 
183eme seance la Commission a adopte une deci
sion de principe en vertu de laquelle le mot "cor
respondant" s'appliquait aussi bien aux ressor
tissants nationaux qu'aux correspondants etran
gers. Elle ne s'est pas prononcee formellement sur 
l'amendement de la Chine. 

II souligne que Jes mots "correspondant etran
ger" figuraient clans le texte de tous Jes projets 
anterieurs; le projet de convention concerne a 
son avis Jes correspondants etrangers, meme si 



plication of that term should be extended to cover 
correspondents who were nationals of the country 
in which they carried on their professional activi
ties. The Committee could, therefore, while re
specting the decision it had taken at its 183rd 
meeting, insert the word "foreign" before the 
word "correspondent" as proposed in the Chinese 
amendment. 

Mr. Chang suggested that the words "gather
ing and international transmission of news" might 
be substituted for the words "the collection and 
reporting of news material", so that the aims of 
the convention should be explicitly recalled. If 
there were any objection to that suggestion, how
ever, he would not insist that it should be put to 
the vote. 

Mt. AzKouL (Lebanon) observed that in the 
French text the words d'un Etat contractant ("of 
a Contracting State") appeared to refer only to 
the word ressortissant ("national") whereas they 
equally referred to the words entreprise d'informa
tion {"information agency"). 

The second change suggested by the repre
sentative of China seemed preferable to the orig
inal text, since, as had been pointed out, the cor
respondent's work was not dissemination of news 
but merely collection and transmission to the 
agency. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) em
phasized, with regard to the Chinese representa
tive's observations, that his aim was to reach as 
broad an agreement as possible. If that repre
sentative would formally propose his amendment, 
the United States delegation would vote for it. 
If, however, the word "foreign" were inserted 
before the word "correspondent", Mr. Canham 
wished it to be dearly understood that the Com
mittee upheld the decision it had taken at its 183rd 
meeting. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) pointed out that the 
words "holder of a valid passport identifying him 
as a correspondent" might give rise to difficulties. 
The Swedish Government had, in document 
E/856/Add.l, drawn attention to the fact that 
as a rule the authorities issuing passports did not 
verify the title or profession of an applicant and 
ought not to be authorized to decide whether an 
applicant was a correspondent or not. That pro
vision might well impede rather than facilitate 
access to information. 

Moreover, he wished to know what was meant 
by the "similar document internationally accepted" 
mentioned at the end of the paragraph. So far as 
he knew, no such document existed. 

Mr. VILLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Ecuador) pointed 
out that the English text used the word "individu
al" at the beginning of the paragraph in defining 
the correspondent, which could refer only to an 
actual person, whereas the French text used the 
words toute personne, which could refer equally 
to an actual person and to a legal entity. He 
shared the Mexican representative's misgivings on 
that point and thought greater precision was 
needed. 

33 

1 certains estiment necessaire d'etendre l'application 
de ces mots aux correspondants qui sont ressortis
sants du pays ou ils exercent leur activite profes
sionelle. La Commission pourrait done, tout en 
respectant la decision qu'elle a prise au cours de 
sa 183eme seance, inserer le mot "etranger" apres 
le mot "correspondant", conformement a l'amen
dement propose par la Chine. 

M. Chang suggere egalement de remplacer les 
mots "de recueillir des documents d'information 
et de les faire connaitre au public" par les mots 
"de rassembler des documents d'information et de 
les transmettre d'un pays a l'autre" afin de rap
peler explicitement Jes objectifs du projet de con
vention. Si un membre de la Commission s'oppose 
a cette suggestion, il n'insistera cependant pas pour 
qu'elle soit mise aux voix. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) remargue que, dans le 
texte frarn;ais, les mots "d'un Etat contractant" 
ne semblent se rapporter qu'au mot "ressortis
sant", alors qu'ils se rapportent egalement aux 
mots "entreprise d'information". 

La deuxieme modification proposeee par le re
presentant de la Chine lui parait preferable au 
texte initial, car, ainsi qu'il a deja ete releve, le 
correspondant n'a pas pour tache de faire con
naitre les informations au public, mais seulement 
de les rassembler et de les transmettre a 1' entre
prise d'information. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) sou
ligne, a propos des remarques faites par le repre
sentant de la Chine, que son objectif est d'arriver 
a un accord aussi etendu que possible. Si M. Chang 
propose formellement l'amendement qu'il a sug
gere, la delegation des Etats-Unis le votera. Cepen
dant, si le mot "etranger" est insere apres le 
mot "correspondant", M. Canham desire qu'il soit 
dairement entendu que la Commission maintient 
la decision qu'elle a prise au cours de sa 183eme 
seance. 

M. NORIEGA ( Mexique) signale que les mots 
"titulaire d'un passeport regulier qui l'identifie 
comme correspondant" risquent de soulever des 
difficultes. Le Gouvernement de la Suede, dans 
le document E/856/Add.1, attire !'attention sur 
le fait que, en regle generate, les autorites qui deli
vrent les passeports ne verifient pas les titres ou la 
profession de la personne qui sollicite ce docu
ment et qu'elles ne devraient pas etre habilitees a 
decider si la personne qui fait la demande est ou 
non un correspondant. Cette disposition risque 
done de rendre plus difficile l'acces aux informa
tions au lieu de le faciliter. 

M. Noriega desire savoir, d'autre part, quel est 
le document, analogue a un passeport, "ayant une 
valeur intemationale reconnue", mentionne a la 
fin du paragraphe. A sa connaissance, il n' existe 
aucun document de cette nature. 

M. VILLAG6MEZ YEPEZ (Equateur) fait ob
server qu'au debut du paragraphe, le texte anglais 
emploie, pour definir le correspondant, le terme 
indimdual, qui ne peut viser qu'une personne phy
sique, alors que le texte frarn;ais emploie les mots 
"toute personne" qui peuvent s'appliquer a une 
personne morale aussi bien qu'a une personne phy
sique. II partage les preoccupations exprimees par 
le representant du Mexique et pense qu'il serait 
necessaire d'apporter des precisions sur ce point. 
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The end of the paragraph appeared to attach 
equal value to a valid passport and a similar 
document internationally accepted. Some coun
tries, however, might well refuse to permit entry 
to correspondents who did not hold a valid pass
port. He therefore suggested that the last part 
of the paragraph, from the words "or of a similar 
document ... " should be deleted. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) was prepared 
to accept the second change suggested by the 
representative of China. On the other hand, the 
insertion of the word "foreign" before the word 
"correspondent" might raise certain difficulties, 
since a similar change would have to be made 
throughout the remainder of the draft convention. 
In certain articles the insertion of the word 
"foreign" might well give rise to confusion. He 
therefore thought that it would be more advisable 
not to insert it in that paragraph. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America), 
speaking of the provisions at the end of the para
graph, said that they had been discussed at length 
during the United Nations Conference on Free
dom of Information held at Geneva.1 It had 
seemed necessary to include provisions for the 
identification of correspondents in order to avoid 
possible abuses. The provisions adopted placed 
the responsibility for identification on the Govern
ment of the country of which the correspondent 
was a national. There were disadvantages to that 
method and it had not been possible to reach a 
completely satisfactory solution. However, the 
difficulties pointed out by the Swedish Govern
ment could be overcome, since Governments, by 
becoming parties to the convention, would be 
obliged to take the necessary steps to show the 
profession of the holder in passports issued to 
correspondents. 

The words "a similar document'' had been 
inserted to cover people who did not possess valid 
passports, such as the holders of Nansen passports 
or stateless persons. It was necessary to include 
provisions enabling such persons to take up the 
profession of a correspondent if they so desired. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) requested that 
paragraph 2 be put to the vote in parts. He pro
posed that it should be divided into three parts: 
the first part up to the words "valid passport" ; 
the second up to the word "correspondent", and 
the third taking in the remainder of the paragraph. 

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) thought the difficulty 
mentioned by the representatives of Mexico and 
Ecuador was a real one. The existing wording of 
the last part of the paragraph might imply that 
the correspondent could enter a foreign country 
without a passport. 

He proposed that the last part of the paragraph 
starting with the words "is the holder ... " should 
be replaced by the words: "is identified as a cor
respondent by a valid passport or a similar 
document". That alteration would place the em
phasis on the identification of the correspondent 
and the difficulty would be avoided. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) was opposed to the 
insertion of the word "foreign" before the word 
"correspondent". In French, the expression cor-

• See E/Conf.6/C.2/SR.14 and E/Conf.6/C.2/SR.21. 

La fin du paragraphe parait donner la meme 
valeur a un passeport regulier OU a un document 
analogue ayant une valeur internationale recon
nue. Certains pays cependant risquent de ne pas 
accepter de laisser entrer sur leur territoire des 
correspondants qui ne seraient pas titulaires d'un 
passeport regulier. I1 suggere done de suppri
mer la fin de ce paragraphe, a partir des mots "ou 
d'un document analogue. . .'' 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) est pret a accepter 
la deuxieme modification proposee par le repre
sentant de la Chine. L'insertion du mot "etranger" 
apres le mot "correspondant" lui parait par contre 
soulever certaines difficultes, car la meme modi
fication devrait etre apportee clans le reste du 
projet de convention; or, clans certains articles 
!'insertion du mot "etranger" risquerait de preter 
a confusion. I1 Jui semble done qu'il serait pre
ferable de ne pas l'inserer clans ce paragraphe. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) signale 
que les dispositions de la fin du paragraphe ont 
fait l'objet d'un debat prolonge au cours de la 
Conference des Nations Unies sur la liberte de 
!'information tenue a Geneve1• 11 a paru neces
saire de prevoir des dispositions permettant d'iden
tifier le correspondant afin d'eviter des abus pos
sibles. Les dispositions adoptees placent la respon
sabilite a cet egard sur le gouvernement dont le 
correspondant est le ressortissant. Cette methode 
presente des inconvenients; on n'a pas pu arriver 
a une solution entierement satisfaisante. Cepen
dant, les difficultes indiquees par le Gouverne
ment de la Suede pourraient etre resolues etant 
donne que Jes gouvernements, en devenant parties 
a la convention, seraient tenus de prendre les 
dispositions necessaires pour indiquer la qualite 
des correspondants sur les passeports delivres a 
ceux-ci. 

Les mots "un document analogue" visent les 
personnes qui ne possedent pas de passeport regu
lier, telles que Jes titulaires d'un passeport Nansen 
ou Jes apatrides. Il est necessaire de prevoir des 
dispositions leur permettant, le cas echeant, d'exer
cer la profession de correspondant. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) demande le vote 
par division sur le paragraphe 2. Il propose de 
diviser le paragraphe a cette fin en trois parties : 
la premiere allant jusqu'aux mots "passeport 
regulier", la deuxieme jusqu'au mat "correspon
dant" et la troisieme jusqu'a la fin du paragraphe. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) estime que la difficulte 
mentionnee par les representants du Mexique et de 
l'Equateur est reelle. La redaction presente de 
la fin du paragraphe laisserait supposer que le 
correspondant pourrait avoir acces a un pays 
etranger sans passeport. 

M. Azkoul propose de remplacer la fin du para
graphe, apres les mots: "lorsqu'il se trouve a 
l'etranger" par: "est identifie comme correspon
dant, soit par un passeport regulier, soit par un 
document analogue". Cette modification mettrait 
!'accent sur l'identification du correspondant et 
ecarterait la difficulte. 

M. LEBAU (Belgique) declare qu'il est oppose 
a !'insertion du mot "etranger" apres le mot "cor
respondant". L'expression "correspondant etran-

1 Vair E/Conf.6/C.2/SR.14 et E/Conf.6/C.2/SR.21. 



respondant etranger was limitative, since it seemed 
to cover only a correspondent who was not a 
national of the country in which he worked. Thus 
the difficulty which the Committee had settled 
at the 183rd meeting would arise again. Moreover, 
as the United Kingdom representative had said, 
it would be necessary to make a similar alteration 
in several articles in the body of the draft conven
tion. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) supported the remarks 
made by the representative of Belgium concerning 
the difficulty of translating the expression "foreign 
correspondent" into French. 

Mr. CHANG (China) noted that his suggestions 
had given ri5e to objections on the part of some 
delegations, but had received the approval of 
others. He wished to point out that it would be 
illogical not to adopt the expression "foreign 
correspondent", if the Committee agreed to re
place the words "the collection and reporting of 
news material" by the words "the gathering and 
international transmission of news". 

Mr. Chang proposed that his two amendments 
should be put to the vote separately. He further 
requested that a vote should be taken on the 
question of retaining the words "when outside 
his State". He wonld either vote against the 
retention of those words or he would abstain, 
according to whether his two preceding amend
ments had been rejected or adopted. Such an 
attitude was consistent with his opinion that a 
correspondent must not be able to invoke the 
provisions of an international convention, should 
he have to defend himself before the laws of his 
own country. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) thanked the United 
States representative for his explanation with 
regard to the question of a passport and a similar 
international document. He recalled that, to pro
vide for stateless persons, the League of Nations 
had crea,ed the Nansen passports, which had the 
same val11e as passports given by States to their 
nationals. 

Mr. K oriega pointed out that the definition 
proposed for the word "correspondent" did not 
take into account one essential factor; namely, 
the question to whom the correspondent was 
responsible. If the Committee decided to consider 
as a "correspondent" any person who was the 
holder of a valid passport identifying him as such, 
there was a danger that some people who, for some 
reason or another, had lost their status of corres
pondents, might nevertheless retain their privi
leges as such because their passports would still 
be valid. It would therefore seem advisable that 
a correspondent's passport should be accompanied 
by a document identifying the holder as being in 
effect the correspondent of an information agency 
which was still in operation. 

Consequently, Mr. Noriega proposed that the 
last part of the paragraph starting after the words 
"valid passport" identifying him as a correspond
ent should be replaced by the following words: 
"and of a document issued by an information 
agency identifying him as such". 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) agreed with the rep
resentative of Mexico. He did not think there 
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ger" est !imitative en frarn;ais, car elle parait viser 
uniquement un correspondant de nationalite 
etrangere au pays oi1 il exerce sa profession; la 
difficulte resolue par la Commission lors de sa 
183eme seance surgirait a nouveau. En outre, il 
deviendrait necessaire, comme l'a indique le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni, de modifier de la meme 
maniere plusieurs articles clans le corps de la con
vention. 

M. KAYSER (France) s'associe aux remarques 
du representant de la Belgique quant a la diffi
culte que presente la traduction en frarn;ais de 
!'expression foreign correspondent. 

M. CHANG (Chine) constate que ses sugges
tions soulevent des objections de la part de cer
taines delegations, mais recueillent l'approbation 
de quelques autres. 11 tient a faire remarquer qu'il 
serait illogique de ne pas adopter l'expression 
foreign correspondent si la Commission accepte de 
remplacer !'expression: "de recueillir des docu
ments d'information et de les faire connaitre au 
public" par: "de rassembler des documents d'in
formation et de les transmettre d'un pays a 
l'autre". 

M. Chang propose que ses deux amendements 
soient mis aux voix separement. Il demande, en 
outre, que la Commission se prononce sur le main
tient des mots: "lorsqu'il se trouve a l'etranger". 
M. Chang declare qu'il votera contre le maintien 
de ces mots ou qu'il s'abstiendra, selon que ses 
deux amendements precedents seront rejetes OU 

adoptes. Une telle attitude est conforme a son 
opinion selon laquelle un correspondant ne doit 
pas pouvoir invoquer les dispositions d'une con
vention internationale pour se defendre eventuel
lement contre les lois de son pays. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) remercie le represen
tant des Etats-Unis de l'explication qu'il a donnee 
au sujet de la question du passeport et d'un docu
ment international similaire. Il rappelle qu'en ce 
qui concerne les apatrides, la Societe des Nations 
a cree les passeports N ansen, qui ont la meme 
valeur que Jes passeports accordes par les Etats 
a leurs ressortissants. 

M. Noriega tient a attirer !'attention sur le fait 
que la definition actuellement proposee pour le 
mot "correspondant" ne tient pas compte d'un 
element essentiel, a savoir : devant qui un corres
pondant est-il responsable? Si l'on accepte de 
considerer comme "correspondant" toute per
sonne titulaire d'un passeport regulier qui l'iden
tifie comme tel, on risque de voir certaines per
sonnes ayant perdu, pour une raison ou pour une 
autre, leur qualite de correspondant, en conserver 
cependant les prerogatives, du fait que leur passe
port sera toujours valable. Il semble done que le 
passeport d'un correspondant doit etre accom
pagne d'un document identifiant son detenteur 
comme etant effectivement correspondant d'une 
entreprise d'information dont les activites n'ont 
pas cesse. 

M. Noriega propose, en consequence, de rem
placer la fin du paragraphe, a la suite de: "d'un 
passeport regulier qui l'identifie comme correpon
dant", par les mots suivants: "et d'un document 
delivre par l'entreprise d'information dont il de
pend et l'identifiant comme tel". 

M. PENTEADO (Bresil) partage !'opinion du 
representant du Mexique. II estime qu'il n'existe 



existed a document similar to the passport, which 
was internationally accepted as valid. He therefore 
proposed that the part of the paragraph in which 
such a document was mentioned should be deleted 
and replaced by the expression "or acceptable 
credentials identifying him as such". 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America), 
referring to the proposal made by the representa
tive of Mexico, pointed out that the existence of 
free-lance correspondents should be taken into 
account. Such correspondents were responsible 
only to themselves for their professional activities 
and they were not employed by any particu;ar 
information agency which could provide them with 
a document like the one mentioned by the Mexican 
representative. There were very many free-lance 
correspondents and they had always made a 
valuable contribution to the information services. 

\Vith regard to the Brazilian representative's 
proposal, Mr. Canham wondered what was meant 
by "acceptable credentials". 

He considered that the existing text of para
graph 2 was as good as it could be in view of the 
numerous difficulties involved in the definition of 
the word "correspondent". The text had been 
reached after thorough consideration and seemed 
to meet the requirements of the definition desired. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) noted that the 
representative of China had said he would vote 
against the retention of ~he word~ ''when outside 
his State" if the express10n "foreign correspond
ent" were not adopted. 

Such an attitude showed clearly that the repre
sentative of China did not think a correspondent 
should be entitled to carry on his profession in the 
territory of the State of which he was a national. 
Such a view was, however, contradictory to the 
decision taken by the Committee during its 183rd 
meeting. . 

Mr. Davies recalled that the text of the defim
tion adopted by the United Nations Conference 
on Freedom of Information did not contain the 
words "when outside his State". That addition 
had been made after lengthy discussions in the 
Human Rights Committee of the Economic and 
Social Council1 and in order to avoid any mis
interpretation ; if those words were deleted, the 
definition would be less clear, and correspondents 
might even be prevented from working in the 
country of which they were nationals. 

In conclusion, Mr. Davies considered that the 
Committee should abide by the principle it had 
adopted and not go back on its decision. 

Mr. MAKIN (Australia) associated himself 
fully with the remarks of the United Kingdom 
representative. In his opinion, the deletion of the 
words "when outside his State" would be tanta
mount to revoking the decision taken during an 
earlier meeting and it should not, therefore, be 
contemplated. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that a previous 
decision could be revoked only by a two-thirds 
majority of the members present and voting. 

'See E/ AC.27/SR.14 and 15. 
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pas actuellement de document analogue au passe
port et ayant une valeur internationale reconnue; 
ii propose done que la partie du texte faisant men
tion d'un tel document soit supprimee et rem
placee par l'expression: "ou d'un document ayant 
une valeur reconnue et qui l'identifie comme tel". 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) fait re
marquer, a la suite de la proposition du represen
tant du Mexique, qu'il faut tenir compte de !'exis
tence de correspondants independants: ces cor
respondants ne sont responsables de leurs actes 
professionnels que devant eux-memes; ils ne de
pendent d'aucune entreprise d'information pou
vant leur delivrer un document tel que celui men
tionne par le representant du Mexique. Or, les 
correspondants independants sont tres nombreux 
et ont toujours apporte une contribution tres pre
cieuse aux services d'information. 

En ce qui concerne la proposition du represen
tant du Bresil, M. Canham se demande ce qu'il 
faut entendre par "document ayant une valeur 
reconnue". 

M. Canham estime que le texte actuel du para
graphe 2 est aussi parfait que le permettent les 
nombreuses difficultes soulevees par la definition 
du mot "correspondant". Ce texte a ete obtenu a 
la suite d'une etude approfondie et il semble qu'il 
reponde de fai;on satisfaisante aux exigences de 
la definition cherchee. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) fait observer que le 
representant de la Chine a declare qu'il voterait 
contre le maintien des mots : "lorsqu'il se trouve a 
l'etranger", si l'expression foreign correspondent 
n'etait pas adoptee. 

Une telle attitude montre clairement que le re
presentant de la Chine estime qu'un correspon
dant ne doit pas pouvoir exercer ses activites pro
fessionnelles sur le territoire de l'Etat dont il est 
ressortissant; or, une telle conception est en con
tradiction avec la decision prise par la Commis
sion au cours de sa 183eme seance. 

M. Davies rappelle que le texte de la definition 
adoptee par la Conference des Nations Unies sur 
la liberte de l'information ne contient pas les mots: 
"lorsqu'il se trouve a 1' etranger". Cette addition 
a ete faite a la suite de longues deliberations au 
sein du Comite des droits de l'homme du Conseil 
economique et social1 et pour eviter toute interpre
tation erronee ; supprimer maintenant ces mots 
serait nefaste a la precision de la definition et ris
querait meme d'empecher les ressortissants d'un 
Etat d'exercer les activites de correspondants sur 
le territoire de cet Etat. 

M. Davies estime, en conclusion, que la Com
mission doit conserver le principe qui a ete adopte 
et ne pas revenir sur sa decision. 

M. MAKIN ( Australie) s'associe entierement 
aux observations du representant du Royaume
Uni. II estime que la suppression des mots: "lors
qu'il se trouve a l'etranger" equivaudrait a annuler 
une decision prise au cours d'une seance ante
rieure; une telle hypothese ne doit pas etre envi
sagee. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que pour annuler 
une decision anterieure ii faut qu'une proposition 
rallie une majorite des deux tiers des membres 
presents et' votants. 

1 Voir E/AC.27/CR.14 et 15. 



Mr. CHANG (China) stated that, if the Com
mittee accepted his two proposals to the effect that 
the term "foreign correspondent" and the wording 
"is regularly engaged in the gathering and inter
national transmission of news" should be used, 
he would agree to withdraw his suggestion that 
the words ''when outside his State" should be 
voted on separately. 
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Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) said 
that he could no longer accept the Chinese repre
sentative's proposal that the term "foreign cor
respondent" should be used after that representa
tive had requested a separate vote on the words 
"when outside his State". Indeed the Chinese 
representative's attitude seemed to show that he 
wished to bring up again a matter on which the 
Committee had taken a decision during its 183rd 
meeting. In such circumstances the adoption of 
the term "foreign correspondent" might give rise 
to ambiguity and possibly lead to an interpretation 
which the United States delegation would oppose. 

He nevertheless supported the Chinese repre
sentative's amendment to the effect that the words 
"is regularly engaged in the gathering and inter
national transmission of news" should be used. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) recalled that the 
definition of the word "correspondent" had al
ready given rise to long discussion, following 
which the Committee had agreed not to take the 
concept of nationality into account. According 
to that agreement, there could therefore be no 
question of using such a term as "foreign cor
respondent". 

He drew attention to the fact that correspond
ents generally worked for a foreign information 
agency. Hence if the notion of "foreign" were 
included, that word would have to be applied to 
the information agency and not to the correspond
ent by saying: "correspondent of a foreign in
formation agency". 

Mr. ABBAS (Iraq) felt that the situation was 
quite clear. The fact that a separate vote on the 
words "when outside his State" was requested 
revealed a desire to go back on a decision adopted 
at a previous meeting. Such procedure was per
fectly in order. The words which the Chinese 
representative wished to be voted on separately 
would be deleted if that proposal were supported 
by a two-thirds majority of the members present 
and voting. 

Mr. CHANG (China) said he would withdraw 
his suggestion that a separate vote should be 
taken on the retention of the words "when outside 
his State". He pointed out moreover that he had 
not made any formal proposal to that effect. 

He recalled the comments he had made at the 
time when he had put forward his suggestion and 
stated that he was maintaining his position : a 
"correspondent" should be the national of a State 
other than the one in which he worked; otherwise 
it might be possible for nationals of a given State 
to invoke the provisions of an international con
vention in an action against the laws of their own 
country. 

M. CHANG (Chine) declare que si la Commis
sion acceptait ses deux propositions, tendant, d'une 
part, a employer l'expression foreign correspond
ent et, d'autre part, a dire: "fait profession de 
rassembler des documents d'information et de les 
transmettre d'un pays a l'autre", il accepterait de 
retirer sa suggestion tendant a demander que les 
mots: "lorsqu'il se trouve a l'etranger" soient mis 
aux voix separement. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) tient a 
declarer qu'il ne peut plus accepter la proposition 
du representant de la Chine tendant a adopter !'ex
pression foreign correspondent, apres la demande 
faite par ce representant en vue de mettre aux 
voix separement les mots : "lorsqu'il se trouve a 
l' etranger". En effet, !'attitude du representant 
de la Chine semble indiquer qu'il veut remettre 
en question un sujet sur lequel la Commission 
a pris une decision au cours de sa 183eme seance. 
Dans de telles conditions, en adoptant !'expression 
foreign correspondent, on risquerait de provoquer 
une ambigu'ite et, par suite, de rendre possible une 
interpretation contre laquelle s'eleve la delegation 
des Etats-Unis. 

M. Canham precise qu'il approuve, neanmoins, 
l'amendement du representant de la Chine ten
dant a dire: "fait profession de rassembler des 
documents d'information et de les transmettre d'un 
pays a l'autre". 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) rappelle que la 
definition du mot "correspondant" a deja donne 
lieu a de longues discussions, a la suite desquelles 
la Commission a accepte la these selon laquelle 
la notion de nationalite ne doit pas entrer en 
jeu. Conformement a cette these, il ne saurait 
done etre question d'employer une expression 
telle que foreign correspondent. 

M. Paysse Reyes attire !'attention sur le fait 
que le correspondant travaille en general pour 
une entreprise d'information etrangere; si l'on 
veut done introduire cette notion de I' "etranger", 
il faut appliquer ce mot a l'entreprise d'informa
tion et non au correspondant en disant: "corres
pondant d'une entreprise d'information etrangere". 

M. ABBAS ( Irak) estime que la situation est 
parfaitement claire : le fait de demander un vote 
separe sur les mots: "lorsqu'il se trouve a l'etran
ger" indique un desir de revenir sur une decision 
adoptee au cours d'une seance anterieure. Une 
telle procedure est parfaitement admissible; les 
mots que le representant de la Chine desire voir 
mis aux voix separement seront supprimes si 
cette proposition recueille une majorite des deux 
tiers des voix des membres presents et votants. 

M. CHANG (Chine) declare qu'il retire sa 
suggestion tendant a mettre aux voix separement 
le maintien des mots "lorsqu'il se trouve a l'etran
ger"; il precise qu'il n'avait d'ailleurs pas fait 
une proposition formelle en ce sens. 

M. Chang rappelle les observations qu'il a pre
sentees en faisant sa suggestion et il declare qu'il 
maintient son attitude: un "correspondant" doit 
etre un ressortissant d'un Etat autre celui ou 
il exerce ses activites; sinon, on risquera de voir 
des ressortissants d'un Etat invoquer contre les 
lois de leurs pays les dispositions d'une conven
tion internationale. 



The CHAIRMAN asked the representative of 
China to specify which of his proposals or sug
gestions were maintained. 

Mr. CHANG (China) stated that he was with
drawing all the proposals which he had presented 
in connexion with the text of paragraph 2. 

In accordance with article 68 of the rules of 
procedure, Mr. DROHOJOWSKI (Poland) pre
sented a motion for the closure of debate on the 
question under discussion. 
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Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) opposed the motion 
for the closure of debate. He wished to submit, on 
behalf of the Lebanese delegation, the proposal 
of the representative of China to adopt the word
ing "regularly engaged in the collection and inter
national transmission of news". 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the motion for 
closure of the debate. 

The motion was adopted by 30 votes to 8, with 
6 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment 
proposed by the representative of Mexico to re
place the end of the paragraph after the words 
"when outside his State" by the words "is the 
holder of a valid passport identifying him as a 
correspondent and of a document issued by an 
information agency identifying him as such". 

The mnendment was rejected by 29 votes to 5, 
with 10 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment 
presented by the representative of Lebanon to 
replace the end of the paragraph after the words 
"when outside his State" by the words "is identi
fied as a correspondent by a valid passport or a 
similar document internationally accepted". 

The amendment was adopted by 22 votes to 8, 
with 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed a vote on the Bra
zilian amendment since its adoption would not 
change the decision reached with regard to the 
Lebanese amendment. 

Mr. ABBAS (Iraq) having expressed doubt that 
that procedure was in order, Mr. PENTEADO 
(Brazil) withdrew his amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN indicated that the division of 
the paragraph requested by the representative of 
Saudi Arabia for the vote would have to be 
modified to take into account the adoption of the 
Lebanese amendment. The paragraph could nmv 
be divided into two parts : the first reading from 
the beginning to the words "a valid passport" and 
the second comprising the remainder of the para
graph. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) pointed out that 
he had requested the division of the paragraph 
into three parts so that the Committee could vote 
separately on the three following points : the ques-

Le PRESIDENT demande au representant de la 
Chine de preciser quelles sont celles de ses pro
positions ou suggestions qui sont maintenues. 

M. CHANG (Chine) declare qu'il retire toutes 
les propositions qu'il a presentees au sujet du 
texte du paragraphe 2. 

M. DROHOJOWSKI (Pologne) presente, confor
mement a !'article 68 du reglement interieur, une 
motion de cloture du debat sur la question en 
discussion. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) prend la parole pour 
s' opposer a la motion de cloture du de bat. II 
declare qu'il voudrait avoir la possibilite de pre
senter, au nom de la delegation Iibanaise, la 
proposition du representant de la Chine tendant 
a adopter !'expression: "fait profession de rassem
bler des documents d'information et de Ies trans
mettre d'un pays a I'autre". 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la motion de clo
ture. 

Par 30 voix contre 8, avec 6 abstentions, la 
motion est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose par le representant du Mexique, tendant 
a remplacer la fin du paragraphe, apres les mots : 
"lorsqu'il se trouve a l'etranger", par les mots: 
"est titulaire d'un passeport regulier qui l'iden
tifie comme correspondant et d' un document de
livre par l' entreprise d'information dont il 
depend et l'identifiant comme tel". 

Par 29 voix contre 5, avec 10 abstentions, 
l'amendement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pre
sente par le representant du Liban, tendant a 
remplacer la fin du paragraphe, a la suite des 
mots: "Iorsqu'il se trouve a l'etranger", par !'ex
pression: "est identifie comme correspondant, 
soit par un passeport regulier, soit par un docu
ment analogue ayant une valeur internationale 
reconnue". 

Par 22 voix contre 8, avec 9 abstentions, l'amen
dement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT propose de mettre aux voix 
l'amendement du representant du Bresil, car son 
adoption ne modifierait pas la decision prise sur 
I'amendement du Liban. 

M. ABBAS (Irak) ayant emis des doutes sur 
la validite d'une telle procedure, M. PENTEADO 
( Bresil) retire son amendement. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que la division 
du paragraphe lors du vote, demandee par le 
representant de 1' Arabie saoudite, doit etre modi
fiee pour tenir compte de !'adoption de l'amende
ment du Liban. Le paragraphe peut maintenant 
etre divise en deux parties: la premiere allant 
du debut aux mots: "un passeport regulier", la 
seconde jusqu'a la fin du paragraphe. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) fait remarquer 
qu'il avait demande hi. division du paragraphe en 
trois parties pour que la Commission puisse se pro
noncer separement sur les trois points suivants: 



tion of a passport, the question of a passport serv
ing to identify a correspondent; the question of a 
document similar to a passport and internationally 
accepted. 

Since that division could obviously no longer 
be applied, Mr. Baroody would accept the division 
proposed by the Chairman. 
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first part 
of paragraph 2 as it stood after the adoption of 
the Lebanese amendment. 

The first part of the paragraph was adopted 
by 27 votes to 5, with 10 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second part 
of the paragraph as follows: "or a similar docu
ment internationally accepted". 

The second part of paragraph 2 was adopted 
by 28 votes to 7, with 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of 
paragraph 2, as amended. 

Paragraph 2, as amended, was adopted by 31 
votes to 8, with 8 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 6.25 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Wednesday, 13 April 1949, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: Mrs. Bodil BEGTRUP (Denmark). 

120. Freedom of information: report 
of the Economic and Social Conn• 
cil ( A/ 631) (continued) 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 1, paragraph 3 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the basic text of 
paragraph 3 of article 1 and the amendments 
thereto were to be found in document A/C.3/ 
419/Rev.1. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that the Polish 
amendment to paragraph 3 (A/C.3/416) would 
give rise to an important discussion. He himself 
could see no particular reason why it should be 
included in paragraph 3. It was an idea which 
could just as well be inserted in many other 
articles of the draft convention, as the representa
tive of Poland himself seemed to realize, since 
he had submitted a very similar amendment to 
article 7 (A/C.3/433). 

The text of the Polish amendment was one 
with which most representatives were already 
familiar: it had been submitted to the Conference 
on Freedom of Information1 and again during the 
Economic and Social Council's seventh session2 

and both times it had been rejected. There seemed 
no reason why it should not suffer a similar fate 
at the hands of the Third Committee. Mr. Kayser 
felt sure that the Polish representative realized 

1 See E/Conf.6/SR.7. 
2 See E/ AC:Zl /SR.16. 

question du passeport; question du passeport ser
vant a l'identification comme correspondant; ques
tion d'un document analogue au passeport et 
ayant une valeur intemationale reconnue. 

Cette division ne peut evidemment etre mainte
nue, aussi M. Baroody acceptera-t-il la division 
proposee par le President. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la premiere partie 
du paragraphe 2, telle qu'elle se presente apres 
!'adoption de l'amendement du Liban. 

Par 27 voix contre 5, avec 10 abstentions, la 
premiere partie du paragraphe est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la seconde partie 
du paragraphe, constituee par les mots: "soit par 
un document analogue ayant une valeur inter
nationale reconnue". 

Par 28 voix contre 7, avec 8 abstentions, la 
seconde partie du paragraphe 2 est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'ensemble du 
paragraphe 2 tel qu'il a ete amende. 

Par 31 voix contre 8, avec 8 abstentions, le para
graphe 2, tel qu'il a ete amende, est adopte. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 25. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-SIXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mercredi 13 avril 1949, a 10 h. 30. 

President: Mme Bodil BEGTRUP (Danemark). 

120. Liberte de l'inf ormation: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L'Accts AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION D'UN 
PAYS A L'AUTRE (E/1O65) (SUITE) 

Article premier, paragraphe 3 

Le PRESIDENT indique que le texte primitif du 
paragraphe 3 de !'article premier et les amende
ments qu'on propoe d'y apporter figurent clans le 
document A/C.3/419/Rev.l. 

M. KAYSER (France) estime que l'amendement 
presente par la delegation de la Pologne au para
graphe 3 (A/C.3/416) donnera lieu a une im
portante discussion. Le representant de la France 
ne voit aucune raison particuliere de l'inserer 
clans le paragraphe 3. L'idee contenue clans cet 
amendement pourrait tout aussi bien figurer dans 
maints autres articles du projet de convention; 
le representant de la Pologne lui-meme s'en 
est apparemment rendu compte, puisqu'il a pro
pose un amendement presque analogue pour !'ar
ticle 7 (A/C.3/433). 

La plupart des representants son deja fami
liarises avec le texte de l'amendement de la 
Pologne, puisque celui-ci a ete presente lors de 
la Conference sur la liberte de l'information1 et 
de nouveau au cours de la septieme session du 
Conseil economique et social2 ; il fut d'ailleurs 
rejete a ces deux occasions. II n'y a pas de rai
son, apparemment, pour que le meme sort ne lui 
soit pas reserve a la Troisieme Commission. 

'Voir E/Conf.6/SR.7. 
"Vair E/AC.27/SR.16. 



his amendment would probably be rejected, and 
that he would use the rejection for propaganda 
purposes. In order to avoid that, the French 
delegation had submitted an amendment to the 
preamble incorporating the ideas contained in 
the Polish amendment (A/C.3/425 ). Although 
he could not accept the inclusion of the ideas in 
the place where the Polish representative had 
submitted them, he did, naturally, support the 
ideas in themselves and thought they should be 
included in the preamble, where they would form 
the guiding principles for the draft convention as 
a whole. He had not used the text submitted by 
the Polish representative ; his amendment had 
been inspired by resolution No. 2 of the Confer
ence on Freedom of Information which had been 
adopted1 by a vote of 40 in favour and none 
against. 

It might be objected that his amendment did 
not contain any definite provisions to prevent the 
publication of false or distorted news. That point 
was, however, covered by his proposal for the 
insertion of a new section in the draft convention, 
entitled "Section II: International right of cor
rection" (A/C.3/425). It might also be argued 
that the Polish amendment involved an obligation, 
while the French did not. In that connexion, Mr. 
Kayser wondered what actual effect the adoption 
of the Polish amendment would have in Poland, 
if that country were to ratify the convention. In 
countries governed according to the communist 
regime, all countries governed on similar lines 
were considered, by definition, to be essentially 
peace-loving in character, while countries gov
erned according to the capitalist system were 
automatically considered to be inclined to aggres
sion. Thus, any information coming from a cap
italist country would automatically be classified 
as propaganda in favour of war and would not 
be admitted. If an international authority were 
to decide what information contained war propa
ganda, all would be well; but some delegations 
did not admit any such international authority and 
thought that their own Governments were the 
only ones qualified to decide the matter. 

A new form of propaganda likely to impair 
friendly relations between States had recently been 
introduced ; that did not seem to be covered by 
the Polish amendment. The form of propaganda 
to which he was referring was that contained in 
the systematic alarmist reports representing war 
as imminent and inevitable. 

In conclusion, Mr. Kayser said that his dele
gation was opposed to the Polish amendment ; 
he hoped that his own amendment to the pre
amble would be adopted instead. In that way the 
Committee would express its disapproval of war 
propaganda while at the same time avoiding the 
disadvantages of including in paragraph 3 the 
text submitted by the Polish representative. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
withdrew the amendment listed in his delegation's 

1 See Final Act of the United Nations Conference on 
the Freedom of Information, annex C, page 22. 
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M. Kayser est convaincu que le representant de 
la Pologne se rend compte que son amendement 
sera probablement rejete et qu'il exploitera 
ce fait a des fins de propagande. Afin d'eviter 
cette issue, la delegation de la France a presente 
un amendement (A/C.3/425) au preambule de 
la convention qui reprend Jes idees exposees 
dans l'amendement de la Pologne. M. Kayser 
ne peut accepter que ces idees figurent la ou le 
representant de la Pologne le propose, mais ii 
est, naturellement, en faveur de ces idees en 
tant que telles et estime qu'il conviendrait de 
les inserer dans le preambule, ou elles constitue
raient les principes directeurs de !'ensemble de la 
convention. Le texte de l'amendement de la 
France ne reprend toutefois pas les termes memes 
de l'amendement de la Pologne; ii s'inspire de 
la resolution No 2 adoptee par la Conference sur 
la liberte de l'information1 par 40 voix contre zero. 

On peut reprocher a l'amendement de la France 
de ne contenir aucune disposition visant a pre
venir la publication de nouvelles fausses ou defor
mees. Toutefois la delegation fram;aise a ete ins
piree par cette preoccupation en proposant l'inser
tion dans le projet de convention d'une nouvelle 
section intitulee : "Section II : Du droit de rec
tification internationale" (A/C.3/425). On peut 
egalement pretendre que l'amendement de la 
Pologne implique une obligation, alors que l'amen
dement de la France n'en implique auqune. 
M. Kayser se demande a ce propos quels seraient 
en fait, en Pologne, les effets de l'amendement 
propose par ce pays, au cas ou la Pologne rati
fierait la convention. Pour les pays qui se trouvent 
sous un regime communiste, tous les pays gouver
nes selon un regime analogue sont, par definition, 
des pays essentiellement pacifiques, alors que les 
pays gouvernes d'apres le systeme capitaliste, 
sont automatiquement consideres comme ayant des 
tendances agressives. Ainsi, toutes informations 
provenant de pays capitalistes seront systema
tiquement dassees comme propagande en faveur 
de la guerre et la porte leur sera fermee. Si l'on 
voulait confier a une autorite internationale le soin 
de decider quelles informations contiennent une 
propagande en faveur de la guerre, tout irait 
bien, mais certaines delegations se refusent a 
accepter une telle autorite internationale et con
siderent que seuls leurs propres gouvernements 
sont competents pour trancher la question. 

On vient de lancer recemrnent une nouvelle 
forme de propagande qui risque fort de nuire 
aux relations amicales entre les Etats ; l'amende
ment de la Pologne ne semble pas en tenir compte. 
Cette forme de propagande est celle que repre
sentent les nouvelles alarmistes systematiques qui 
montrent la guerre comme imminente et inevi
table. 

M. Kayser declare, pour conclure, que sa dele
gation ne saurait accepter l'amendement de la 
Pologne; ii espere que l'amendement qu'il a lui
meme presente au preambule sera adopte a sa 
place. De cette maniere, la Commission exprime
rait sa desapprobation de la propagande belli
ciste, tout en evitant les inconvenients qui resul
teraient de l'insertion clans le paragraphe 3 du 
texte propose par le representant de la Pologne. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) retire 
l'amendement inscrit au nom de sa delegation 

1 Voir l'Acte final de la Conference des Nations Unies 
sur la liberte de l'information, annexe C, page 24. 



name in document A/C.3/419/Rev.L He had in
tended it to be taken as a formal amendment. 

Mr. DROHOJOWSKI (Poland) referred to an 
article in The New York Times of 13 April 1949 
in which the United States representative was 
reported to have expressed his strong opposition 
to the Polish amendment. Mr. Drohojowski ob
jected to the practice of publishing opinions about 
amendments before they were actually discussed 
by the Committee. In his opinion, such a practice 
might well be construed as intimidation, even 
though it might not have been intended as such. 

With regard to the remarks made by the rep
resentative of France, he wished to point out some 
other aspects of the question. He referred to the 
book by William Ernest Hocking entitled, Free
dom of the Press: A Framework of Principle, 
which contained comments by many prominent 
people, none of whom was a communist. In that 
book there appeared a statement by Mr. Archibald 
MacLeish to the effect that, although freedom of 
information was a right to which everyone was 
entitled, in practice only those who had access to 
the Press could exercise that right. That state
ment made it clear that the Press was controlled 
by a limited minority. In another part of the same 
book there appeared a statement to the effect that 
false reports likely to impair friendly relations 
between States might become so bad as to demand 
and admit of legal remedy. 

Mr. Drohojowski then quoted from the U.S. 
News and World Report of 1 April 1949. That 
magazine, the cover of which bore a picture of 
the new Secretary of Defence, contained an article 
under the heading, "United States Defense Zone 
- The World". The article included a map divid
ing the world into four zones, with Franco Spain 
in the zone marked "neutral". He had not quoted 
the magazine as an example of warmongering, but 
in his opinion it did definitely give the impression 
that the United States was trying to rule the whole 
world. 

He proceeded to quote statements from a book 
entitled, Journalism in the United States by 
Robert W. Jones, which included remarks by 
Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Jefferson about 
inaccurate reports in the Press. At the same time 
he made it quite clear that he was quoting entirely 
from American sources and was not proffering 
any criticism of his own. The book he had men
tioned stated further that the New York Journal 
had stirred up a wave of hostility against Spain 
in 1898 and might even be held responsible for 
the outbreak of war against that country. Fur
thermore, the Hearst papers had been banned in 
England and Canada in 1916, and in 1939 Mr. 
Harold Ickes was reported to have said that the 
Press had financial affiliations which limited its 
freedom. 

In view of all those examples, Mr. Drohojowski 
considered the anxiety for the complete freedom 
of the Press shown by the representative of France 
to be a little out of place. There were already 
certain restrictions on journalism. For instance, 
there was a law in the United States which made 
it impossible to send obscene publications through 
the post. That showed that the law could take a 
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dans le document A/C.3/419/Rev.1. II avait sim
plement fait une suggestion, au cours de la 
182eme seance, sans vouloir lui donner le sens 
d'un amendement formel. 

M. DROHOJOWSKI (Pologne) mentionne un ar
ticle du New York Times du 13 avril 1949 ou 
il est <lit que le representant des Etats-Unis a 
manifeste une forte opposition a l'amendement 
de la Pologne. M. Drohojowski proteste contre 
cette fa~on de publier des jugements portes sur 
des amendements avant que ceux-ci aient ete 
effectivement etudies par la Commission. A son 
avis, on peut voir clans un tel procede une tenta
tive d'intimidation, bien que l'on n'ait peut-etre 
pas eu une telle intention. 

Passant aux observations formulees par le re
presentant de la France, M. Drohojowski desire 
souligner certains autres aspects de la question. 
I1 cite le livre de William Ernest Hocking intitule 
Fr!edom of the Press: A Framework of Principle, 
qut renferme les observations de nombreuses per
sonnalites dont aucune n'est communiste. Ce livre 
contient une declaration de M. Archibald 
MacLeish selon laquelle si toute personne a droit 
a la liberte d'information, en pratique seuls ceux 
qui ont acces a la presse peuvent exercer ce 
droit. Cette affirmation montre clairement que la 
presse est controlee par une minorite restreinte. 
A un autre endroit du meme livre, il est dit que 
des informations fausses de nature a nuire aux 
relations amicales entre Etats peuvent devenir 
si graves qu'il soit alors necessaire et justifie 
de recourir a la loi. 

M. Drohojowski cite alors le U.S. News and 
World Report du ler avril 1949. Cette revue, 
dont la couverture porte une photographie du 
nouveau Secretaire d'Etat a la defense nationale 
contient un article intitule : "La zone de defens; 
des Etats-Unis: le monde". Cet article comprend 
une carte ou le monde est divise en quatre zones 
l'Espagne franquiste figurant dans la zone mar~ 
quee "neutre". Le representant de la Pologne 
ne donne pas ces citations comme un exemple 
de propagande de guerre; cependant, a son avis, 
cette publication cree certainement l'impression 
que les Etats-Unis essaient de regner sur le reste 
du monde . 
. M. Drohojowski cite ensuite des passages d'un 

hvre de Robert W. Jones intitule Journalism in the 
United States qui contient des observations de 
Benjamin Franklin et de Thomas Jefferson con
cernant l'inexactitude des informations de presse. 
Le representant de la Pologne signale a ce propos 
que tout ce qu'il cite est de source americaine 
et qu'il ne presente done aucune critique per
sonnelle. Le livre en question declare un peu 
plus loin que le New York Journal a provoque 
en 1898 un mouvement d'hostilite contre l'Es
pagne et peut meme etre considere comme res
ponsable du declenchement de la guerre contre 
ce pays. En outre, les journaux de Hearst ont 
ete interdits en Angleterre et au Canada en 1916 
et M. Harold Ickes aurait affirme en 1939 que 
des attaches financieres limitaient la liberte de 
la presse. 

J?evant t~1;1s . ces exemples, M. Drohojowski 
estime que l ms1stance avec laquelle le represen
tant de la France demande la liberte complete 
de la presse est legerement deplacee. I1 existe 
~eja certaines restrict.ions en matiere de journa
bsme. Par exemple, 11 y a aux Etats-Unis une 
loi qui rend impossible l'envoi de publications 
obscenes par la paste. Cela montre que la loi 



hand in the matter and it was surely far more 
important to prohibit publications containing 
propaganda in favour of war. There were many 
government controls in other fields such as the 
"Federal Pure Food and Drugs Act" in the 
United States. There was therefore no reason why 
the Press alone should be left free and untram
melled to do what harm it liked. 
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The representative of France had objected to 
the place suggested for the Polish amendment. 
1\1r. Drohojowski agreed that the principle con
tained in his amendment should cover the whole 
convention, but he thought that it was perfectly 
in place in paragraph 3 of article 1, because there 
it would involve an obligation on the part of 
Governments to comply with its provisions. 

Mr. MA YRAND (Canada) stated that his dele
gation entirely shared the French representative's 
views regarding the Polish amendment. 

To his regret, he was also unable to accept the 
Peruvian amendment (A/C.3/415) to introduce 
the word "authentic'' before "opinion". In the 
absence of a disinterested international authority, 
the decision on what was and what was not 
authentic would be left to Governments, which 
would use widely divergent criteria. The effect of 
the Peruvian amendment would be to open the 
door to confusion. 

The object of the draft convention was to 
facilitate the gathering and international trans
mission of news; the Canadian representative pre
ferred to run the risk of having some unauthentic 
news transmitted rather than the risk of having 
authentic news suppressed. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
said that his delegation could not accept the Polish 
amendment, because the latter would enable Gov
ernments to suppress all news material which was 
contrary to their ideology. The Netherlands was 
concerned not with any one ideology, but with true 
freedom of information. 

Mr. VRBA (Czechoslovakia) observed that the 
debate on article 1 had shown that the text pre
sented to the Committee had contained many 
ambiguities. Something more important than clar
ity, however, was at stake. Improvements in word
ing alone would not render article 1 acceptable 
so long as it failed to specify two requirements : 
news material should be true and should serve the 
ends of peace. 

The draft convention should protect the collec
tion and dissemination of true news material only ; 
moreover, it should not cover news designed to 
foment war or to disturb friendly relations be
tween States. The Committee was faced with a 
grave responsibility : the drafting of paragraph 3 
would determine the purposes for which the draft 
convention as a whole would be used. 

peut intervenir en la matiere. II serait certaine
ment beaucoup plus important d'interdire la dif
fusion des publications contenant une propagande 
en faveur de la guerre. Le gouvernement exerce 
son controle en beaucoup d'autres domaines, ainsi 
qu'en temoigne le Federal, Pure Food and Drugs 
Act en vigueur aux Etats-Unis. II n'y a done au
cune raison pour que la presse seule reste 
degagee de toute entrave et libre de faire tout 
le mal qu'il lui plait. 

Le representant de la France a presente des 
objections au sujet de l'endroit ou viendrait s'inse
rer l'amendement de la Pologne. M. Drohojowski 
reconnait que le principe enonce dans l'amende
ment presente par sa delegation devrait s'appli
quer a !'ensemble du projet de convention; il 
estime pourtant que cet amendement serait par
faitement a sa place au paragraphe 3 de l'article 
premier car, place a cet endroit, il mettrait 
les gouvernements en demeure de se conformer 
au dispositions qu'il contient. 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) declare que sa delega
tion partage entierement les vues du representant 
de la France en ce qui concerne l'amendement 
de la Pologne. 

A son regret, ii ne peut pas non plus accepter 
l'amendement du Perou (A/C.3/415) tendant a 
ajouter le mot "authentiques" apres le mot "opi
nions". En !'absence d'une autorite internationale 
desinteressee, c'est aux gouvernements, qui utili
seraient des criteres differant du tout au tout, 
qu'il appartiendrait de se prononcer sur ce qui 
est authentique et ce qui ne l'est pas. L'amende
ment du Perou aurait pour effet de preter a 
confusion. 

Le projet de convention a pour objet de faci
liter l'acces aux informations et leur transmission 
d'un pays a l'autre; le representant du Canada 
prefere courir le risque de voir transmettre une 
fausse nouvelle plutot que celui de voir supprimer 
une information authentique. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) ex
plique que sa delegation ne peut accepter l'amende
ment de la Pologne, du fait que ce dernier per
mettrait aux gouvernements de supprimer tous 
les documents d'information contraires a leur ideo
logie. Ce dont les Pays-Bas se soucient, ce n'est 
pas d'une ideologie donnee, mais de la veritable 
liberte de !'information. 

M. VRBA (Tchecoslovaquie) fait observer quc 
la discussion sur !'article premier a montre que 
le texte soumis a la Commission contient de 
nombreux passages equivoques. II y va cepen
dant d'un element plus important que la clarte. 
U ne simple amelioration de la redaction ne rendra 
pas !'article premier acceptable tant que deux 
conditions n'y figureront pas expressement: les 
documents d'information doivent etre exacts et 
doivent servir la paix. 

Le projet de convention ne devrait proteger 
l'acces a des documents d'information et leur pro
pagation que s'ils sont authentiques; d'autre part, 
il ne devrait pas s'appliquer aux nouvelles des
tinees a fomenter la guerree OU a troubler les 
relations amicales entre Etats. Une lourde res
ponsabilite incombe a la Commission: c'est la 
redaction du paragraphe 3 qui determinera les 
fins auxquelles !'ensemble du projet de conven
tion sera utilise. 



The only amendment to that paragraph which 
introduced the two concepts of truth and peace 
was the Polish amendment; for that reason, the 
Czechoslovak delegation supported it wholeheart
edly. While it was true that not everything that 
had to be said on the subject of freedom of infor
mation could be said in article 1, it was essential 
that paragraph 3 of that article should contain the 
fullest possible definition of the term "news 
material". 

Some representatives from countries in which 
freedom allegedly was preferred to truth voiced 
the opinion that under the Polish amendment the 
State would have to decide on the authenticity of 
news material. The people of Czechoslovakia 
would not be afraid to delegate such right to the 
authorities of their State. Since Mr. Vbra was not 
sure whether the representatives of other coun
tries trusted in the authorities of their States in 
the same manner, he brought up the question why 
the decision on crimes against truth or peace 
should be more difficult than the court decision 
on an ordinary crime, such as murder or fraud. 
There was no moral difference between the two 
types of crime. 

Mr. Vrba did not think that the delegations 
which supported the Polish amendment could be 
accused of not loving freedom; their object was 
to ensure that the convention did not sanction 
license. 

The Czechoslovak Government had no desire 
to force its opinions upon correspondents of the 
foreign Press; but it wanted objective reporting, 
and ,vas opposed to the deliberate distortion of 
news, of which one example was cited among 
many others, namely, the entirely untruthful 
article by Mr. Alsop in The New York Herald 
Tribune reporting the imprisonment of Czecho
slovak Vice-Premier Z. Fierlinger. 

Newspapers in a number of countries prac
tised pseudo-freedom as opposed to genuine free
dom; and it should not be forgotten that, in the 
hands of warmongers, freedom of misinforma
tion could become a deadly weapon. A convention 
which granted such freedom without at the same 
time imposing certain obligations and ensuring 
truthful reporting would be meaningless. The 
Czechoslovak delegation was convinced that un
less the Polish amendment were adopted, the 
convention would merely encourage the collection 
and transmission of false news and give a free 
hand to warmongers. 

Mr. THEODOROPOULOS (Greece) fully agreed 
with the views stated by the French representa
tive. His country's recent bitter experience pre
cluded him from voting for the Polish amend
ment; he would, however, support the French 
amendment to the preamble, since the principle 
which it embodied was dear to the hearts of all 
peace-loving nations. 

Mr. RAO (India) sympathized with the pur
pose of the Polish amendment, but did not think 
that paragraph 3 of article 1 was the proper place 
for it. While all news material should conform to 
the standards set in that amendment, the pre
amble to the draft convention under discussion 
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Le seul amendement a ce paragraphe clans le
quel apparaissent les deux concepts de verite et de 
paix est l'amendement de la Pologne; c'est pour 
cette raison que le representant de la Tcheco
slovaquie l'appuie sans reserve. S'il est vrai que 
tout ce qui doit etre dit sur le sujet de la liberte 
de !'information ne pourrait etre <lit dans l'article 
premier, il est indispensable cependant que clans 
le paragraphe 3 de cet article figure la definition 
la plus complete possible du terme: "documents 
d'information". 

Les representants de certains pays ou l'on dit 
preferer la liberte a la verite ant exprime !'opinion 
que, aux termes de l'amendement de la Pologne, 
il appartiendrait a l'Etat de decider de l'authenticite 
des documents d'information. Le peuple tcheco
slovaque ne craindrait pas de deleguer ce droit aux 
autorites de son pays. M. Vrba n'etant pas sur 
que les representants d'autres pays aient la meme 
confiance clans leur gouvernement, il souleve la 
question de savoir pourquoi il serait plus difficile 
de prendre une decision touchant les crimes contre 
la verite ou la paix que de se prononcer, comme 
le fait un tribunal, sur un crime ordinaire tel 
qu'un meurtre ou un dol. Du point de vue moral, 
ii n'y a aucune difference entre ces deux cate
gories de crimes. 

Le representant de la Tchecoslovaquie n'est pas 
d'avis que les delegations qui appuient l'amende
ment de la Pologne puissent etre accusees de ne 
pas etre eprises de liberte; le but qu'elles visent 
est d'assurer que la convention n'encourage pas 
la licence. 

Le Gouvernement tchecoslovaque ne desire 
nullement imposer ses vues aux correspondants 
de la presse etrangere, mais il veut que les com
muniques soient objectifs; il est oppose a ce qu'on 
denature deliberement les nouvelles: c'est la un 
travers dont on peut citer un exemple entre 
bien d'autres, a savoir, !'article absolument men
songer de M. Alsop clans le New York Herald 
Tribune, ou il rapporte l'emprisonnement du Vice
President du Conseil tchecoslovaque, Z. Fier
linger. 

Dans bon nombre de pays, les journaux jouis
sent d'une pseudo-liberte au lieu d'une liberte 
reelle, et il ne faut pas oublier que, aux mains 
des bellicistes, la liberte de repandre de fausses 
informations peut devenir une arme de mort. 
Une convention qui accorderait pareille liberte 
sans imposer en meme temps certaines obliga
tions ni assurer !'exactitude des nouvelles trans
mises serait vide de sens. La delegation de la 
Tchecoslovaquie est persuadee que, sans !'adop
tion de l'amendement de la Pologne, la convention 
fera simplement le jeu de ceux qui rassemblent 
et transmettent de fausses nouvelles et laissera 
les mains libres aux fauteurs de guerre. 

M. THEODOROPOULOS (Grece) souscrit entiere
ment aux vues qu'a exprimees le representant 
de la France. La cruelle experience que vient de 
vivre son pays l'empeche de voter en faveur 
de l'amendement de la Pologne; il appuiera ce
pendant l'amendement propose par la France au 
preambule, etant donne que le principe qu'il 
renferme est cher a toutes les nations pacifiques. 

M. RAO ( Inde), tout en comprenant les inten
tions dont s'inspire l'amendement polonais, ne 
croit pas qu'il soit a sa place clans le paragraphe 
3 de !'article premier. Certes, tous les documents 
d'information devraient repondre aux normes de
finies par cet amendement, mais le preambule 



already contained a reference to improving under
standing between peoples, while the preamble of 
the draft convention on the institution of an 
international right of correction - which dealt 
entirely with the correction of false or distorted 
reports - referred to "the maintenance of 
friendly relations between peoples" and the pre
amble of the draft convention on freedom of 
information referred to the promotion of the peace 
and welfare of mankind. Thus, all the points con
tained in the Polish amendment were covered 
elsewhere. 

Mr. Rao did not believe that one State should 
be able to control the news material disseminated 
in another. A film on India currently shown in 
the United States contained grave misrepresenta
tion of the religious and social customs of the 
Indian people. That film should never have been 
released; yet the decision was certainly for the 
United States and not the Indian authorities to 
make. 

The definition of news material should not be 
overloaded with qualifying phrases; for that 
reason, and for that reason alone, the Indian 
delegation would vote against the Polish amend
ment. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) interpreted the words 
"authentic opinion", as proposed by the Peruvian 
representative, to mean opinion reflecting all 
points of view, and not that of any one political 
party or group. He thought that idea might be 
more clearly stated if those words were replaced 
by "balanced expression of opinion" - an amend
ment which he hoped the Peruvian representa
tive would find acceptable. 

He was unable to vote for the Polish amend
ment because its effect would be to promote cen
sorship, if not by Governments then by the 
information agencies themselves ; if that amend
ment were adopted, an agency would be unable to 
report such news as speeches made by Govern
ment officials, if those speeches did, in fact, incite 
to war. It was the duty of information agencies 
to report all news. 

Mr. Noriega called attention to his amendment 
to article 3 (A/C.3/431), which dealt with the 
duties and obligations of correspondents and 
which used the language of the Charter. As all 
Members of the United Nations had agreed to 
assume those duties under the Charter, they 
would surely agree that the same duties - which 
included furthering international understanding 
and contributing to the maintenance of interna
tional peace and security - should devolve also 
upon correspondents and news agencies in the 
performance of their work. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) called attention to the 
fact that the definition of the term "news material" 
would determine the scope of the draft convention 
as a whole, and consequently deserved careful 
consideration. 

He fully agreed with the principle contained in 
the Polish amendment. The mission of the Press 
was to spread knowledge and to strengthen 
friendly relations between nations. There was 
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du projet de convention en discussion fait deja 
allusion a la necessite d'ameliorer la compre
hension mutuelle entre les peuples, tandis que 
le preambule du projet de convention relatif a 
!'institution du droit de rectification en matiere 
internationale - qui traite uniquement de la recti
fication des informations fausses ou deformees -
parle du "maintien de la bonne entente entre les 
peuples"; d'autre part, le preambule du pro jet 
de convention relatif a la liberte de !'information 
parle d'assurer la paix et le progres de l'humanite. 
Tous les points de l'amendement polonais sont 
done traites dans d'autres articles. 

M. Rao ne croit pas qu'un Etat doive avoir 
la possibilite d'exercer un controle sur les in
formations diffusees dans un autre Etat. On fait 
passer en ce moment aux Etats-U nis un film sur 
l'Inde qui denature gravement les coutumes reli
gieuses et sociales du peuple de ce pays. La 
projection de ce film n'aurait jamais du etre per
mise; c'etait pourtant aux autorites des Etats
Unis et non a celles de l'Inde qu'il appartenait 
d'en decider. 

Il ne faudrait pas surcharger d'incidentes ex
plicatives la definition des documents d'informa
tion: ne serait-ce que pour cette raison, la dele
gation de l'Inde votera contre l'amendement polo
nais. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) interprete les mots 
"opinions authentiques", que propose le represen
tant du Perou, comme signifiant une opinion qui 
reflete tous les points de vue et non celui d'un 
parti ou d'un groupe politique quelconque. II 
pense que l'idee pourrait etre plus clairement 
enoncee en remplai;;ant ces mots par: "expressions 
equilibrees d'une opinion". II espere que le repre
sentant du Perou voudra bien accepter cet amen
dement. 

M. Noriega n'est pas en mesure de voter en 
faveur de l'amendement polonais parce que ce 
dernier aurait pour effet d'encourager la censure, 
sinon par les gouvernements, du moins par les 
entreprises d'information elles-memes. Si l'on 
adoptait cet amendement, une agence ne serait 
pas en mesure de rendre compte, par exemple, 
de discours prononces par des fonctionnaires ou 
personnalites d'un gouvernement, s'il s'agissait 
de discours incitant en fait a la guerre. Or, ii 
est du devoir des agences d'information de trans
mettre toutes les informations. 

L'orateur attire !'attention sur son propre amen
dement a !'article 3 (A/C.3/431) qui traite des 
devoirs et obligations des correspondants, clans 
Jes termes memes de la Charte. Les Membres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, ayant tous ac
cepte ces devoirs en vertu de la Charte, seront 
surement d'accord pour que ces memes devoirs 
incombent egalement aux correspondants et aux 
agences d'information dans 1' exercice de leur fonc
tion, notamment en ce qui concerne le develop
pement de la comprehension internationale et la 
necessite de contribuer au maintien de la paix et 
de la securite internationales. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) attire !'attention sur le fait 
que la definition du terme "documents d'informa
tion" determinera la portee de tout le projet de 
convention, et merite done d'etre etudiee avec soin. 

II est entierement d'accord sur le principe de 
l'amendement polonais. La presse a pour mission 
de renseigner ainsi que de resserrer les relations 
amicales entre les nations. Les correspondants et 



45 

consequently a moral obligation upon correspond
ents and information agencies to eschew false and 
distorted news and war propaganda. The Polish 
amendment to paragraph 3, if adopted, however, 
would only complicate international relations, in
asmuch as it would permit censorship by one State 
of news disseminated in another State. 

In reply to the Czechoslovak representa~ive, 
Mr. Azkoul said that whereas common law crimes 
could be determined by means of physical evi
dence, a crime on a moral or intellectual plane 
was far less susceptible of proof. Moreover, an 
individual correspon,!clent could distort only a 
certain amount of truth ; the State, with the un
limited means at its disposal, could do away with 
both freedom and truth. If a choice had to be 
made between possible war propaganda and dis
tortion of news by individuals, on the one hand, 
and the suppression of all freedom of informa
tion by the State, on the other, then Mr. Azkoul 
preferred the former. 

He would consequently vote against both the 
Polish amendment and any other such as the 
Peruvian amendment - which introduced a quali
fying adjective or phrase before the word "opin-
. " 10n . 

Mr. ALVARADO (Peru) was prepared to accept 
any suggested redrafting to meet his objection 
that the first phrase of paragraph 3 was tauto
logical. With regard to the Mexican suggestion 
for the clarification of the word "authentic" in 
the Peruvian amendment (A/C.3/415), the word 
"balanced" did not fully reflect his intention. The 
appropriate word - which need not necessarily 
be "authentic" - should convey the required 
notion that the opinion transmitted had emanated 
from a responsible and identifiable source and 
was not merely the product of the correspondent's 
own imagination. The correspondent or agency, 
not the Government concerned, should be respon
sible for seeing that that stipulation had been met. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) opposed the Polish 
amendment. Its adoption would imply that any 
Government or group would be empowered to 
decide what news might be transmitted; worse, 
the words "designed ... to provoke ... any 
threat to the peace" might even be interpreted 
to cover an attempt to determine the correspond
ent's intentions. Such implications ran entirely 
counter to the whole purpose of the convention; 
namely, to safeguard the freedom of information. 

Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) complained that the 
French representative had been illogical. That 
representative's argument appeared to be that 
news material designed to provoke any threat to 
the peace was deleterious, but that it was impos
sible to define such news and in any case nothing 
could be done to prevent its dissemination. \Vhile 
it was true that the condemnation of such material 
would extend throughout the convention if it 
were placed in the preamble, the Polish repre-

Jes entreprises d'information ont done l'obligation 
morale d'eviter Jes informations fausses ou dena
turees et la propagande de guerre. N eanmoins, 
l'amendement polonais au paragraphe 3, s'il etait 
adopte, ne ferait que compliquer les relations in
ternationales du fait qu'il permettrait a un Etat 
de censurer les nouvelles diffusees clans un autre 
Etat. 

En reponse au representant de la Tchecoslova
quie, M. Azkoul declare que l'on peut etablir 
!'existence des crimes de droit commun par des 
preuves materielles, mais que la preuve est bien 
plus difficile a faire lorsqu'il s'agit d'un crime 
dans le domaine moral ou intellectuel. De plus, 
un correspondant isole ne peut deformer la verite 
que dans une mesure restreinte ; l'Etat, grace aux 
moyens illimites dont ii dispose, peut au con• 
traire faire fi de la liberte comme de la verite. 
S'il fallait faire un choix entre d'une part la 
possibilite d'une propagande de guerre et la de
formation des nouvelles par des individus, et 
d'autre part la suppression par l'Etat de toute 
liberte d'information, M. Azkoul trouve que, de 
ces deux maux, le premier serait le moindre. 

Il votera done contre l'amendement polonais 
et contre tout autre amendement - celui du Perou 
par exemple qui introduirait clans le texte une 
expression ou un adjectif qualifiant le mot: "opi
nions". 

M. ALVARADO (Perou) est dispose a accepter 
toute proposition de remaniement qui tiendrait 
compte de la critique qu'il a formulee a l'egard 
de la premiere phrase du paragraphe 3, qui, selon 
lui, est tautologique. En ce qui concerne la pro
position du Mexique qui tend a preciser, dans 
l'amendement du Perou (A/C.3/415), le sens 
du mot "authentiques", le mot: balanced ( equi
libre) ne rend pas absolument l'idee du repre
sentant du Perou. Le mot qui conviendrait - et 
qui n'est pas necessairement le mot "authentiques" 
- doit rendre cette idee qu'il faut que les opinions 
transmises proviennent d'une source digne de foi 
et identifiable et ne soient pas simplement le 
produit de !'imagination du correspondant lui
meme. C'est le correspondant ou l'entreprise d'in
formation, et non le gouvernement du pays d'ou 
part !'information, qu'il faut rendre responsable 
de !'observance de cette condition. 

M. PENTEADO (Bresil) est oppose a l'amende
ment propose par la Pologne. Si cet amendement 
etait adopte, un gouvernement ou un groupe 
d'individus quekonque aurait le pouvoir de deci
der quels documents d'information ii y a lieu de 
transmettre; qui pis est, Jes mots "de nature 
a provoquer . . . une menace contre la paix" 
peuvent meme etre interpretes comme une tenta
tive de juger les intentions du correspondant. 
Ce sont la des possibilites qui iraient absolument 
a l'encontre du but que l'on cherche a atteindre 
au moyen de la convention et qui est d'assurer la 
liberte de !'information. 

M. DEDIJER (Y ougoslavie) estime que !'inter
vention du representant de la France a manque 
de logique. II semble en effet que le raisonnement 
de ce representant soit le suivant: les documents 
d'information de nature a provoquer une menace 
quekonque contre la paix sont nefastes, mais i1 
est impossible de definir de tels documents et, en 
tous cas, il n'y a rien a faire pour empecher leur 
diffusion. II est bien vrai que, si la condamnation 
de tels documents figure clans le preambule, son 



sentative had been correct in wishing its inser
tion in article 1 because such a provision should 
more appropriately be contained in the definitions. 
Dissemination of such news, moreover, could be 
prohibited on the analogy of the prohibition of 
obscene news material in article 9. Mr. Dedijer 
agreed with the Polish representative's statement 
that such news material was as dangerous as 
obscene literature; it was already spreading among 
children, as a recent newspaper correspondence 
showed. Newspapers which encouraged threats 
to the peace had even exploited a recent sen
sation involving a child who had fallen into a 
well. That was the type of news material which 
should be prohibited. 
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He would therefore support the Polish amend
ment. 

Mr. ZAYDiN (Cuba) said that he would oppose 
any amendment to the original text of article 1, 
paragraph 3. The constitution of his country guar
anteed full freedom of expression and provided 
penalties for writers whose material was likely 
to disturb public order or injure personal repu
tation. The activities of international correspond
ents or agencies could not be more restricted than 
those of nationals. The Polish, Peruvian and even 
the Mexican amendments introduced such restric
tions and would therefore run contrary to the 
whole tenor of the convention, as the Brazilian 
representative had observed. 

In his own long experience as a journalist he 
had found that democratic Governments never 
feared the expression of hostile opinion. Govern
ments could not decide what opinion was authen
tic or what news material was likely to provoke 
a threat to the peace. In democratic countries the 
freedom, of the Press was regulated by journa -
listic ethics and by public opinion. 

To prohibit certain material on the grounds of 
internal security or of good international relations 
would mean infringing not only freedom of infor
mation but also democratic freedom in general; it 
would amount to drawing an "iron curtain" 
between the people and the facts. Taking issue with 
the Peruvian representative, he wondered who 
could determine whether an opinion was authentic 
or not. A correspondent's opinion was based upon 
a wide range of facts. A government might deter
mine that such an opinion was not authentic if 
it conflicted with its domestic or foreign policy. 
Only the freely exercised judgment of the readers 
could decide in the last resort. The agencies and 
newspapers themselves ·were able to decide upon 
the reliability of the news material v,·hich a cor
respondent transmitted; if it were untrue, he 
would be dismissed. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
observed that the Peruvian representative's wish 
that correspondents, not Governments, should 
determine what news material was undesirable, 

effet portera sur toute la convention, mais le re
presentant de la Pologne a eu raison de souhaiter 
la voir figurer dans !'article premier, car une dis
position de ce genre est plus a sa place dans le 
texte consacre aux definitions. D'ailleurs, la dif
fusion de documents de ce genre pourrait etre in
terdite tout comme !'article 9 prevoit !'interdic
tion des publications obscenes. M. Dedijer est 
d'accord avec le representant de la Pologne pour 
dire que de tels documents d'information sont 
aussi dangereux que la litterature obscene; deja 
on Jes repand parmi Jes enfants, comme le demon
traient recemment des lettres adressees a la redac
tion d'un journal. Les journaux qui repandent les 
menaces contre la paix ont ete jusqu'a tirer parti 
d'un recent fait divers sensationnel qui concernait 
un enfant tombe dans un puits. Voita le genre de 
documents d'information qu'il importe d'interdire. 

En consequence, M. Dedijer appuiera l'amende
ment propose par la Pologne. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) annonce qu'il combattra 
tout amendement au texte original du paragraphe 
3 de !'article premier. La constitution de son pays 
garantit a tous une liberte d'expression absolue 
et prevoit des mesures penales centre ceux dont 
les ecrits sont de nature a troubler l'ordre public 
OU a porter atteinte a l'honneur de quelqu'un. On 
ne saurait imposer aux activites des correspon
dants etrangers et des entreprises d'information in
ternationales plus de restrictions que l'on n'en im
pose a celles des ressortissants de son propre pays. 
Or, les amendements de la Pologne et du Perou, 
et meme celui du Mexique, introduisent des res
trictions de cette nature et iraient par consequent 
a l'encontre des buts que vise la convention, comme 
l'a fait remarquer le representant du Bresil. 

M. Zaydin lui-meme, au cours de sa longue car
riere de journaliste, a constate que les gouverne
ments democratiques ne craignent jamais !'ex
pression d'opinions adverses. Les gouvernements 
ne sont pas qualifies pour juger si une opinion est 
authentique ou si des documents d'information 
sont de nature a provoquer une menace contre la 
paix. Dans les pays democratiques, la liberte de 
la presse est regie par le code d'honneur des jour• 
nalistes et par !'opinion publique. 

Interdire certaines informations sous pretexte de 
securite interieure OU du souci de maintenir de 
bonnes relations internationales serait empieter 
non seulement sur la liberte de l'information, mais 
encore sur la liberte democratique en general; cela 
reviendrait a abaisser un "rideau de fer" entre 
le peuple et les faits. S'elevant contre la declara
tion du representant du Perou, M. Zaydin se de
mantle qui pourrait determiner si une opinion est 
authentique ou non. C'est sur toute une serie de 
faits que se fonde !'opinion d'un correspondant. 
Un gouvernement pourrait etre tente de juger que 
cette opinion n'est pas authentique, si elle ne 
cadre pas avec sa politique interieurc ou etran
gere. Seu! le jugement des lecteurs, exerce en 
toute liberte, peut decider en dernier ressort. Les 
agences de presse et les journaux sont bien capa
bles de decider eux-memes s'il y a lieu d'ajouter 
foi aux documents d'information que leur trans
met un correspondant; si ces documents sont con
trouves, ils congedieront le correspondant. 

M. VAN HEGVEN GOEDHART (Pays-Bas) estime 
que la proposition du representant du Perou, selon 
laquelle ce seraient Jes correspondants, et non les 
gouvernements, qui devraient determiner quels 



was inconsistent with the text of articles 4 and 
7, which mentioned Contracting States. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
noted that the Polish representative's observation 
concerning statements to the Press implied yet 
another limitation on freedom of information. 
There could be no question of intimidation. The 
United Nations was the most democratic delib
erative body in the world; all representatives en
joyed and exercised absolutely equal rights. Any 
effort to intimidate a representative would be 
immediately and generally resented. He welcomed 
the Polish representative's exposition of United 
States history. In that connexion, he reminded 
the Committee that Thomas Jefferson had also 
said that if he had to choose between government 
without newspapers and newspapers without gov
ernment, he would pick the latter alternative. That 
was, however, not entirely a correct statement of 
the position : democratic government and a free 
Press were closely interrelated. The presenta
tion of criticism of the United States Press by 
Mr. Hocking, Mr. Ickes and the Hutchins Com
mission was to be welcomed because it proved that 
the full and free right of self-criticism for the 
purpose of self-improvement existed in the United 
States of America as in other countries which 
similarly based their philosophy on freedom of 
self-criticism. Progress was based upon the con
tinual criticism of institutions; the existence of 
a free and diversified Press was one of the most 
important factors in that process. 

He agreed with the representative of Cuba that 
it was of the utmost importance that the public 
itself should decide what kind of information 
should be disseminated. With regard to the Czecho
slovak representative's argument that there might 
be a conflict between truth and freedom, the 
United States delegation did not believe that 
freedom was possible without truth nor truth 
without freedom ; their interrelation was indis
pensable. No honest United States journalist 
would claim that United States newspapers did 
not occasionally indulge in abusive practices; that 
was the price of freedom. The existence of self
criticism as reflected in the studies to which the 
Polish representative had referred was an attempt 
to reduce that price. Readers must be able to 
choose between different sources of information. 
Freedom of information was not a right of the 
Press but of the people. The Polish proposal that 
Governments should determine what news was 
designed to provoke a threat to peace would, in 
his opinion, infringe the people's right to freedom 
of information. 

With regard to the Indian representative's com
plaint, derogatory films could not diminish the 
high respect of the people of the United States 
for the cultural and political achievements of 
India. The intervention of Governments, how
ever, to safeguard what they felt to be their own 
interests would merely create new sources of 
misunderstanding between peoples. 

Mr. Canham felt that there was general agree
ment with the French and Lebanese representa-
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documents d'information ne sont pas souhaitables, 
est incompatible avec les dispositions des articles 
4 et 7, oi.t il est fait mention des Etats contrac
tants. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) note 
que la remarque du representant de la Pologne re
lative aux declarations a la presse sous-entend une 
nouvelle restriction a la liberte de !'information. II 
ne saurait etre question d'intimidation. L'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies est l'organe deliberant 
le plus democratique du monde ; tous les repre
sentants possedent et exercent des droits absolu
ment egaux. Toute tentative d'exercer une pres
sion sur un representant provoquerait un ressen
timent immediat et general. M. Canham a ecoute 
avec satisfaction !'expose que le representant de la 
Pologne a fait sur l'histoire des Etats-U nis. II rap
pelle a ce propos a la Commission que Thomas 
Jefferson a egalement declare que s'il devait choi
sir entre un gouvernement sans presse et une 
presse sans gouvernement, ii choisirait la seconde 
solution. Toutefois, ce n'est pas tout a fait ainsi 
que la situation se presente: il existe une liaison 
intime entre le regime democratique et une presse 
libre. 11 faut se rejouir des critiques que M. Hock
ing, M. Ickes et la Commission Hutchins ont for
mulees a l'egard de la presse des Etats-Unis, 
parce qu'elles prouvent qu'aux Etats-Unis d'Ame
rique on a le droit de se critiquer soi-meme en 
pleine et entiere liberte en vue de se perfectionner. 
II en est de meme clans d'autres pays dont la 
philosophie politique est egalement fondee sur la 
liberte de l'autocritique. Le progres se fonde sur 
une critique constante des institutions; !'existence 
d'une presse libre et representant des points de 
vues divers constitue l'un des facteurs les plus 
importants de ce processus. 

Comme le representant de Cuba, M. Canham 
attache la plus grande importance a ce que le pu
blic decide lui-meme quel est le genre d'informations 
qu'il y a lieu de diffuser. Quant a !'argument invo
que par le representant de la Tchecoslovaquie et 
selon lequel il peut y avoir contradiction entre 
la verite et la liberte, la delegation des Etats-Unis 
ne pense pas que la liberte soit possible sans verite, 
ni la verite sans liberte: l'interdependance de ces 
deux facteurs est indispensable. Aucun joumaliste 
americain ni niera, en toute franchise, que les jour
naux des Etats-Unis se livrent parfois a des exces. 
C'est la ran<;on de la liberte. L'existence de l'auto
critique, qui ressort des etudes mentionnees par 
le representant de la Pologne, vise precisernent a 
reduire cette ran<;on. Les lecteurs doivent pouvoir 
choisir entre diverses sources d'information. La 
liberte de !'information est un droit qui appartient 
au peuple et non a la presse. M. Canham est d'avis 
que la proposition de la Pologne selon laquelle les 
gouvernements determineraient quelles soot les 
nouvelles qui sont de nature a constituer une me
nace a la paix empiete sur le droit du peuple a la 
liberte de !'information. 

Pour ce qui est de la plainte du representant 
de l'Inde, les films defavorables a ce pays ne peu
vent diminuer la grande estime que le peuple des 
Etats-Unis eprouve pour la culture de l'Inde 
et pour les progres politiques realises par ce pays. 
Toutefois, en prenant des mesures pour sauve
garder ce qui leur parait constituer leurs propres 
interets, les gouvernements ne feraient que creer 
de nouvelles sources de friction entre les peu
ples. 

M. Canham pense qu'un grand nombre de repre
sentants estiment, comme les representants de la 
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tives on the desirability of stating at the appropri
ate place the moral obligations incumbent upon 
correspondents and information agencies. It 
would, however, be very difficult to include such 
a statement in the body of the convention without 
at the same time permitting it to be converted 
into an instrument for restricting the freedom of 
the Press. That statement might be set out in 
the preamble, as the French representative had 
proposed. It should undoubtedly be included, but 
the limits of governmental power and responsi
bility should be clearly specified. Its place was 
not, therefore, in article 1. 

The insertion of the word "authentic", as pro
posed by the Peruvian delegation, would be in
advisable since it introduced yet another problem 
of definition. Moreover, the Peruvian representa
tive had said that correspondents, and not Gov
ernments, should assess news material. The 
Netherlands representative had, however, ob
served that such a provision was inconsistent with 
other articles in the convention. He himself agreed 
with the representative of Lebanon that qualifi
cations should not be introduced into the definitions 
since they would merely increase the difficulty 
of interpretation. 

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-SEVENTH 
MEETING 

ff cld at Lake Success, New York, 
on Wednesday, 13 April 1949, at 3 p.m. 

Chairnwn: Mrs. Bodi! BEGTRUP (Denmark) ; 
Later, Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 1, paragraph 3 (continued) 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) said that the amend
ments proposed by Peru (A/C.3/415) and Poland 
(A/C.3/416) to paragraph 3 presented a difficulty 
which had already arisen at previous meetings. 
In her opinion, those amendments, instead of 
guaranteeing respect for freedom of the Press, 
compromised that freedom. vVhat was still more 
serious was that the limitations it was proposed to 
introduce in the definition would be sanctioned by 
an international convention. She recognized that 
the definitions of the term "news material" had 
certain defects, but care must be taken not to 
apply a remedy which would be worse than the 
ill itself. If it were stipulated in paragraph 3 that 
news was neither designed nor likely to provoke 
or encourage any threat to the peace, and was 
not intended as a dissemination of false or dis
torted reports likely to injure friendly relations 
between States, the question would arise what 
news was of that type, what criteria should be 
applied to establish that and how each State 
would apply those criteria. 

I France et du Liban, qu'il est souhaitable d'enon-
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cer clans la convention, a l'endroit qui convient, les 
obligations morales qui incombent aux correspon-
dants et aux entreprises d'information. Toutefois, 
il serait tres difficile d'inserer une declaration a 
cet effet clans le corps meme de la convention sans 
risquer de la transformer de ce fait en un instru
ment destine a restreindre la liberte de la presse. 
On pourrait faire figurer cette declaration au 
preamlmle, ainsi que l'a propose le representant 
de la France. Il faudrait certes l'inclure, a con
dition de preciser clairement Jes limites du pouvoir 
et de la responsabilite des gouvernements. Cette 
declaration ne serait done pas a sa place a !'article 
premier. 

II serait inopportun d'inserer le mot "authenti
ques" comme l'a propose la delegation du Perou, 
car cela souleverait un nouveau probleme de de
finition. En outre, le representant du Perou a 
declare que c'est aux correspondants et non aux 
gouvernements qu'il appartient de se prononcer 
sur la valeur que presentent Jes documents d'infor
mation. Toutefois, le representant des Pays-Bas a 
fait observer que cette clause est en contradiction 
avec d'autres articles de la convention. M. Can
ham estime, d'accord avec le representant du 
Liban, qu'il n'y a pas lieu d'apporter des limi
tations aux definitions, car cela ne pourrait qu'en 
rendre !'interpretation plus difficile. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 10. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mercredi 13 avril 1949, i1 15 heures. 

President : Mme Bodi! BEGTRUP (Danemark)' 
puis M. Charles MALIK ( Liban). 

121. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) ( suite) 

PRO JET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L' ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION D'UN 
PAYS A L'AUTRE (A/1065) (SUITE) 

Article premier, paragraphe 3 (suite) 

Mme FIGUEROA ( Chili) declare que les amende
ments que le Perou (A/C.3/415) et la Pologne 
(A/C.3/416) proposent d'apporter au paragraphe 
3 placent la Commission devant une difficulte qui 
s'est deja presentee au cours des seances prece
dentes. A son avis, ces amendements, au lieu de 
garantir le respect de la liberte de la presse, com
promettent cette liberte. Ce qui est plus grave en
core, c'est que Jes limitations que l'on propose 
d'introduire clans la definition seraient consacrees 
par une convention internationale. Mme Figue
roa reconnait que la definition du terme "docu
ments d'information" comporte des imperfections, 
mais il faut veiller a ne pas appliquer un remede 
qui serait plus nefaste que le mal lui-meme. Si 
l'on precise au paragraphe 3 que les informations 
ne visent pas ou ne sont pas de nature a provo
quer ou a encourager une menace contre la paix, 
ni a repandre des nouvelles propres a nuire aux 
relations d'amitie entre les Etats, la question se 
posera de savoir quelles sont les informations de 
ce genre, quels sont les criteres a appliquer pour 
les determiner et comment chaque Etat appliquera 
ces criteres. 



She admitted that the public might be well or 
badly informed but, if the Committee had faith 
in human dignity, it would recognize that human 
beings were capable of improvement and were able 
to decide for themselves what was good or bad, 
authentic or false news. The Peruvian and Polish 
amendments were not a remedy; the remedy must 
be found by rendering access to news as extensive 
as possible. The draft convention was based on 
the principle that the news transmitted was au
thentic and any limitation in the definition of 
news material would restrict its scope. 

In conclusion, Mrs. Figueroa said that for the 
sake of the moral prestige of the convention, the 
Committee should bear in mind not only existing 
conditions, but also the fact that all the peoples of 
the world would apply those conventions in the 
future world they wished to create. 

For the reasons she had just given, she would 
vote against the Peruvian and Polish amend
ments. 

Mr. L6PEZ (Philippines) could not support a 
proposal which would be contrary to the very aims 
of the convention. To place any restrictions on 
the free exchange of news, other than those neces
sary for the maintenance of national security and 
the safeguarding of public morals, would be to 
deprive the convention of all significance. The 
danger arising from the abuse of freedom was 
less serious than the evil consequences which re
striction of that freedom would entail. While rec
ognizing the loftiness of the objectives inspiring 
the Polish representative, Mr. Lopez thought that 
the amendment should not be applied to article 
1, which contained definitions which could be 
drawn up only in general terms. The Polish rep
resentative might propose it as an amendment 
either to the preamble or to one of the articles of 
the convention, such as article 9, which, in the 
opinion of Mr. Lopez, was quite an appropriate 
place for it. 

With regard to the Peruvian amendments 
(A/C.3/415), he thought that the first modifica
tion was quite logical, since the Committee would 
have to find a formula to avoid the tautology 
which appeared in the definition of "news mate
rial". He would vote also in favour of the dele
tion of the words "whether visual or auditory". 
As to the third modification, to insert "authentic" 
between "or" and "opinion", it presented the 
same dangers as the Polish amendment and he 
would therefore vote against it. 

Recalling the Mexican representative's sugges
tion that a word corresponding to the Spanish 
"equitativo" should be used instead of the word 
"authentic", he said that he had thought of the 
English word 'balanced" to indicate that news 
must come from all possible sources and that the 
correspondent must try to establish an equilibrium 
between the various sources of information. In 
his opinion, the Committee should find a formula 
to express that. 

:Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) thought that 
paragraph 3, which the Committee had already 
discussed at length, was of capital importance for 
the convention and that all delegations must clearly 
express their views on it. He recognized that 
the drafting of that paragraph was not perfect, 
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La representante du Chili admet que le public 
peut etre bien ou ma! informe, mais si la Commis
sion a foi en la <lignite humaine, elle reconnaitra que 
les etres humains sont perfectibles et capables de 
decider eux-memes quelles sont les informations 
bonnes ou mauvaises, authentiques ou mensonge
res. Les amendements du Perou et de la Pologne 
ne constituent pas un remede ; ce remede, ii faut le 
trouver en rendant l'acces aux informations aussi 
large que possible. Le projet de convention repose 
sur le principe que les nouvelles transmises sont 
authentiques, et toute limitation clans la definition 
des documents d'information en restreindrait la 
portee. 

Mme Figueroa conclut en disant qu'il convient, 
pour le prestige moral de la convention, de ne 
pas penser uniquement aux realites du monde 
actuel, mais de songer aussi que tous les peuples du 
monde appliqueront ces conventions dans le monde 
futur qu'ils veulent creer. 

Pour les raisons qu'elle vient d'exposer, elle 
votera contre les amendements du Perou et de la 
Pologne. 

M. L6PEZ (Philippines) ne saurait appuyer une 
proposition qui serait contraire aux buts memes de 
la convention. En apportant des restrictions au 
libre echange des informations, autres que celles 
necessaires pour assurer le maintien de la securite 
nationale et la sauvegarde de la moralite publi
que, on enleverait a cette convention toute sa por
tee. Le danger qui resulte de l'abus de la liberte 
est moins grave que les consequences nefastes qui 
decouleraient des restrictions apportees a cette 
liberte. Tout en reconnaissant le caractere eleve 
des objectifs qui inspirent le representant de la 
Pologne, M. Lopez pense que l'amendement po
lonais n'est pas a sa place a l'article premier, 
ou figurent des definitions qui ne peuvent etre 
redigees qu'en des termes generaux. Le represen
tant de la Pologne pourrait proposer d'apporter cet 
amendement, soit au preambule, soit a l'un des ar
ticles du projet de convention, a l'article 9 par 
exemple qui, de l'avis du representant des Philip
pines, est tout a fait approprie. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement du Peron 
(A/C.3/415), M. Lopez estime que la premiere 
modification proposee est tout a fait logique, car 
la Commission doit trouver une formule pour evi
ter la tautologie que contient la definition des ter
mes "documents d'information". Il votera en outre 
en faveur de la suppression des mots "qu'ils soient 
d'ordre visuel OU auditif". Quant a la troisieme mo
dification, qui consiste a inserer le mot "authenti
ques" apres "opinions", M. Lopez declare qu'elle 
presente les memes dangers que l'amendement de 
la Pologne ; ii votera done contre cette insertion. 

Rappelant la suggestion du representant du 
Mexique d'employer au lieu d' "authentiques" un 
terme qui correspondrait au mot espagnol equi
tativo, M. Lopez dit qu'il a pense au mot anglais 
balanced pour indiquer que les informations doi
vent provenir de toutes les sources possibles et 
que le correspondant doit essayer d'etablir un 
equilibre entre ces diverses sources d'information. 
A son avis, la Commission devrait trouver une 
formule dans ce sens. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) estime que le 
paragraphe 3, que la Commission a deja longue
ment discute, est d'une importance capitale dans 
la convention et que toutes les delegations doivent 
exposer clairement leurs vues a ce sujet. II recon
nait que la redaction de ce paragraphe n'est pas 



and was, indeed, tautological, and he was pre
pared to accept another formula. He suggested 
the following: "'News material' means all news 
material, whether visual or auditory, for dissemi
nation to the public." 

Drafting considerations should, however, be 
secondary, for it was the actual substance of the 
paragraph that was the representatives' respon
sibility. The Committee was faced with two con
ceptions of freedom : certain representatives, 
including himself, thought that freedom of infor
mation should be absolute and without any re
striction ; others feared that that might entail 
abuses and wished to guard against them. For 
his part. he thought that those abuses could only 
be stopped by ensuring still greater freedom. 

His country was deeply attached to the princi
ple of freedom of expression; the Constitution 
of Uruguay was based on those principles. Free
dom of expression satisfied the basic human need 
to communicate its thoughts by every means. If 
freedom of information presented dangers, they 
must be faced. The Polish representative was 
right in wanting freedom of the Press to con
tribute to the maintenance of peace and friendly 
relations between States. If the Polish amendment 
were accepted, however, there would have to be 
some authority to control the use made of free
dom of information. That authority would un
doubtedly be the government: but what govern
ment could claim to have a monopoly of 
wisdom? 

Mr. Paysse Reyes was opposed in a general 
way to any idea of censorship, because censor
ship was contrary to progress. If a country re
stricted freedom of the Press for political rea
sons, that could be regarded as an indication of 
the abnormal situation prevailing in that coun
try. If that country thought that a correspondent 
was transmitting false, tendentious or slander
ous ne_ws, it could always invoke the right of 
correction or apply the provisions of its penal 
code. 

In conclusion, he said that his country was 
deeply attached to the principles of freedom and 
could not accept any attack on them. He would 
therefore vote against the Polish amendment. 

Mr. DROHOJOWSKI (Poland) regretted that 
the representative of Cuba, when speaking against 
the Polish amendment, had made it necessary for 
him to challenge certain expressions, such as "the 
iron curtain". 

He also regretted that the United States rep
resentative, interviewed by the Press, had dis
cussed not only the past and present work of the 
Committee but had also anticipated its future 
work, which could not but be prejudicial to the 
smooth conduct of the latter. That attitude could 
not be justified by invoking freedom of infor
mation. Moreover, the assertion that American 
journalists were completely free was not in 
keeping with the facts, as had been shown by 
recent events. 

In reply to the representative of Uruguay, he 
asked whether the cause of peace and good re
lations between nations, or the constitutional 
provisions of a country, was of primary import
ance when freedom of information was at stake. 

50 

parfaite et contient une tautologie, et i1 est dis
pose a accepter une autre formule. II suggere de 
dire: "L'expression "documents d'information" 
s'applique a toutes informations, d'ordre visuel ou 
auditif, qui sont destinees a etre repandues clans 
le public". 

Cependant, les considerations de redaction doi
vent passer au second plan, car c'est le fond meme 
du paragraphe qui engagera la responsabilite des 
representants. Deux conceptions de la liberte sont 
en presence: certains, dont le representant de 
!'Uruguay, estiment que la liberte d'information 
doit etre absolue et ne comporter aucune restric
tion; d'autres craignent les abus qu'elle pourrait 
entrainer et veulent Jes prevenir. Pour sa part, ii 
estime que l'on ne peut faire cesser les abus qu'en 
assurant une liberte plus grande encore. 

Son pays est profondement attache au principe 
de la liberte d'expression; c'est sur ce principe 
que repose la Constitution de l'Uruguay. Laliberte 
d'expression correspond au besoin primordial de 
l'etre humain de communiquer sa pensee par tous 
Ies moyens. Si la Iiberte d'information presente 
des dangers, i1 faut savoir y faire face. Le repre
sentant de la Pologne a raison de vouloir que la 
liberte de la presse contribue au maintien de la 
paix et des relations amicales entre les Etats. 
Toutefois, si l'on acceptait l'amendement polo
nais, il devrait y avoir une autorite quelconque qui 
serait chargee de controler !'usage qui est fait de 
cette liberte. Cette autorite serait sans doute le 
gouvernement, mais quel gouvernement peut pre
tendre detenir le monopole de la sagesse? 

M. Paysse Reyes est oppose d'une fa<;on generate 
a toute idee de censure parce que la censure est 
contraire au progres. Si, clans un but politique, 
un pays restreint la liberte de la presse, on peut y 
voir un symptome de la situation anormale qui 
regne clans ce pays. Si ce pays estime qu'un cor
respondant transmet des nouvelles fausses, ten
dancieuses ou calomnieuses, il pourra toujours in
voquer le droit de rectification ou appliquer les 
dispositions de son code penal. 

En conclusion, le representant de !'Uruguay 
declare que son pays est profondement epris des 
principes de liberte et ne peut accepter que 1' on 
y porte atteinte. Pour cette raison, il votera contre 
l'amendement de la Pologne. 

M. DROHOJOWSKI (Pologne) regrette que le 
representant de Cuba, lon,qu'il s'est prononce 
contre l'amendement presente par la delegation de 
la Pologne, l'ait place dans !'obligation de relever 
certaines expressions qu'il a employees, telles que 
celle de : "rideau de fer". 

II regrette egalement que le representant des 
Etats-Unis ait, au cours d'une interview de presse, 
discute non seulement des travaux passes et pre
sents de la Commission, mais egalement, et par 
anticipation, de ses travaux futurs, ce qui ne peut 
que nuire a la bonne marche de ceux-ci. On ne 
saurait justifier cette attitude en invoquant la li
berte de !'information. Du reste, !'affirmation selon 
laquelle les journalistes americains sont complete
ment libres est en contradiction avec les faits, 
comme de recents evenements le demontrent. 

Enfin, en reponse au representant de !'Uruguay, 
M. Drohojowski demande si la cause de la paix 
et des bonnes relations entre les nations, ou les 
dispositions constitutionnelles d'un pays ne de
vraient pas entrer en premiere ligne de compte 
lorsqu'il s'agit de la liberte d'information. 



Mr. ALVARADO (Peru) explained that the ob
ject of the amendment proposed by his delega
tion was to define the source of news and ensure 
its authenticity. It was not a question of limit
ing freedom of dissemination or the diversity 
of news sources nor - as some seemed to have 
understood it - of giving the State the right to 
censor news. He quoted as an example the case 
of journalists who did not hesitate to spread 
fantastic rumours, which they claimed to have 
received from "well-informed circles" : the Peru
vian amendment was aimed at abuses of that type. 

His delegation did not insist on the actual 
formula it had proposed; it did, however, urge 
that only trustworthy information coming from 
responsible sources should be considered as news 
material under the terms of the convention. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) pointed out that the Committee was 
at the moment discussing the first article of the 
convention without appearing to be concerned 
about the fact that that article had very grave 
political implications, especially in paragraph 3. 
The authors of the draft convention had stressed 
the technical aspect of the problems they were 
called on to solve, deliberately setting aside, it 
appeared, the important political problems which 
must, however, be dealt with if a truly inter
national convention on freedom of information 
was to be drafted. Everything, even to the title 
of the convention, was highly technical in char
acter. 

As a result, one of the most important points 
of the convention was presented in the form of a 
technical question of secondary importance. It 
could not be forgotten, however, that the defini
tions given in the first article applied to the most 
powerful means which existed for influencing 
world public opinion and that peace and good 
understanding between the peoples depended to 
a great extent on the use made of those means. 

The delegations which opposed the amend
ments presented by the delegations of Poland 
and Peru said that to adopt those amendments 
would be to strike a blow at the absolute free
dom which should be ensured in the gathering 
and transmission of news. But to whom did they 
wish to ensure that absolute freedom? vVhat 
principles did they invoke to do so? vVhat in
terests were they defending? Mr. Tsarapkin 
averred that those delegatio~s were claiming 
absolute freedom for the monopolies which in 
capitalist countries controlled all means of in
formation, transforming them into powerful 
instruments of propaganda and hatred. 

In the opinion of his delegation, freedom of 
information should be exercised in the interests 
of the peoples. It should encourage friendly re
lations between them and contribute to the main
tenance of peace; in no case should it be possible 
to use it to justify the propagation of false news 
and incitement to war. Hence the importance 
which should be attached to the definitions con
tained in the first article and the necessitv of 
defining what should be the aims of freedoin of 
information. 

These aims had been proclaimed by the General 
Assembly in resolution 110 (II), which it had 
adopted on 3 November 1947. Not one of the 
articles of the draft convention mentioned that 
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M. ALVARADO (Peron) explique que l'objet de 
l'arnendernent propose par sa delegation est de 
preciser la source des informations et d'en assurer 
l'authenticite. I1 ne s'agit pas de limiter la liberte 
de diffusion ou la diversite des sources d'infor
mation ni - comme certains semblent l'avoir 
compris - de donner a l'Etat le droit de con
troler les informations. ::VI. Alvarado cite en exem
ple le cas de journalistes qui n'hesitent pas a repan
dre des bruits souvent fantaisistes en pretendant 
qu'ils les ont recueillis clans des "milieux bien in
formes" : ce sont des abus de ce genre que vise 
l'amendement peruvien. 

La delegation du Perou ne tient pas absolument 
a la formule meme qu'elle propose; mais elle in
siste pour que seuls les renseignements dignes de 
foi emanant de sources responsables soient con
sideres comrne des documents d'information aux 
termes de la convention. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques so
cialistes sovietiques) declare que la Commission 
discute en ce moment de l'article premier de la 
convention sans paraitre se preoccuper du fait 
que cet article, notamment en son paragraphe 3, 
a des incidences politiques tres serieuses. Les au
teurs du projet de convention ont mis !'accent sur 
l'aspect technique des problemes qu'ils etaient 
appeles a resoudre, ecartant deliberement, sem
ble-t-il, les importants problemes politiques qu'il 
convient cependant de traiter si l'on veut rediger 
une convention veritablernent internationale sur 
la liberte de !'information. II n'est jusqu'au titre 
de la convention q_ui n'ait un caractere hautement 
technique. 

I1 en resulte que l'un des points les plus im
portants de la convention est presente sous la 
forme d'une question technique d'importance se
condaire. On ne peut oublier cependant que les 
definitions enoncees a l'article premier s'appli
quent aux moyens les plus puissants qui existent 
pour exercer une influence sur l'opinion publique 
mondiale, et que c'est de l'usage qui est fait de ces 
moyens que dependent en grande partie la paix et 
la bonne entente entre les peuples. 

Les delegations qui s'opposent aux amende
ments presentes par les delegations de la Pologne 
et du Peron declarent qu'en adoptant ces amende
ments on porterait atteinte a la liberte absolue 
qu'il convient d'assurer dans le rassemblement et 
la transmission des nouvelles. Mais a qui veulent
elles assurer cette liberte absolue, de quels prin
cipes se reclament-elles pour le faire, de quels 
interets se font-elles les defenseurs? M. Tsarap
kine affirme que la liberte absolue est revendiquee 
par ces delegations pour les monopoles qui, clans 
Jes pays capitalistes, controlent tous les moyens 
d'information, les transformant en puissants instru
ments de propagande et de haine. 

De l'avis de la delegation de l'URSS, la liberte 
de !'information doit s'exercer clans l'interet des 
peuples, elle doit encourager leurs relations ami
cales reciproques et contribuer au maintien de la 
paix; elle ne doit en aucun cas pouvoir etre invo
quee pour justifier la propagation de fausses nou
velles et l'incitation a la guerre. D'ou !'importance 
q_u'il faut attacher aux definitions contenues a 
l'article premier et la necessite de definir les buts 
auxquels doit tendre la liberte d'information. 

Ces buts ont ete proclames par I' Assemblee ge
nerate dans la resolution 110 (II) qu'elle a adop
tee le 3 novembre 1947. M. Tsarapkine constate 
q_u'aucun des articles du projet de convention ne 



resolution, which should serve as an inspiration 
for the convention. If the first article contained 
no definition drafted in the spirit of that resolu
tion, if its authors had drawn it up in a narrow 
technical spirit, it was because they were trying 
to ensure the greatest freedom and the great
est possible number of privileges to the mono
polies which controlled the Press, the radio 
and the cinema and were unwilling to im
pose upon those monopolies the obligations 
and limitations visualized by the Polish amend
ment which, nevertheless, were indispensable. 
The representatives of the United States, the 
Gnited Kingdom, France, the Netherlands and 
Canada, who opposed the adoption of that amend
ment in the name of freedom of information, 
and the representatives of Cuba and Uruguay, 
who claimed to be advocates of the absolute 
freedom of private enterprise in the field of the 
Press, disregarded the existing situation in capita
list countries, in which the powerful financial 
concerns which owned the means of information 
were free to engage unrestrainedly in their work 
of propaganda and hatred. 

The information of world opinion did not 
raise problems of a technical nature only ; the 
question was of tremendous political importance 
and could not be settled without a reaffirmation of 
the political principles proclaimed in resolution 
110 (II) of the General Assembly. None of the 
articles of the draft convention, however, re
flected that ideal. Paragraph 3 of article 1 made 
no distinction between authorized opinions and 
those of warmongers, fascists and criminals; it 
contained no moral restrictions. That was why 
the Polish delegation's amendment was neces
sary and why his delegation would vote for it. 

It would also vote in favour of the amendment 
submitted by the Peruvian delegation, which 
was inspired by the same spirit as the Polish 
:amendment, although it was of limited scope and 
inadequate in itself to provide what was lacking 
in paragraph 3. 

Mr. DAVIES (Gnited Kingdom) emphasized 
-that two basically opposed opinions had been 
expressed in the Committee. The delegation of 
the United Kingdom supported those who advo
cated absolute freedom in the gathering and 
transmission of news, subject only to the exigen
cies of national security and public morality. 
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The delegation of the United Kingdom agreed 
with the French delegation that the discussion 
of principle which the first articles of the draft 
convention had evoked would be more opportune 
when the preamble was discussed. No one con
tested the necessity of imposing certain duties on 
journalists. These obligations, however, must be 
of a moral character and must derive from the 
principles stated in the preamble of the con
vention and not from an express provision of 
it. To accept the limitation of the definitions in 
paragraph 3 of article 1, as suggested by the 
delegations of Poland and Peru, would be to 
impose restrictions on correspondents and Press 
agencies which would considerably limit the scope 
of the convention. In addition, the nature of 
article 4 - the key article of the convention -
would be warped if Governments were given the 
right to censor news, since they would be au
thorized to decide whether news material was 

mentionne cette resolution dont la convention 
devrait cependant s'inspirer. II pense que si !'article 
premier ne contient pas de definition redigee dans 
J'esprit de cette resolution, s'il a ete corn,u par ses 
auteurs clans un esprit technique etroit, c'est parce 
que ceux-ci cherchaient a assurer la plus grande 
liberte et le plus grand nombre de privileges pos
sibles aux monopoles qui controlent la presse, la 
radio, le cinema, et se refusaient a leur imposer 
les obligations et Jes limitations cependant indis
pensables que prevoit l'amendement polonais. Les 
representants des Etats-Unis, du Royaume-Uni, 
de la France, des Pays-Bas et du Canada, qui s'op
posent a !'adoption de cet amendement au nom de 
la liberte de l'information, les representants de 
Cuba et de !'Uruguay, qui se declarent partisans 
de la liberte absolue des entreprises privees clans 
le domaine de la presse, font abstraction de la 
situation qui existe a l'heure actuelle clans les 
pays capitalistes ou les puissantes associations fi
nancieres qui possedent les moyens d'information 
sont libres de se livrer sans £rein a leur ceuvre de 
propagande et de haine. 

L'information de !'opinion mondiale ne pose 
pas uniquement des problemes d'ordre technique; 
la question a une immense importance politique et 
on ne saurait la resoudre sans reaffirmer les prin
cipes politiques proclames clans la resolution 110 
(II) de l'Assemblee generale. Aucun des articles 
du projet de convention ne reflete cependant cet 
ideal. Le paragraphe 3 de !'article premier ne fait 
aucune distinction entre les opinions autorisees 
et celles de fauteurs de guerre, de fascistes, de 
criminels ; il ne comporte aucune restriction mo
rale. V oila pourquoi l'amendement de la delega
tion de la Pologne est necessaire et pourquoi la 
delegation de l'URSS votera en sa faveur. 

Elle votera en faveur de l'amendement pre
sente par la delegation du Perou, qui s'inspire du 
meme esprit que l'amendement polonais bien qu'e
tant de portee modeste et en soi insuffisant a parer 
aux lacunes du paragraphe 3. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) souligne que deux 
theses fondamentalement opposees se sont fait jour 
au sein de la Commission. Pour sa part, la delega
tion du Royaume-Uni defend celle qui revendique 
une liberte absolue pour le rassemblement et la 
transmission des informations, sous la seule re
serve des exigences de la securite nationale et de 
la moralite publique. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni pense, avec celle 
de la France, que la discussion de principe qui s'est 
engagee a propos de !'article premier du projet 
de convention serait plus opportune au moment 
de l'examen du preambule. Nut ne conteste en 
effet la necessite d'imposer certains devoirs aux 
journalistes. Mais ces obligations doivent etre d'or
dre moral ; elles doivent decouler des principes 
enonces dans le preambule de la convention et 
non d'une disposition expresse de celle-ci. En ac
ceptant de limiter les definitions contenues au 
paragraphe 3 de !'article premier clans le sens 
propose par les delegations de la Pologne et du 
Perou, on imposerait aux correspondants et aux 
agences de presse des restrictions qui limiteraient 
considerablement la portee de la convention. De 
plus, on deformerait le caractere de !'article 4 
!'article-clef - de la convention en donnant aux 
gouvernements un droit de controle sur les infor
mations, puisqu'ils seraient autorises a decider si 



"authentic" or not, "likely to provoke or en
courage any threat to the peace'' or not, etc. 

Absolute liberty was admittedly not devoid of 
dangers and disadvantages. The United King
dom, however, preferred to run those risks and 
accept those disadvantages rather than to harm 
in any way the principles of liberty. 

The democratic Press was doubtless far from 
perfect. The representative of the USSR was 
not the only one who deplored the part often 
played in it by monopolist interests. But the free 
play of democratic liberties obviated those de
fects, as was shown in the case of the Royal 
Commission on the Press, whose report on the 
situation of the Press in the United Kingdom 
would appear at any moment, and as was demon
strated by the success gained by the Labour 
Government in the elections, in spite of the oppo
sition of the Conservative Press of the United 
Kingdom. 

The judgment of the enlightened masses must 
be trusted. Man would attain objective truth by 
the full exercise of his freedom of thought and 
of expression. That right could not be delegated 
to Governments without interfering with human 
liberty and without opening the door to abuses 
of a far more serious nature than those to which 
a regime of freedom could give rise. 

The purpose of the convention was to create 
a technical mechanism which would facilitate the 
gathering and transmission of news. If the amend
ments proposed to paragraph 3 were not such 
as to facilitate that, they should not be retained. 
As for the restrictions necessary for national 
security or public morality, they should, in Mr. 
Davies' opinion, be clearly defined by law. If 
the application of those restrictions were con
tested, it would be the function of a legal body, 
and not of governments, to settle the question. 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) opposed every amend
ment which would tend to limit or restrict the 
mission of the correspondent and the freedom 
of information. The purpose of the convention 
was to give effect to the right of all peoples to 
receive the fullest news possible. It was there
fore necessary not only to facilitate the mission 
of the correspondent, but to make it possible for 
him to receive and transmit news fully. The re
presentative of Peru had expressed certain fears 
concerning the dissemination of news that was 
not authentic. What, Mr. Kahali wondered, was 
the criterion of authenticity of news material? 
Was it the fact that news came from govern
mental sources? It was obvious that the authen
ticity of news did not depend upon the will or 
interests of a government; the correspondent, 
who by the nature of his profession was more 
disinterested than the State, was a better judge 
of the accuracy of news. 

The amendments proposed by the delegations 
of Pent and Poland were two-edged weapons. 
They could be used for the maintenance of peace 
and friendly relations between States, or for the 
establishment of tyranny and the suppression 
of freedom of information. The results achieved 
by the convention would in that case depend en
tirely on the will of the Contracting States. 
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les documents d'information sont "authentiques" 
ou "de nature a provoquer ou a encourager une 
menace contre la paix ... ", etc. 

Certes, la liberte absolue ne va pas sans dan
gers et sans inconvenients. Mais le Royaume-l:ni 
prefere courir ces risques et accepter ces inconve
nients plutot que de porter atteinte, de quelque 
maniere que ce soit, aux principes memes de la 
liberte. 

La presse democratique est sans doute loin d'etre 
parfaite; les interets des monopoles y jouent sou
vent un role que le representant de l'URSS n'est 
pas le seul a deplorer. Mais le libre jeu des liber
tes democratiques pare a ces defauts, ainsi que 
l'illustre l'exemple de la Royal Commission on the 
Press, dont le rapport sur la situation de la presse 
au Royaume-Gni paraitra incessamment, et ainsi 
que le prouve egalement le succes electoral rem
porte par le gouvernement travailliste en depit de 
!'opposition de la presse conservatrice du pays. 

II faut faire confiance au discernement des mas
ses informees. L'homme parviendra a la verite ob
jective par le plein exercice de sa liberte de pensee 
et de sa liberte d'expression; on ne saurait deleguer 
ce droit aux gouvernements sans porter atteinte a 
la liberte de l'homme et sans ouvrir la porte a des 
abus autrement plus graves que ceux auxquels 
peut donner lieu un regime de liberte. 

Le but de la convention est de creer le meca
nisrne technique apte a faciliter le rassemblement 
et la diffusion des informations. Si Jes amende
ments proposes au paragraphe 3 ne sont pas de 
nature a les faciliter, ils ne doivent pas etre re
tenus. Quant aux restrictions rendues necessaires 
par les exigences de la securite nationale ou de 
la moralite publique, elles doivent, de l'avis de 
M. Davies, etre clairement definies par la Joi. En 
cas de contestation quanta !'application de ces res
trictions, il appartiendra a un organisme judiciaire, 
et non au gouvernement, de trancher la question. 

M. KAHALI ( Syrie) combat tout amendement 
tendant a limiter OU a restreindre la mission du 
correspondant et la liberte de !'information. Le but 
de la convention est de rendre effectif le droit que 
possedent les peuples de disposer des nouvelles les 
plus completes possible. II faut en consequence non 
seulement faciliter la mission du correspondant, 
mais lui donner la possibilite de recueillir et de 
transmettre les informations d'une maniere com
plete. Le representant du Perou a exprime cer
taines craintes relatives a la diffusion d'informa
tions qui ne seraient pas authentiques. M. Kahali 
demande quel est, cependant, le critere de l'authen
ticite d'un document d'information. Est-ce le fait 
que les informations emanent de sources gouver
nementales? II est evident que l'authenticite d'une 
nouvelle est independante de la volonte ou de 
l'interet d'un gouvernement: le correspondant, 
qui, par sa profession, est plus desinteresse que 
l'Etat, est meilleur juge de !'exactitude des infor
mations. 

Les amendements proposes par les delegations 
du Perou et de la Pologne sont des armes a deux 
tranchants : ils peuvent etre utilises pour le main
tien de la paix et des relations amicales entre les 
Etats ou pour l'etablissement de la tyrannie et la 
suppression de la liberte de !'information. Les 
resultats qu'atteindrait la convention dependraient 
alors entierement de la volonte des Etats con
tractants. 



For that reason the delegation of Syria would 
vote against the two amendments proposed to 
paragraph 3 of article L 

Mr. KAYSER (France) replied to the remarks 
made by the representatives of Poland and the 
USSR. He pointed out that Mr. Drohojowski 
had not answered the arguments presented by 
the representative of France; he had merely re
futed the statements made in an article in The 
New York Times. Mr. Tsarapkin, moreover, 
had only repeated arguments which were already 
well known. Yet French journalists were free 
to study the arguments of Mr. Tsarapkin, where
as he doubted whether that could be the case 
in the USSR where his statements and those 
of certain other delegations were concerned. That 
difference bore witness to the advantages of a 
regime of free discussion. 

The representative of Czechoslovakia had pro
posed that the fundamental principles on which 
the convention was based should be stated at the 
very beginning. The French delegation had an
ticipated that wish when it had submitted an 
amendment to the preamble of the convention. 
That amendment, which repeated the terms of 
the resolution that the USSR representative had 
mentioned, provided for the addition of a para
graph expressing the desire of the Contracting 
States to protect mankind from the scourge of 
war, to prevent the renewal of aggression, whether 
nazi, fascist or any other, and to combat any 
propaganda designed or likely to provoke or 
encourage any threat to peace, breach of the 
peace, or act of aggression. The French dele
gation wished that to be the pervading spirit of 
the convention. 

The Czechoslovak representative had asked 
that a sense of responsibility should be linked 
with freedom of information in the convention. 
Mr. Kayser observed that it was necessary to 
pay the price of responsibility. The French dele
gation was willing to stress the importance of 
responsibility. In that connexion, he quoted arti
cle 11 of the Declaration of Human Rights of 
1789, referred to in the preamble to the French 
Constitution of 27 October 1946. Responsibility 
was the gurantee of freedom; when responsi
bility was fixed, liberty was assured. In inter
national law, however, and in the case of the 
conventions with which the Committee was deal
ing, such responsibility should be assured in 
relation to the people as a whole. It would be 
only too easy to declare the responsibility in 
relation to Governments alone : the latter would 
be their own judges in the countries where there 
was only a government Press. 

The French delegation would therefore vote 
against the Polish amendment, and it hoped that 
the majority of the Committee would subse
quently vote for the amendment proposed by 
France to the preamble of the convention. 

Mr. ZAYDiN (Cuba) expressed his surprise 
that the Polish representative had misinterpreted 
the statement he had made at the 186th meeting. 
He had confined himself, in his speech, to a state
ment of the general attitude taken by his delega
tion, in accordance with the provisions of the 
Constitution of Cuba. He had used the figure of 
speech "iron curtain" for the sole purpose of 
expressing his conviction that Governments with 
dictatorial tendencies would probably use the 
Polish amendment to impede the transmission of 
news. 
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C'est pourquoi la delegation de la Syrie votera 
contre Jes <leux amendements proposes au para
graphe 3 de !'article premier. 

M. KAYSER (France) repond aux observations 
faites par le representant de la Pologne et par celui 
de l'URSS. II releve que M. Drohojowski n'a pas 
repondu a !'argumentation du representant de la 
France; ii s'est borne a refuter Ies affirmations 
d'un article du New York Times. M. Tsarapkine, 
par ailleurs, n'a fait que reprendre des arguments 
deja bien connus. M. Kayser souligne que les 
journalistes frarn;ais pourront toutefois prendre 
librement connaissance des arguments de ;\1, Tsa
rapkine; ii doute qu'en URSS il puisse en 
etre de meme pour ses declarations et celles de 
certaines autres delegations. Cette difference te
moigne de l'avantage que presente un regime de 
libre discussion. 

Le representant de la Tchecoslovaquie a pro
pose de faire figurer en tete de la convention Jes 
principes essentiels sur lesquels elle repose. La dele
gation de la France a devance ce desir en presen
tant un amendement au preambule de la conven
tion. Cet amendement, qui reprend les termes de 
la resolution citee par le representant de l'GRSS, 
consiste a ajouter un paragraphe affirmant le desir 
des Etats contractants de proteger l'humanite 
contre le fleau de la guerre, d'empecher le renou
vellement d'une agression - qu'elle soit nazie, 
fasciste ou autre et de !utter contre toute propa
gande destinee OU de nature a provoquer OU a 
encourager toute menace a la paix, rupture de la 
paix OU acte d'agression. La delegation de· la 
France souhaite que ce soit la !'esprit qui im
pregne la convention. 

Le representant de la Tchecoslovaquie a de
mande d'allier clans la convention le sens de la 
responsabilite a la liberte de !'information. 11 
faut, remarque M. Kayser, payer le prix de la 
responsabilite. La delegation frarn;aise est prete a 
souligner l'importance de la responsabilite. Le 
representant de la France cite a cet egard !'article 
11 de la Declaration des droits de l'homme de 
1789, auquel se refere. le preambule de la Cons
titution franc;aise du 27 octobre 1946. La responsa
bilite est la garantie de la liberte: c'est lorsque la 
responsabilite est determinee que la liberte est 
assuree. Mais en droit international et clans le 
cas des conventions dont s'occupe la Commission, 
cette responsabilite doit etre assuree a l'egard de 
!'ensemble des peuples. I1 serait trop facile de pro
darner la responsabilite a l'egard des gouverne
ments seuls: ceux-ci seraient leurs propres juges 
clans les pays ou il n'existe qu'une presse gouver
nementale. 

La delegation de la France votera done contre 
l'amendement de la Pologne, et elle espere que la 
majorite des membres de la Commission voteront 
ulterieurement pour l'amendement propose par la 
France au preambule de la convention. 

M. ZAYDiN (Cuba) se declare surpris de cons
tater que le representant de la Pologne a mal inter
prete la declaration qu'il a faite a la 186eme 
seance. II s'est borne, au cours de son intervention, 
a preciser la position de principe prise par sa dele
gation conformement aux dispositions memes de 
la Constitution de Cuba. L'image du "rideau de 
fer" qu'il a utilisee avait pour seul but d'exprimer 
sa conviction que Jes gouvernements a tendances 

·1· dictatoriales risqueraient de se servir de l'amende
ment de la Pologne pour entraver la transmission 
des nouvelles. 



The Cuban delegation was opposed to the 
amendment proposed by Poland and to that pro
posed by the representative of Peru. Freedom of 
information was a right of the people; they should 
be allowed to form their opinions freely. In de
fending the freedom of information, he did not 
mean to defend Press enterprises. Even if there 
were abuses in that field, the experience of the 
democratic countries proved that freedom of the 
Press and the free expression of all opinions 
was the best remedy. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first part 
of the amendment proposed by Peru (A/C.3/415), 
which consisted of substituting for the words 
"all news material, whether" the words "all those 
facts". 

The proposal was rejected by 22 votes to 6, 
with 17 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the second 
part of the amendment proposed by Peru, which 
consisted of adding the word "authentic" before 
the word "opinion". 

The proposal was rejected by 32 votes to 8, 
with 4 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN next put to the vote the last 
part of the amendment proposed by Peru, which 
consisted of omitting the words "and whether 
visual or auditory". 

The proposal was rejected by 21 votes to 5, 
with 18 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the 
amendment proposed by Poland (A/C.3/416). 

The amendment was rejected by 34 votes to 6, 
with 5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the text of 
paragraph 3 as it appeared in document E/1065. 

Paragraph 3 was adopted by 34 votes to 6, 
with 4 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of 
article 1, as amended. 

Article 1 as amended, was adopted by 31 votes 
to 7, with 6 abstentions. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) pointed out 
that the drafting committee might later consider 
the remarks made with regard to tautology at 
the beginning of paragraph 3. 

TIME-LIMIT ON SPEECHES CONCERNING ITEM 1 
OF THE AGENDA 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
submitted a proposal (A/C.3/449) to the effect 
that in accordance with rule 103 of the rules 
of procedure, the Third Committee should decide, 
so far as the further discussion of item 1 of its 
agenda during the second part of the third ses
sion was concerned, that : 

"1. No representative shall speak longer than 
ten minutes in the first instance and five minutes 
in the second instance. 

"2. No representative shall speak more than 
twice on the same subject. 
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La delegation cubaine est opposee a l'amende
ment propose par la Pologne et a celui qu'a pro
pose le representant du Perou. La liberte de l'in
formation est un droit des peuples ; ceux-ci doivent 
pouvoir former librement leur opinion. En defen
dant la liberte de }'information, M. Zaydin n'en
tend pas defendre les entreprises de presse. Meme 
si des abus existent clans ce domaine, l'experience 
des pays democratiques prouve que la liberte de 
la presse et la libre expression de toutes les opi
nions constituent le meilleur des remedes. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la premiere partie 
de l'amendement propose par le Perou (A/C.3/ 
415), consistant a remplacer les mots: "tous do
cuments d'information, qu'ils portent sur des 
informations proprement dites ou sur des" par les 
mots: "toutes informations proprement dites ou". 

Par 22 voix contre 6, avec 17 abstentions, la pro
position est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met ensuite aux voix la deuxieme 
partie de l'amendement du Perou, consistant a 
ajouter le mot "authentiques" apres le mot "opi
nions". 

Par 32 voix contre 8, avec 4 abstentions, la 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met enfin aux voix la derniere 
partie de l'amendement propose par le Perou, con
sistant a supprimer les mots "et qu'ils soient d'or
dre visuel ou auditif". 

Par 21 voix contre 5, avec 18 abstentions, la 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose par la Pologne (A/C.3/416). 

Par 34 voix contre 6, avec 5 abstentions, l'amen
dement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le texte du para
graphe 3 tel qu'il figure dans le document E/1065. 

Par 34 voix contre 6, avec 4 abstentions, le para
graphe 3 est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble de l'ar
ticle premier, tel qu'il a ete arnende. 

Par 31 voix contre 7, avec 6 abstentions, l'arti
cle premier, tel qu'il a ete amende, est adopte. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) signale que le 
comite de redaction pourrait ulterieurement pren
dre en consideration les observations qui ont ete 
faites concernant la tautologie qui se trouve au 
debut du paragraphe 3. 

LIMITATION DU TEMPS DE PAROLE EN CE QUI CON
CERNE LE POINT 1 DE L10RDRE DU JOUR 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) sou
met une proposition (A/C.3/449) tendant a ce 
que la Commission, conformement a l'article 103 
du reglement interieur, decide, en ce qui concerne 
la suite de la discussion du point 1 de l'ordre du 
jour que: 

"1. Aucun representant ne prendra la parole 
plus de dix minutes pour une premiere interven
tion et plus de cinq minutes pour une seconde in
tervention. 

"2. Aucun representant ne prendra la parole 
plus de deux fois sur la meme question. 



"3. With regard to paragraph 2 above, ex
ceptions may be made in favour of the movers of 
amendments, the decision to be left to the Chair-
1nan." 

The CHAIR:-.rAN put to the vote an amendment 
proposed by the representative of the USSR, to 
the effect that the words "ten minutes" should 
be replaced by the words "twenty minutes". 

The amendment was rejected by 17 votes to 
13, with 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote an amend
ment, proposed by the representative of Australia 
that the words "in the second instance" should 
be replaced by "in subsequent instances" and that 
the last two paragraphs should be deleted. 

The amendment was rejected by 17 votes to 
13, with 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the ori
ginal proposal of the Netherlands representative. 

The proposal was adopted by 28 votes to 6, 
with 6 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 6.15 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-EIGHTH 
MEETING 

Held at La!.'e Success, New Y orlt, 
on Thursday, 14 April 1949, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 
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"3. On pourra prevoir des exceptions i !'appli
cation du paragraphe 2 ci-dessus en faveur des 
representants proposant des amendements, la de
cision etant laissee i la discretion du President." 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix un amendement 
propose par le representant de I'URSS, consistant 
a remplacer, dans cette proposition, Jes mots "dix 
minutes" par les mots "vingt minutes". 

Par 17 voix contre 13, avec 9 abstentions, cet 
amendement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met ensuite aux voix un amende
ment propose par le representant de 1' Australie, 
consistant a remplacer Jes mots: "pour une se
conde intervention" par les mots: "pour ses in
terventions ulterieures", et a supprimer les deux 
derniers paragraphes. 

Par 17 voix contre 13, avec 9 abstentions, cet 
aniendement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met alors aux: voix la proposi
tion initiate du representant des Pays-Bas. 

Par 28 voix contre 6, avec 6 abstentions, la pro
position est adoptee. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 15. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-HUITIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 14 avril 1949, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

122. Election of a new Vice-Chairman 122. Election d'un nouveau Vice-Presi
dent 

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that 
Mrs. Begtrup (Denmark) had been recalled by 
her Government to serve as Minister to Iceland ; 
the position of Vice-Chairman was consequently 
vacant. After thanking Mrs. Begtrup for her 
invaluable service during both parts of the current 
session, he called for nominations for Vice-Chair
man. 

Mr. JOHANSEN (Denmark) proposed Mr. Inge
bretsen (Norway) . 

The representatives of SwEDEN, the NETHER
LANDS and FRANCE supported the nomination. 

Mr. Ingebretsen (Norway) was unanimously 
elected Vice-Chairman. 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 21 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the amendments to 
article 2, as well as the text of that article, were 
to be found in documents A/C.3/431 and A/C.-
3 / 431 / Add.1, and were immediately before the 
Committee. 

1 Article II in the final text of the draft convention 
on the international transmission of news and the right 
of correction (A/C.3/496). 

Le PRESIDENT fait savoir a la Commission que 
Mme Begtrup (Danemark) a ete rappelee par son 
Gouvernement pour remplir les fonctions de Minis
tre pour l'Islande; le poste de Vice-President se 
trouve done vacant. Apres avoir remerde 
Mme Begtrup des services inestimables qu'elle a 
rendus au cours des deux parties de la session, le 
President invite la Commission a presenter des 
candidats a la Vice-Presidence. 

M. JoHANSEN (Danemark) propose la candida
ture de M. Ingebretsen (Norvege). 

Les representants de la SUEDE, des PAYs-BAs 
et de la FRANCE appuient cette candidature. 

A l'unanimite, M. Ingebretsen (N orvege) est 
elu Vice-President. 

123. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) ( suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L'ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEDR TRANSMISSION D'UN 
PAYS A L'AUTRE (A/1065) (SUITE) 

Article V 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer que les amende
ments apportes a !'article 2, ainsi que le texte de 
cet article, figurent clans Jes documents A/C.3/ 
431 et A/C.3/431/Add.l, que les membres de la 
Commission ont sous les yeux. 

1 Article II dans le texte definitif du projet de conven
tion relatif a la transmission internationale des informa
tions et au droit de rectification (A/C.3/496). 
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Mr. L6PEz (Philippines) remarked that his 
amendment (A/C.3/418) consisted in a drafting 
change intended to clarify the meaning of article 
2. As the convention would be legally binding 
upon its signatories, its language should be as 
precise as possible. He therefore thought that in 
article 2 Contracting States should be asked not 
to encourage the entry, travel and egress of cor
respondents in other words, to invite, urge or 
induce correspondents to travel in their countries 
- but merely to facilitate such travel. The French 
text of the article already conveyed that idea with 
the word faciliter. 

Mr. DROHOJOWSKI (Poland) stated, in intro
ducing his amendment (A/C.3/433), that the 
guarantees and privileges granted by the conven
tion must in no circumstances extend to nazis, 
fascists, or former collaborators. Poland, which 
had suffered Nazi occupation for six years and 
had lost six million of its population, did not wish 
to open its gates to such persons even though 
they presented themselves as accredited foreign 
correspondents. All peace-loving nations should 
adopt the same attitude. 

A clear distinction should be drawn between 
correspondents who had served or still were serv
ing fascism, who published lies or slander or con
ducted a private war against labour unions, and 
those who properly fulfilled their mission. Many 
of the latter were still remembered with gratitude 
in Poland for the information they had furnished 
during the Nazi occupation. A differentiation 
between the two categories was in the interest 
not only of freedom of information but of the 
correspondents themselves. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) wished to confine his 
remarks to the text of article 2. 

The first part of the article appeared meaning
less. True, Contracting States were asked to 
facilitate the entry, travel and egress of foreign 
correspondents, but to do so "in a manner con
sistent with their respective laws and procedures". 
As States were evidently not required or expected 
to alter their existing laws, they could only con
tinue, as they had done in the past, to make no 
distinction between foreign correspondents and 
other aliens. If the phrase he had quoted were 
replaced by some such wording as "so far as pos
sible", the passage might acquire some meaning; 
as it stood, Mr. Lebeau was unable to vote for it. 

The second part of the article was not clear. If 
its intention was to make sure that there was no 
discrimination between correspondents and other 
persons of the same nationality it was superfluous, 
since no such discrimination existed. If, on the 
other hand, it forbade discrimination between 
correspondents of various nationalities, the Bel
gian Government could not accept it, inasmuch as 
Belgian law distinguished between three cate
gories of foreign visitors, according to the degree 
of closeness of its relations with various countries. 
It might perhaps help matters to say that there 

M. L6PEZ (Philippines) precise que son amen
dement (A/C.3/418) consiste en une modifica
tion de redaction, destinee a rendre plus clair le 
sens de l'article 2. Etant donne que les signataires 

· se trouveront legalement lies par la convention, 
le langage en doit etre aussi precis que possible. 
M. Lopez estime que l'article 2 devrait demander 
aux Etats contractants, non pas d'encourager (to 
encourage, dans le texte anglais) l'entree, le de
placement et la sortie des correspondants -
c'est-a-dire non pas d'inviter, de pousser, d'entrai
ner Jes correspondants a circuler dans leur pays 
mais simplement de faciliter ( to facilitate) de tels 
deplacements. C'est du reste l'idee que renferme le 
texte franc;ais de l'article, qui utilise le mot "faci
liter". 

M. DROHOJOWSKI (Pologne) declare, en pre
sentant son amendement (A/C.3/433), que Jes 
garanties et privileges accordes au titre de la con
vention ne doivent en aucun cas s'etendre aux 
nazis, aux fascistes ou aux anciens collaborateurs. 
La Pologne, qui a subi I' occupation nazie pendant 
six ans et qui a perdu six millions d'habitants, ne 
desire aucunement ouvrir ses portes a de tels in
dividus, meme s'ils se presentent comme corres
pondants etrangers accredites. Toutes Jes nations 
pacifiques devraient adopter la meme attitude. 

I1 conviendrait d' etablir une distinction nette 
entre, d'une part, Jes correspondants qui ont servi 
ou servent encore le fascisme, qui publient des men
songes ou des calomnies, ou qui menent une lutte 
personnelle contre les syndicats ouvriers, et d'autre 
part ceux qui remplissent convenablement leur 
mission. En Pologne, on se souvient encore avec 
gratitude d'un grand nombre de correspondants 
appartenant a cette derniere categorie en raison 
des informations qu'ils ont fournies pendant !'oc
cupation nazie. En distinguant entre ces deux 
categories, on servirait non seulement la liberte 
de !'information mais egalement les inten~ts des 
correspondants eux-memes. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) fera porter ses obser
vations exclusivement sur le texte de l'article 2. 

La premiere partie de cet article lui semble vide 
de sens. Les Etats contractants sont invites, certes, 
a faciliter l'entree, le deplacement et la sortie des 
correspondants etrangers, mais cela "clans les Ii
mites compatibles avec leurs lois et reglements res
pectifs". Etant donne que, de toute evidence, on 
n'exige ni n'espere des Etats qu'ils modifient leurs 
lois existantes, ceux-ci continueront, comme par 
le passe, a ne faire aucune distinction entre les 
correspondants etrangers et Jes autres etrangers. 
Si les mots que vient de citer M. Lebeau etaient 
remplaces par une expression telle que: "dans la 
mesure du possible", ce passage pourrait peut
etre acquerir une certaine signification; quant au 
texte actuel, M. Lebeau ne pourra voter en sa fa
veur. 

La seconde partie de l'article manque de clarte. 
Si elle vise a empecher toute discrimination entre 
Jes correspondants et les autres personnes de meme 
nationalite, elle est superflue, car une telle discri
mination n'existe pas. Si, au contraire, elle interdit 
toute discrimination entre les correspondants ap
partenant a diverses nationalites, le Gouverne
ment belge ne pourrait !'accepter, car la Joi, en 
Belgique, distingue trois categories de visiteurs 
etrangers, selon que les relations de cet Etat avec 
les differents pays sont plus OU moins etroites. On 
pourrait peut-etre faciliter les choses en declarant 
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should be no discrimination against correspond
ents "because of their status as correspondents". 

The Belgian representative further called at
tention to the fact that the words in the French 
text, aucune restriction de caractere discrimina
toire, did not have the same connotation as the 
corresponding words in the English text, as "dis
crimination" and its derivatives had not acquired 
a derogatory meaning in French. Some such 
phrasing as regime dif f erentiel or traitement defa
vorable would therefore be preferable. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
pointed out that the French text of the Polish 
amendment differed from and appeared to be 
clearer than the English text. The two texts 
should obviously be concorded. 

The general trend of the amendment was, how
ever, clear enough; a very similar amendment, 
presented by the USSR, had been rejected by the 
Human Rights Committee of the Economic and 
Social Council.1 The Nether lands delegation did 
not consider it to be in order because it was en
tirely out of place in article 2, which was merely 
a provision against discrimination after corres
pondents had been allowed to enter a State and 
which in no way interfered with the right of that 
State, dearly and indeed redundantly -
expressed in the first and third paragraphs of 
article 9, to refuse admission to correspondents 
whom it regarded as undesirable. 

LouFTI Bey (Egypt) was in complete agree
ment with the Netherlands representative's re
marks. 

Mr. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopia) enquired whether 
the phrase in article 2, "and shall not impose re
strictions which discriminate against such corres
pondents", referred to discrimination on grounds 
of nationality or to discrimination in individual 
cases. If the latter, the article contradicted article 
9, which guaranteed the right of the State to 
refuse entry to any particular person; article 2 
would, moreover, raise correspondents to a status 
higher than that of diplomats. 

The Ethiopian Government was unable to ac
cept such a provision. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) warmly support
ed the Philippine amendment. 

He would, however, abstain from voting on the 
Polish amendment, largely because of the difficulty 
of defining such terms as "nazi" and "fascist''. 
Moreover, the Nazis and the fascists were not the 
only possible miscreants; his country had suffered 
considerably at the hands of professedly demo
cratic correspondents. It was preferable not to 
introduce into the article the concept of discrim
ination on ideological grounds. 

Mr. ABBAS (Iraq) agreed with the Saudi Ara
bian representative. Words denoting different 
ideologies should not be used in the draft con
vention for the simple reason that there was no 

1 See E/AC.27/SR.16. 

qu'il ne doit pas y avoir de discrimination a l'egard 
des correspondants "en raison meme de leur qua
lite". 

Le representant de la Belgique fait observer en 
outre que les mots "aucune restriction de carac
tere discriminatoire", qui figurent dans le texte 
fram;ais, n'ont pas exactement la meme signifi
cation que les mots correspondants du texte an
glais, car le mot discrimination et ses derives n' ont 
pas acquis un sens pejoratif en frarn;ais. Il serait 
done preferable d'utiliser une expression telle que 
"regime differentiel" OU "traitement defavorable". 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) sou
ligne que le texte fram;ais de l'amendement de la 
Pologne differe du texte anglais et parait plus 
clair que ce dernier. II est clair qu'il faudrait faire 
concorder ces deux textes. 

Le sens general de l'amendement est, cependant, 
suffisamment clair ; un amendement tres semblable, 
presente par l'URSS, a ete rejete par le Comite 
des droits de l'homme du Conseil economique et 
social1. La delegation des Pays-Bas considere que 
cet amendement est inacceptable, parce qu'il n'est 
nullement a sa place a l'article 2; en effet, cet 
article s'eleve simplement contre les restrictions de 
caractere discriminatoire a l'egard des correspon
dants qui ont deja ete autorises a penetrer clans un 
pays, et ne touche done nullement au droit des 
Etats de refuser l'admission de tous correspon
dants qu'ils jugent indesirables, droit qui se trouve 
expose clairement, et d'ailleurs plus qu'abondam
ment, dans les premier et troisieme paragraphes 
de !'article 9. 

LouTFI BEY (Egypte) approuve sans reserve 
les observations du representant des Pays-Bas. 

M. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopie) desirerait savoir si 
le membre de phrase: "n'imposeront aucune res
triction de caractere discriminatoire a I' egard de 
ces correspondants", qui figure a l'artide 2, vise des 
mesures discriminatoires exercees contre une per
sonne en raison de sa nationalite ou bien des me
sures frappant les interesses a titre individuel. 
Dans ce dernier cas, !'article serait en contradic
tion avec l'article 9, qui garantit aux Etats le droit 
de refuser l'acces de leur territoire a n'importe 
quelle personne donnee; en outre, !'article 2 ac
corderait aux correspondants un statut superieur 
a celui des diplomates. 

Le Gouvernement de l'Ethiopie n'est pas en 
mesure d'accepter une telle disposition. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) appuie de tout 
cceur l'amendement des Philippines. 

En revanche, ii s'abstiendra de voter sur l'amen
dement de la Pologne, notamment parce qu'il est 
extremement difficile de definir des termes comme 
"nazi" ou "fasdste". En outre, les nazis et les 
fascistes ne sont pas les seuls a pouvoir commettre 
des actes reprehensibles ; en effet, des correspon
dants faisant profession de foi democratique ont 
cause des dommages considerables a I' Arabie saou
dite. Il est done preferable de ne pas introduire 
clans cet article la notion de discrimination pour 
motifs ideologiques. 

M. ABBAS (Irak) est d'accord avec le repre
sentant de l' Arabie saoudite. Il n'y a pas lieu 
d'employer clans le projet de convention des ter
mes denotant telle OU telle ideologie pour la sim-

1 'VoirE/AC.27/SR.16. 



general agreement with respect to their meaning, 
which underwent changes as time went on. Until 
all the Members of the United Nations were able 
to agree on a definition of democracy, they should 
refrain from designating its enemies. 

Mr. MAYRAND (Canada) observed that article 
2 covered only administrative matters. In his 
country, no special formalities were imposed on 
correspondents as such; they were subject to the 
same customs and immigration formalities as all 
foreigners. The Polish amendment was objection
able on two counts. First, the ordinary immigra
tion laws were adequate for preventing the entry 
of undesirable persons. Secondly, the terms "fas
cist" and "nazi" were subject to a wide divergence 
of interpretation. Certain Governments tended 
to use those terms to describe any persons who 
might be opposed to their ideology. 
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Mr. DROHOJOWSKI (Poland) disagreed with 
the Netherlands representative that article 9 cov
ered the contingencies expressed in his amend
ment. Article 2 was a recommendation to Govern
ments to expedite the formalities pertaining to the 
entry, residence, travel and egress of individuals. 
Those activities should not be permitted to certain 
kinds of individuals; his country, at least, would 
not permit them. Apprehension about the renewed 
activities of persons who had formerly collabor
ated or were currently collaborating with nazis or 
fascists had not been very strongly expressed in 
the draft convention. Polish public opinion, on 
the contrary, was extremely strong about such 
persons. It would certainly not tolerate a pro
hibition couched in vague or general terms. 

Mr. Drohojowski took issue with the Saudi 
Arabian representative's objection to discrimina
tion on the basis of ideology. It might be that 
that country had escaped the sufferings which 
Poland had endured at the hands of the Nazis 
and was therefore not in a position to appreciate 
Poland's deep feelings on that subject. That also 
might be the explanation for the attitudes of the 
representatives of Egypt and Iraq. Nor could 
Mr. Drohojowski agree with the Canadian rep
resentative. Poland was not prepared to expedite 
administrative procedure in favour of persons 
whose admission it did not desire. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
would support the Philippine proposal which he 
considered a most helpful one. \Vith regard to 
the Polish amendment, he wished to make it quite 
dear that in objecting to the inclusion of such a 
wording at that point, the United States was, and 
always had been, perfectly cognizant of the abhor
rent nature of fascism and nazism. The United 
States also fully recalled the contributions made 
by many Members of the United Nations in the 
course of the Second \Vorld \Var; but no country 
had a monopoly of resistance to fascism and 
nazism. It was, however, very difficult to obtain 
a clear definition of fascism at that stage; opinions 
differed. The Polish amendment would empower 
Governments to restrict the movements of cor-

ple raison qu'il n'y a pas d'accord general quant 
a leur sens veritable, qui evolue avec le temps. Tant 
que tous les Membres de !'Organisation des Na
tions Unies ne seront pas en mesure de se mettre 
d'accord sur une definition du mot "democratie", 
ils devront s'abstenir d'en designer les ennemis. 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) fait observer que !'ar
ticle 2 ne contient que des dispositions d'ordre 
aclministratif. Au Canada, Jes correspondants ne 
sont astreints, en tant que tels, a aucune formalite 
Speciale; ils sont soumis aux memes formalites 
de douane et d'immigration que tous les etran
gers. On peut opposer deu.x objections a l'amende
ment de la Pologne. Premierement, les lois ordi
naires d'immigration suffisent a interdire l'acces 
du territoire aux indesirables. Deuxiemement, Jes 
mots "fasciste" et "nazi" risquent de donner lieu a 
des interpretations tout a fait divergentes. Cer
tains gouvernements ont tendance a appliquer ces 
qualificatifs a tous ceux qui sont opposes a leur 
ideologie. 

M. DROHOJOWSKI (Pologne) ne partage pas 
l'avis du representant des Pays-Bas selon lequel 
l'article 9 prevoit deja les cas envisages clans 
l'amendement de la Pologne. L'article 2 recom
mande aux gouvernements d'accelerer les forma
lites ayant trait a l'entree, au sejour, aux deplace
ments et a la sortie des individus. I1 est certaines 
categories d'individus auxquelles i1 ne faut pas 
permettre de se deplacer de la sorte ; la Pologne, 
du moins, ne le leur permettrait pas. Le projet de 
convention n'exprime pas avec beaucoup d'energie 
la crainte de voir reprendre leur activite les gens 
qui ont autrefois collabore avec les nazis et Jes 
fascistes ou qui collaborent actuellement avec eux. 
L'opinion publique polonaise, au contraire, a des 
sentiments fort nets a l'egard de ces individus. 
Elle n'admettrait certainement pas que Jes in
terdictions dont il s'agit de Jes £rapper soient for
mulees en termes vagues et generaux. 

M. Drohojowski conteste la valeur de !'objec
tion formulee par le representant de l' Arabie saou
dite contre la discrimination pour motifs ideologi
ques. II se peut que, ayant echappe aux souffran
ces que la Pologne a subies sous le joug des nazis, 
I' Arabie saoudite ne soit pas en mesure de com
prendre les sentiments profonds de la Pologne 
sur cette question. Peut-etre !'attitude des repre
sentants de l'Egypte et de l'Irak peut-elle s'ex
pliquer de la meme maniere. M. Drohojowski 
ne peut non plus partager l'avis du representant 
du Canada. La Pologne n'est pas disposee a acce
lerer les formalites administratives en faveur de 
personnes a qui elle ne desire pas accorder l'acces 
de son territoire. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) ap
puiera la proposition des Philippines, qu'il juge 
tres utile. Quant a l'amenclement de la Pologne, 
M. Canham tient a preciser que Jes Etats-Unis, 
s'ils s'opposent a !'insertion d'un tel libelle, n'en 
demeurent pas moins, comme ils l'ont toujours ete, 
parfaitement conscients de la nature odieuse du 
fascisme et du nazisme. Les Etats-Unis se rappel
lent egalement fort bien la part qu'ont prise a la 
deuxieme guerre mondiale bien des Membres de 
!'Organisation des Nations U nies ; mais aucun 
pays n'a le monopole de la resistance au fascisme 
et au nazisme. D'autre part, il est tres difficile 
d'etablir a l'heure actuelle une definition nette du 
fascisme : les avis sont partages sur ce point. 
L'amendement de la Pologne autoriserait les gou-
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respondents whose views differed from theirs. 
That would involve a restriction of the freedom of 
information. 

He felt that the suggestions of the Belgian rep
resentative, if approved by the Committee, would 
improve the text. The insertion of the words 
"because of their status as correspondents'' might 
make it clearer that no discrimination would be 
exercised against correspondents as against other 
non-nationals entering the country and that there
fore no change would have to be made in existing 
laws and procedures. It was clear that "such 
correspondents" meant the "correspondents of 
other Contracting States" mentioned in the first 
part of the sentence. The object was to remove 
restrictions on the movements of correspondents. 
Areas existed in which discrimination had been 
exercised against correspondents on the grounds 
of their status as such. 

Mr. AZKOGL (Lebanon) observed that article 
2 dealt not so much with the granting of entry 
permits as with the movements and egress of 
correspondents who had already entered a coun
try. The aim was to prevent discrimination against 
such persons either as individuals, as citizens of 
some country, as representatives of certain organs 
or as correspondents in general. The Belgian rep
resentative had, however, correctly shown that one 
form of discrimination was both legal and neces
sary in accordance with existing laws and pro
cedures. The insertion of some such phrase as 
"with due respect for international agreements on 
the subject" after the word "procedures" would 
permit the retention of existing procedures. The 
intentions of the Polish representative might be 
covered if it were stipulated after the words 
"correspondents of other Contracting States'' that 
the correspondents concerned must already have 
received entry permits. Such a qualification would 
render unnecessary the Polish amendment, to 
which exception might be taken on other grounds, 
particularly in view of the difficulties involved in 
obtaining a clear definition of the terms employed 
in it. 

Mr. RAo (India) supported the Philippine 
amendment (A/C.3/418); the word "facilitate" 
was more appropriate. 

He agreed with the representative of the Ne
therlands that adequate protection against the 
entry of undesirable correspondents was provided 
by the third paragraph of article 9. Article 2 
would come into operation only after the cor
respondent concerned had satisfied tests of the 
desirability of his admission. The Polish amend
ment was therefore superfluous. The purpose of 
the test would be to ascertain the integrity of the 
correspondent and not his ideology. 

His country's experience had been similar to 
that mentioned by the representative of Saudi 
Arabia. It had suffered from correspondents who, 
irrespective of personal ideology, had transmitted 
distorted news material. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) thought that the Belgian 
representative's objection might be taken into 
account by the insertion of the words "and if 
ne_cessary mitigate" between the words "expedite" 
arid the words "in a manner consistent". 

vernements a apporter des restrictions aux de
placements des correspondants dont les concep
tions differeraient des Ieurs, ce qui entra1nerait 
une restriction de la liberte d'information. 

M. Canham estime que les suggestions du re
presentant de la Belgique amelioreront le texte, 
si la Commission les agree. L'adjonction des mots 
"en raison meme de leur qualite" permettrait d'ex
primer plus nettement l'idee selon laquelle les 
correspondants ne doivent pas etre defavorises par 
rapport aux autres etrangers entrant clans le pays 
et que, par consequent, les lois et reglements 
actuels n'ont pas a etre modifies. II est evident que 
les mots "ces correspondants" designent les "cor
respondants des autres Etats contractants" dont 
il est fait mention clans la premiere phrase. II s'agit 
de supprimer les restrictions imposees aux depla
cements des correspondants. II existe des regions 
ou les correspondants font l'objet de mesures de 
discrimination du fait de leur seule qualite de 
correspondants. 

M. AZKOUL ( Liban) fait observer que !'article 
2 ne traite pas tellement de l'octroi de visas d'en
tree que des deplacements et de la sortie des cor
respondants qui sont deja entres clans le pays. 
II s'agit d'empecher que des mesures discrimina
toires ne soient exercees contre les correspondants, 
que ce soit en tant qu'individus, en tant que ci
toyens d'un certain pays, en tant que represen
tants de certains organes, ou en tant que corres
pondants en general. Toutefois, le representant 
de la Belgique a demontre, avec juste raison, qu'il 
est une forme de discrimination a la fois legitime 
et necessaire, reconnue par les lois et reglements 
existants. L'adjonction d'un membre de phrase 
tel que : "tout en respectant les accords interna
tionaux en la matiere" a la suite du mot "respec
tifs" permettrait de maintenir la reglementation 
actuelle. Peut-etre serait-il possible de donner 
satisfaction au representant de la Pologne en pre
cisant, apres les mots "correspondants des autres 
Etats contractants" que les correspondants en 
question doivent avoir deja re<;u l'autorisation 
de penetrer sur le territoire. Cette reserve rendrait 
inutile l'amendement de la Pologne, auquel on peut 
d'ailleurs reprocher certains autres defauts, notam
ment qu'il est difficile d'etablir une definition nette 
des termes qui y sont employes. 

M. RAO (Inde) appuie l'amendement des Phi
lippines (A/C.3/418): le mot facilitate est pre
ferable dans le texte anglais. 

II est d'accord avec le representant des Pays
Bas pour penser que le troisieme paragraphe de 
!'article 9 prevoit une protection suffisante contre 
l'entree de correspondants indesirables. L'article 
2 ne s'appliquera que lorsque la demonstration 
aura ete faite que le correspondant en question 
n' est pas indesirable sur le territoire. L'amende
ment de la Pologne est done superflu. Cette de
monstration aura pour objet de verifier l'integrite 
professionnelle du correspondant et non ses idees 
politiques. 

L'Inde a eprouve des difficultes analogues a 
celles dont a par le le representant de l' Arabie saou
dite. Elle a souffert du fait que certains correspon
dants, independamment de toute idee politique per
sonnelle, ont transmis des nouvelles inexactes. 

M. KAYSER (France) estime que l'on pourrait 
ecarter !'objection du representant de la Belgique 
en ajoutant les mots: "et assoupliront en cas de 
besoin" entre les mots "accelereront" et "clans les 
limites compatibles". 



He agreed with th~ Polish representative that 
the French people would be as outraged as the 
Polish if any former collaborator or any nazi or 
fascist had the impudence even to solicit entry into 
the country. That point was, however, covered 
by the first paragraph of article 9, since the entry 
of such a person might well be conducive to a 
disturbance of public order. The Polish amend
ment would not be placed appropriately in article 
2, which dealt merely with administrative facili
ties. It was covered by article 9, which dealt with 
the discretionary powers of Governments. If, by 
reason of its nature, it were desired, in the case 
under discussion, to arrive at an accurate text, 
the French delegation felt that the text should be 
unassailable from the legal viewpoint. It should 
refer to persons who had been convicted, by an 
international or a domestic tribunal, of participa
tion in a fascist or nazi organization or of col
laboration with the fascist or nazi authorities in 
the occupied countries, and who were still under 
penalty. 

The French delegation would have voted for 
a stipulation of that kind ; but the Polish amend
ment was far too vague. 

Mr. FouRIE (Union of South Africa) said that 
the Polish amendment had revived the question 
- discussed at previous meetings - as to whether 
Governments might be empowered to determine 
the desirability and status of correspondents. The 
words "slanderous statements" in that amendment 
might well empower any Government to exclude 
a correspondent who had written anything hostile 
to that Government. The danger was all the 
greater because it would be left to that Govern
ment to determine what had been hostile in inten
tion. In any case, such considerations were fully 
covered by article 9. 

He would, therefore, vote against the Polish 
amendment. 

Mr. PENTEADo (Brazil) supported the Philip
pine amendment and opposed the Polish. 

He agreed with the United States representa
tive that the Belgian representative's suggestions 
were useful and hoped that they would be sub
mitted as a formal proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Belgian repre
sentative's amendments would be considered if 
on fuller examination they proved to constitute 
only drafting changes. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) was surprised that opposition had 
been voiced to the idea that facilities should not 
be granted to correspondents who had identified 
themselves with nazism or fascism. Such opposi
tion might almost be regarded as tantamount to a 
desire to rehabilitate those ideologies. Representa
tives had objected to the injection of ideological 
considerations into the convention. That might 
be intelligible if the convention had been designed 
solely to cover the brand of private enterprise 
represented by the powerful information agencies. 
The convention, however, had been intended to 
carry on the political struggle for the aims and 
purposes of the United Nations against war-

61 

M. Kayser se declare d'accord avec le represen
tant de la Pologne : le peuple frarn;ais se sentirait 
aussi outrage que le peuple polonais si un ancien 
collaborateur ou si un nazi ou un fasciste avait 
seulement l'impudence de demander a penetrer sur 
son territoire. Toutefois, ce cas est prevu au pre
mier paragraphe de l'article 9, car l'entree d'un tel 
individu pourrait contribuer a troubler 1' ordre 
public. L'amendement de la Pologne n'a pas sa 
place clans !'article 2, qui vise simplement a facili
ter les formalites administratives, mais clans 
l'article 9, qui traite du pouvoir discretionnaire 
des gouvernements. Si l'on veut, clans le cas pre
sent et en raison de son caractere, aboutir a un 
texte precis, la delegation fram;aise estime qu'il 
devrait etre juridiquement inattaquable. Ce texte 
devrait viser Jes personnes qui ont ete l'objet de 
condamnations toujours en vigueur prononcees par 
une juridiction internationale ou nationale pour 
avoir participe a une organisation fasciste ou nazie 
ou avoir collabore avec les autorites fascistes ou 
nazies clans les pays occupes. 

La delegation fram;aise aurait vote pour une 
clause de ce genre, mais elle juge beaucoup trop 
vague l'amendement de la Pologne. 

M. FouRIE (Union Sud-Africaine) fait ob
server que l'amendement de la Pologne a souleve 
de nouveau la question, deja discutee lors de sean
ces precedentes, de savoir s'il y a lieu d'auto
riser les gouvernements a determiner si un corres
pondant est ou non desirable et a fixer son statut. 
Les mots "declarations calomnieuses" contenus 
clans l'amendement de la Pologne pourraient bien 
autoriser n'importe quel gouvernement a interdire 
l'acces de son territoire a un correspondant qui 
se serait montre hostile, clans ses ecrits, audit gou
vernement. Le danger est d'autant plus grand que 
c'est audit gouvernement qu'il appartiendrait de 
determiner quels ecrits revelent des intentions 
hostiles. De toute fai;on, !'article 9 contient deja 
des dispositions suffisantes a cet egard. 

M. Fourie votera done contre l'amendement de 
la Pologne. 

M. PENTEADO (Bresil) appuie l'amendement 
des Philippines et s'oppose a celui de la Pologne. 

Il pense, comme le representant des Etats-Unis, 
que les suggestions du representant de la Belgique 
sont utiles et il espere qu'elles feront l'objet d'une 
proposition formelle. 

Le PRESIDENT dit que les amendements soumis 
par le representant de la Belgique seront etudies 
si, apres examen plus approfondi, on parvient a 
la conclusion qu'ils ne constituent que des modifi
cations d' ordre redactionnel. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) est etonne de voir que le prin
cipe selon lequel it y aurait lieu de refuser les 
avantages habituels aux correspondants qui se 
sont identifies au nazisme ou au fascisme ait sou
leve une certaine opposition. On peut presque con
siderer que cette opposition temoigne d'un desir de 
rehabiliter les ideologies. Certains representants 
se sont opposes a !'introduction, clans la conven
tion, de considerations d'ordre ideologique. Cela 
serait comprehensible si la convention ne devait 
s'appliquer qu'au type d'entreprise privee repre
sente par les puissantes agences d'information. 
Toutefois, cette convention a pour objet de de
fendre, sur le plan politique, les buts et desseins 



mongers and slanderers. The Polish amendment 
was therefore highly relevant and necessary. 

Those opposing that amendment had contended 
that it was impossible to define nazisrn and fas
cism. Such an argument ,vould have been un
tenable during the war or at its end in 1945 ; to 
say that nazism and fascism could no longer be 
identified almost implied that those ideologies had 
become laudable. It was obviously possible to 
draw a distinction between honest and conscien
tious correspondents and those whose ideology had 
remained fascist. The latter could not possibly 
carry out the correspondent's mission to transmit 
reliable information about the country in which 
he was operating. That should be clearly stated 
in the convention. 

Article 9 did not - as had been argued -
fulfil the purpose of the Polish amendment since 
it did not deal with administrative formalities. If 
the Polish amendment were not adopted, the un
desirable persons mentioned in it would be able 
to demand the same privileges as honest corres
pondents and would claim that discrimination had 
been exercised against them if they were not 
granted all the facilities provided in article 2. 

He would therefore vote for the Polish amend
ment. 

Mr. ABBAS (Iraq) felt sure that none of the 
representatives had intended to express any pre
ference for fascists or nazis. It was not on any 
such grounds that objections had been raised to 
the Polish amendment. The objection had been 
that the words were liable to a variety of inter
pretations. Unanimity of opinion as to the mean
ing of such words as "fascist", "nazi" and "de
mocracy" seemed to have disappeared since the 
end of the war. If some restrictions were to be 
included in article 2, they should not be limited 
solely to fascists and nazis but should cover all 
undesirable persons. In some cases, however, a 
correspondent was considered undesirable for rea
sons which could not be classified and it was 
therefore more practical to omit all restrictions 
from article 2 and to rely on the blanket pro
visions of article 9. 

Mr. KAHAL! (Syria), referring to the remarks 
made by the representative of Belgium, said that 
he himself had had a great deal of experience in 
travelling from country to country as a corres
pondent. In one case he had even been refused 
an entry visa because he was travelling at his 
own expense and had not been invited to be the 
guest of that country's Government. 

He did not think that the article would have 
much value in its existing form and therefore he 
proposed the deletion of the phrase " in a manner 
consistent with their respective laws and proce
dures". 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) thought that 
there had been some misunderstanding on the 
part of the USSR representative. It was obvious 
that no countries Members of the United Nations 
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de !'Organisation des Nations Unies contre les 
fauteurs de guerre et les diffamateurs. L'amende
ment de la Pologne est done extremement perti
nent et necessaire. 

Ceux qui se sont opposes a ce texte ont pre
tendu qu'il etait impossible de donner une defini
tion du nazisme et du fascisme. Pendant la guerre 
OU en 1945, a !'issue des hostilites, il aurait ete 
impossible de soutenir un tel argument en affir
mant qu'il etait desormais impossible de definir 
nettement le nazisme et le fascisme ; on donne 
presque a entendre que ces ideologies sont main
tenant dignes de louange. II est certainement pos
sible d'etablir une distinction entre les correspon
dants honnetes et consciencieux et ceux qui sont 
restes fideles aux theories fascistes. Ces derniers 
ne sauraient remplir les fonctions du correspon
dant, fonctions qui consistent a transmettre des in
formations dignes de foi concernant le pays clans 
lequel il opere. Cela devrait etre nettement etabli 
clans la convention. 

L'article 9-contrairement a ce qu'on a pre
tendu ne mene pas au but que cherche a 
atteindre l'amendement polonais, car il ne traite 
pas de formalites administratives. Si cet amende
ment n'est pas adopte, les personnes indesirables 
dont il y est fait mention pourront reclamer les 
memes privileges que les correspondants integres 
et pretendront etre l'objet de mesures discrimina
toires si on ne leur accorde pas toutes Ies facilites 
prevues a !'article 2. 

M. Tsarapkine votera done en faveur de l'amen
dement de la Pologne. 

M. ABBAS ( Irak) est convaincu qu'aucun des 
representants n'a voulu manifester de preference 
a l'egard des fascistes ou des nazis. Ce n'est pas 
pour ces raisons-la que l'on a souleve des objec
tions contre l'amendement polonais; on a fait 
valoir en effet que le texte de cet amendement pou
vait faire l'objet de plusieurs interpretations dif
ferentes. Depuis la fin des hostilites, ii ne semble 
plus y avoir d'opinion unanime sur le sens de 
mots comme "fasciste", "nazi" et "democratie". Si 
l'on veut introduire certaines restrictions clans !'ar
ticle 2, il ne faut pas les limiter uniquement aux 
fascistes et aux nazis, mais il faut les appliquer 
a toutes les personnes indesirables. En certains 
cas, pourtant, un correspondant est juge indesi
rable pour des raisons qu'il est impossible de 
classer ; ii serait done plus pratique de supprimer 
toutes les restrictions de !'article 2 et de se fier 
aux dispositions d'ordre general de !'article 9. 

M. KAHALI ( Syrie), faisant allusion aux obser
vations du representant de la Belgique, declare 
qu'il a acquis lui-meme une grande experience en 
voyageant d'un pays a l'autre en sa qualite de 
correspondant. II lui est meme arrive une fois de 
se voir refuser un visa d'entree parce qu'il voya
geait a ses frais et n'etait pas l'hote du gouver
nement du pays en question. 

M. Kahali ne pense pas que !'article, tel qu'il 
est redige, ait beaucoup d'interet, et il propose 
done en consequence d'en rayer les mots "clans Jes 
limites. compati0les avec leurs lois et reglements 
respectifs". 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) pense que le repre
sentant de l'URSS a du faire une meprise. II est 
bien evident qu'aucun pays Membre de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies ne voudrait permettre 



would wish to admit known fascists or nazis to 
their territory, but the main point was that there 
should be no discrimination against correspond
ents as such. He wished to make it quite clear 
that his country did not in any way favour 
fascists or nazis ; if it should feel obliged to re
fuse admittance to an individual on ideological 
grounds, it would do so because that person 
was known to be a nazi or a fascist, regardless of 
whether he was a correspondent or not. 

As several representatives had already pointed 
out, the terms used in the Polish amendment were 
liable to a variety of interpretations. In particular, 
the phrase "persons known for their slanderous 
statements ... " would serve as a very easy pretext 
for refusing admission to any correspondent. 

It was for those reasons that his delegation was 
opposed to the Polish amendment and not because 
of any alleged partiality for nazis or fascists. 

Mr. THEODOROPOULOS (Greece) did not dis
agree with the ideas expressed in the Polish 
amendment. His country had also suffered from 
Nazi atrocities during the war and thus shared 
the motives which had prompted the representa
tive of Poland to submit his amendment. He felt, 
however, that the amendment was out of place in 
article 2 and that the full discretionary powers 
granted to Governments under article 9 were 
quite sufficient. 

He supported the drafting change proposed by 
the Philippine delegation. 

Mr. CHANG (China) appreciated the contribu
tions to the discussion made by the representatives 
of Belgium and the Philippines. Reading from the 
draft for article 2 submitted by the United States 
delegation1 to the Conference on Freedom of In
formation, he noted that the word "facilitate" was 
used in that draft and that the words "encourage", 
"expedite" and "discriminate" did not appear. In 
his opinion, those words might give rise to diffi
culties of interpretation and he preferred the 
original United States draft to the text before 
the Committee. 

He noted that article 2 was the first place in 
which the word "correspondent" was used fol
lowing its definition in article 1. If that definition 
were borne in mind, it would be seen that article 
2 first mentioned "correspondents" ( that is, both 
the nationals and non-nationals of the country in 
which the news was collected and from which it 
was transmitted) and then went on to speak of 
"correspondents of other Contracting States". The 
sentence was thus obviously unbalanced. In order 
to obviate that difficulty, the expression "foreign 
correspondents" could be used at the beginning 
of the article, in its restricted and, in his opinion, 
true sense. 

He did not wish to make any concrete sugges
tion, but he emphasized the fact that his remarks 
were always made in the interests of clarity. He 
felt sure that, in time, the true, straightforward 
meaning of the article would emerge. In the 

1 See E/Conf.6/41. 
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l'entree sur son territoire de fascistes ou nazis re
connus; cependant, ii est essentiel que les cor
respondants ne soient pas l'objet de mesures 
discriminatoires, en raison de leur qualite de cor
respondants. M. Davies desire preciser que son 
pays ne favorise aucunement les fascistes ou les 
nazis; si le Royaume-Uni s'estimait oblige de 
refuser l'acces de son territoire a une personne 
pour des raisons ideologiques, c'est que l'on sau
rait que la personne en question est nazie ou 
fasciste, et le fait qu'il s'agisse d'un correspondant 
ou non n'aurait rien a voir avec la question. 

Ainsi que l'ont deja fait remarquer plusieurs 
representants, les termes utilises clans l'amende
ment polonais peuvent donner lieu a plusieurs in
terpretations differentes. Notamment, les mots: 
"personnes que l' on sait avoir fait des declarations 
calomnieuses ... " pourraient servir facilement de 
pretexte pour refuser l'acces d'un pays a un corres
pondant quelconque. 

C'est pour ces raisons, et non par attachement 
pour les nazis ou les fascistes, comme on l'a pre
tendu, que la delegation du Royaume-Uni s'oppose 
a l'amendement de la Pologne. 

M. THEODOROPOULOS (Grece) n'est pas oppose 
aux idees- exprimees clans l'amendement polonais. 
Son pays a lui aussi souffert pendant la guerre des 
atrocites nazies et comprend done les raisons qui 
ont pousse le representant de la Pologne a sou
mettre son amendement. M. Theodoropoulos pense 
cependant que l'amendement n'est pas a sa place 
a !'article 2 et que les pouvoirs discretionnaires 
etendus accordes aux gouvernements aux termes 
de !'article 9 sont amplement suffisants. 

11 appuie le changement de redaction propose 
par la delegation des Philippines. 

M. CHANG (Chine) remercie les representants 
de la Belgique et des Philippines de la contribution 
qu'ils ont apportee a la discussion. Donnant lec
ture du projet d'article 2 presente par la delega
tion des Etats-Unis1 a la Conference sur la liberte 
d'information, ii fait remarquer que ce projet em
ployait le mot facuitate et que les mots encourage, 
expedite et discriminate n'y figuraient pas. Il es
time que ces mots peuvent faire naitre des difficul
tes d'interpretation et prefere le projet initial des 
Etats-Unis au texte qu'etudie la Commission. 

M. Chang fait remarquer que c'est a !'article 2 
qu'apparait pour la premiere fois le mot "corres
pondant", suite a la definition qui en est donnee 
a !'article premier. Si l'on a cette definition pre
sente a !'esprit, on peut constater que l'article 2 
mentionne d'abord Jes "correspondants" ( c'est-a
dire les ressortissants et Jes non-ressortissants du 
pays sur le territoire duquel sont recueillies les in
formations et d' ou elles sont transmises) et fait 
ensuite allusion aux "correspondants des autres 
Etats contractants". II est evident que cette phrase 
est ma! equilibree. Pour ecarter cette difficulte, on 
pourrait utiliser, au debut de !'article, l'expression 
"correspondants etrangers", au sens restreint et, 
selon M. Chang, au sens veritable du mot. 

Le representant de la Chine ne desire pas sou
mettre de proposition concrete mais souligne qu'il 
presente toujours ses observations dans un souci 
de clarte. II est convaincu qu'avec le temps, le sens 
veritable et direct de l'article pourra se degager. 

'Voir E/Conf.6/41. 
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meantime, he would be obliged to abstain from 
voting because of the confusion in the text. 

Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) said that all the 
representatives who had objected to the Polish 
amendment had given much the same reasons for 
their objection. While condemning fascists and 
nazis in general, they had at the same time said 
that those terms were difficult to define. The 
representative of Yugoslavia found such an atti
tude contradictory. It was strange that any rep
resentative, especially of those countries which 
had suffered from occupation during the war, 
should find it difficult to define the term "nazi". 
Similar difficulties did not appear to arise about 
other terms such as "obscene and blasphemous 
publications". 

His country had admitted a great many corres
pondents to its territory but it would never admit 
fascists or nazis, whose aim was to endanger the 
peace of the world. He would therefore support 
the Polish amendment. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) considered that the draft 
convention should set forth general principles 
without going into too much detail, and that the 
convention as a whole should be borne in mind 
during the discussion on any particular article. 

Thus, if the provisions of article 9 were taken 
into account, it would be seen that the Polish 
amendment was entirely redundant. Article 9 
gave the Contracting States all the necessary dis
cretion to refuse admittance to undesirable per
sons. It would be impossible, besides being un
necessary, to make a complete list of the categories 
of undesirable persons, as agreement would never 
be reached on the subject. Further, he agreed 
with other representatives who had mentioned the 
difficulties of interpretation which arose when the 
words ''fascist" and "nazi" were used. 

He supported the amendment submitted by the 
representative of the Philippines, which corrected 
a drafting weakness in the English text. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) said that, when he had 
made his critical analysis of the text of article 2 
at the beginning of the meeting, he had fully 
expected to receive an avalanche of protests, es
pecially from those representatives who had been 
present at the Conference on Freedom of Informa
tion. Contrary to his expectations, however, 
nothing of the sort had occurred and several rep
resentatives had even agreed with his analysis. He 
was therefore forced to conclude that the text of 
the article was bad, inoperative and inapplicable. 

Suggestions to remedy the situation had been 
made by the representatives of France and Syria. 
If those suggestions were adopted the text might 
be improved, but the meaning of the article would 
be fundamentally changed. If either of the sug
gestions were adopted, it would mean that Gov
ernments would be asked to alter their legislation 
in favour of correspondents and his delegation 
could not agree to such an idea. If, therefore, the 
French or Syrian representatives were to move 
a formal amendment, the Belgian delegation would 
be obliged to vote against it. 

En attendant, ii ne sera pas possible a M. Chang 
de participer au vote, etant donne que ce texte 
manque de clarte. 

M. DEDIJER (Yougoslavie) fait remarquer que 
les representants qui s'opposent a l'amendement 
presente par la Pologne ont tous indique a peu 
pres les memes raisons pour motiver leur objec
tion. Tout en condamnant les fascistes et les nazis 
en general, ils ont neanmoins declare qu'il etait 
difficile de definir ces termes de fa<;on exacte. Le 
representant de la Yougoslavie trouve cette atti
tude contradictoire. II lui parait etrange qu'un 
representant, et notamment les representants des 
pays qui ont eu a souffrir de !'occupation pendant 
la guerre, puissent trouver difficile de definir le 
terme "nazi". II ne semble pas exister de difficultes 
de ce genre en ce qui concerne d'autres termes 
tels que, par exemple, "publications obscenes ou 
blasphematoires". 

La Y ougoslavie a admis sur son territoire un 
grand nombre de correspondants etrangers, mais 
elle n'en permettra jamais l'acces aux fascistes ou 
aux nazis, qui constituent une menace a la paix 
du monde. M. Dedijer appuiera par consequent 
l'amendement de la Pologne. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) estime que le projet de con
vention devrait se horner a enoncer des principes 
generaux sans trop entrer clans les details, et que, 
en procedant a l'examen d'un article, ii convien
drait de toujours avoir presente a !'esprit la con
vention clans son ensemble. 

C'est ainsi que, si I'on tenait compte des dispo
sitions de !'article 9, on s'apercevrait que l'amen
dement de la Pologne est absolument superflu. 
L'article 9 laisse aux Etats contractants toute lati
tude pour refuser aux personnes indesirables 
l'acces de leur territoire. II serait impossible, et 
d'ailleurs tout a fait inutile, de· dresser une liste 
complete des categories de personnes indesirables, 
car l'on n'arriverait jamais a un accord sur ce 
point. Par ailleurs, M. Zaydin se declare de l'avis 
des representants qui ont fait ressortir les difficul
tes d'interpretation qu' occasionne I' emploi des 
termes "fasciste" et "nazi". 

II appuie l'amendement soumis par le represen
tant des Philippines qui corrige un point faible de 
la redaction du texte anglais. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) indique que lorsque, au 
debut de la seance, il a fait une analyse critique 
du texte de !'article 2, il s'attendait a recevoir une 
avalanche de protestations, en particulier de la 
part des representants qui ont participe a la Con
ference sur la liberte de !'information. Cependant, 
contrairement a ce qu'il avait craint, rien de tel 
ne s'est produit, et certains representants sont 
meme alles jusqu'a approuver cette analyse. 
M. Lebeau est done amene a conclure que le texte 
de !'article est mauvais, inoperant et inapplicable. 

Les representants de la France et de la Syrie 
ont formule des suggestions en vue de remedier 
a cet etat de choses. Si l'on adoptait ces sugges
tions, le texte s' en trouverait peut-etre ameliore, 
mais alors le fond meme de !'article serait change. 
En effet, adopter l'une ou l'autre de ces sugges
tions equivaudrait a demander aux gouvernements 
de modifier leur legislation a l'avantage des cor
respondants : sa delegation ne peut accepter cette 
idee. En consequence, si le representant de la 
France ou celui de la Syrie devait presenter un 
amendement formel, la delegation de la Belgique 
se verrait clans !'obligation de voter contre cet 
amendement. 



With regard to his earlier suggestion that some 
words as "because of their status as correspond
ents" should be inserted to clarify the second part 
of the article, the representative of Brazil had re
quested that he should make a formal amendment 
to that effect. Mr. Lebeau did not, however, wish 
to make a formal amendment because he main
tained an attitude of neutrality to the text of the 
article as a whole. It was up to those representa
tives who supported the article to move formal 
amendments which would enable its provisions to 
be applied. 

The meeting rose at L l O p.m. 

HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-NINTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, I\l ew York, 
on Thursday, 14 April 1949, at 2.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 2 (continued) 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) noted that certain representatives had 
argued against the Polish amendment (A/C.3/ 
433) by asserting that its provisions were already 
contained in article 9 of the draft convention. That 
argument was not strictly true, since the third 
paragraph of article 9 contained a proviso to the 
effect that the restrictions governing entry into 
the territory of a State should not conflict with 
the provisions of article 5. Article 5, moreover, 
specifically prevented any action on the part of 
the State by providing that it should not be en
titled to expel correspondents from its territory. 
Thus correspondints could indulge in activit-ies 
which would be injurious to the State, without 
the latter having the right to expel them. The 
Polish amendment was therefore essential. 

Mr. Tsarapkin emphasized that although such 
countries as the USSR, Poland, Czechoslovakia 
or others had not been the only ones to suffer 
from the actions of the Nazis and fascists, they 
had nevertheless been subjected to particular hard
ships in comparison with other countries which 
had not known the trials of occupation. They were 
therefore fully justified in seeking to guard against 
a repetition of such events. 

The Polish amendment was thus justified on 
two counts and the USSR delegation would vote 
for it. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) accepted the Philip
pine amendment (A/C.3/418), which improved 
the drafting of the article. 

With regard to the Polish amendment, he em
phasized that article 2 was intended to facilitate 
the movement of correspondents in the perform
ance of their functions. The Committee had al
ready discussed the definition of those functions 
and the question of ideology did not arise. Al
though the aim of the Polish representative was 
quite justifiable, there was nothing in article 2 
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Le representant du Bresil a demande que 
M. Lebeau presentat sous forme d'un amendement 
formel la suggestion qu'il avait formulee ante
rieurement d'inserer un membre de phrase tel que 
"en raison meme de leur qualite", en vue d'eclair
cir la seconde partie de cet article. Toutefois, le 
representant de la Belgique ne desire pas presenter 
d' amendement fonnel, ear il tient a rest er neutre 
en ce qui concerne !'ensemble du texte de cet 
article. II appartient aux representants qui se sont 
declares en faveur de cet article de presenter for
mellement des amendements qui permettraient 
d' en appliquer les dispositions. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 10. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-NEUVIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 14 a-i-ril 1949, a 14 h. 30. 

President: M. Charles MALIK ( Liban). 

124. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L' ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION D'UN 
PAYS A L1AUTRE (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article 2 (suite) 
M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia

listes sovietiques) remarque que certains repre
sentants ont combattu l'amendement propose par 
la Pologne (A/C.3/433) en pretendant que les 
dispositions qu'il contient se trouvent deja dans 
!'article 9 du projet de convention. Cette argu
mentation n'est pas exs.cte, car le troisieme para
graphe de !'article 9 contient une reserve aux ter
meg de laquelle les restrictions concernant l'acces 
du territoire d'un Etat ne doivent pas etre en con
tradiction avec les dispositions de l'artide 5. Or, 
!'article 5 paralyse precisement !'action de l'Etat en 
stipulant que celui-ci n'a pas le droit d'expulser les 
correspondants de son territoire. Les correspon
dants peuvent se livrer a des activites pernicieuses 
pour l'Etat sans que celui-ci ait le droit de les ex
pulser. L'amendement propose par la. Pologne est 
done indispensable. 

M. Tsarapkine souligne que si certains pays, 
comme l'URSS, la Pologne, la Tchecoslovaquie 
OU d'autres n'ont pas ete les seuls a souffrir des 
activites des nazis et des fascistes, ils ont ete ce
pendant particiN4.erement eprouves par rapport 
a d'autres pays qui n'ont pas connu les souffrances 
de !'occupation. Ils peuvent done a bon droit cher
cher a se garantir contre le retour d'une pareille 
situation. 

A ce double titre, l'amendement de la Pologne 
est justifie et la delegation de l'URSS le votera. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) accepte l'amendement 
propose par la delegation des Philippines (A/C.3/ 
418), qui ameliore la redaction de l'article. 

Commentant l'amendement propose par la Po
logne, il souligne que !'article 2 est destine a faci
liter Jes deplacements des correspondants dans 
l'exercice de leurs fonctions. La definition de ces 
fonctions a deja fait l'objet d'un debat: elles ne 
peuvent comporter aucun caractere ideologique. 
Bien que le desir du representant de la Pologne 
soit justifie, rien dans !'article 2 ne permet aux 
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which would enable correspondents, inspired by 
a fascist or nazi ideology, to carry on subversive 
activities. 

The Pakistan delegation would not therefore 
vote for the Polish amendment. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) suggested that the last 
part of article 2, starting with the words "and 
shall not impose restrictions ... ", should be re
placed by the following words "and shall not in
clude in such measures any discrimination among 
correspondents as such". That text would make 
it clear that there should be no discrimination 
among correspondents and that they were even 
entitled to certain privileges not enjoyed by their 
compatriots who might be in the same State. 

Furthermore, if the words "ingress into, resi
dence in, travel through or egress from such 
territories" were replaced by the words "such 
measures", it would be clear that there was no 
question of withdrawing the discretionary power 
of States, mentioned in article 9, to refuse to admit 
certain persons to their territory, but that the 
sole aim was to avoid any discrimination in ad
ministrative measures. 

The Lebanese delegation was presenting that 
suggestion, the aim of which was to ensure abso
lute equality in the treatment of foreign corres
pondents, although it was aware of the serious 
harm which Arab States had suffered at the hands 
of certain foreign correspondents who had abused 
that equality. 

Mr. STEPANENKO (Byelorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic), in reply to the remarks of certain 
representatives who had spoken of the dangers 
presented by the Polish amendment, emphasized 
that in the first place that amendment would set 
up restrictions solely with respect to persons who 
had been members of nazi or fascist organizations 
or who had collaborated with nazis or fascists. It 
was plain that that category of persons was limited 
and clearly defined. The amendment would re
strict the movements of only those correspondents 
who, having served a nazi or fascist ideology, 
could obviously not enjoy the same privileges as 
the others. 

Secondly, it was directed against persons known 
for their slanderous statements regarding the 
Contracting States to whose territory they wished 
to proceed. The fact was that the observations of 
previous speakers had not demonstrated any real 
divergence of views with respect to the substance 
of the Polish amendment ; yet they did not want 
to vote for that amendment. 

Some representatives had said that the provi
sions of the amendment were already included in 
article 9. Mr. Stepanenko shared Mr. Tsarapkin's 
view on that point. He recalled that similar de
laying tactics had been resorted to during the 
drafting of the universal Declaration of Human, 
Rights in order to avoid the insertion of provisions . 
concerning economic and social rights. 

The actual aim of the Polish amendment had , 
been attacked more directly by some representa
tives, in particular those of Canada and Saudi 
Arabia, who had declared that their countries 
wished to give free play to all forms of propa
ganda. 

correspondants de se livrer a des activites preju
diciables au nom d'une ideologie fasciste ou 
nazie. 

La delegation du Pakistan ne votera done pas 
en faveur de l'amendement propose par la Pologne. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) suggere de remplacer la 
seconde phrase de !'article 2 par la phrase sui
vante: "Lesdits Etats ne feront, en ce qui con
cerne ces formalites, aucune discrimination entre 
les correspondants en tant que tels". Grace a cette 
redaction, i1 sera clair que les correspondants ne 
devront etre soumis a aucune mesure discrimina
toire et qu'ils pourront en meme temps jouir de 
certains privileges par rapport a leurs compa
triotes clans le territoire de l'Etat ou ils se trou
vent. 

D'autre part, en remplai;ant les mots : ''leur 
entree, leur transit, leur sejour clans ledit terri
toire, ou leur sortie de ce territoire" par: "ces for
malites", on precise qu'il ne s'agit pas de suppri
mer le pouvoir discretionnaire de l'Etat de re
fuser l'acces de son territoire a certaines per
sonnes, vise a l'article 9, mais qu'il s'agit de ne 
pas etablir de discrimination clans les formalites 
administratives. 

La delegation du Liban presente cette suggestion 
qui tend a assurer l'egalite absolue de traitement 
des correspondants etrangers, bien qu'elle soit 
consciente des serieux prejudices causes aux Etats 
arabes par certains correspondants etrangers qui 
ont abuse de cette egalite de traitement. 

M. STEPANENKO (Republique socialiste sov1e
tique de Bielorussie), relevant les observations 
faites par certains representants sur les dangers 
que presenterait l'amendement propose par la Po
logne, souligne que cet amendement n'etablit de 
restrictions, en premier lieu, que pour les per
sonnes qui ont fait partie d'organisations nazies 
ou fascistes ou qui ont collabore avec les nazis 
ou les fascistes. II est clair que cette categorie de 
personnes est limitee et nettement definie. Cet 
amendement tend seulement a restreindre les de
placements des correspondants qui, etant au ser
vice d'une ideologie fasciste ou nazie, ne peuvent 
evidemment jouir des memes privileges que les 
autres. 

En second lieu, ii vise Jes personnes connues 
pour leurs declarations mensongeres a l'egard 
des Etats contractants au territoire desquels elles 
desirent avoir acces. En fait, les affirmations des 
representants qui ont pris la parole n'ont pas 
montre de divergences de vues veritables quant 
au fond de l'amendement polonais; mais ces repre
sentants ne veulent pas voter cet amendement. 

Certains representants ont egalement affirme que 
les dispositions de cet amendement figuraient deja 
clans !'article 9. 11. Stepanenko partage sur ce point 
!'opinion exprimee par M. Tsarapkine. II rap
pelle en outre que l'on a utilise les memes procedes 
dilatoires lors de la redaction de la Declaration 
universelle des droits de l'homme pour eviter d'in
serer certaines dispositions visant les droits econo
miques et sociaux. 

D'autres representants ont, plus directement, 
combattu l'objectif de l'amendement polonais, 
comme les representants du Canada et de l'Arabie 
saoudite, qui ont affirme la volonte de leurs pays 
de laisser libre cours a toutes les formes de pro
pagande. 



In conclusion, the Byelorussian delegation urged 
the adoption of the Polish amendment. 
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Mr. VRBA (Czechoslovakia) pointed out that 
the objections of certain representatives to the 
Polish amendment were in contradiction with their 
assertions that their countries abhorred nazism 
and fascism. The question of the difficulty of de
fining those terms had been raised. That difficulty 
had not arisen in 1945 and should not arise at 
the current stage. 

The Czechoslovak delegation therefore gave its 
wholehearted support to the Polish amendment. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
shared the view that it was impossible at that time 
to establish a general definition of fascism. The 
main reason for that was the difference of opinion 
within the Communist Party with regard to the 
meaning of the word "fascist". During the pre
vious three months the head of the Netherlands 
Socialist Party, a university professor who had 
been Prime Minister of the War Cabinet from 
1943 to 1945, the head of the Netherlands Catholic 
Party and the Socialist Prime Minister of the 
existing Cabinet had each in turn been dubbed 
fascist by the Communist Party in the Nether
lands, despite the fact that those persons were 
known to have fought against nazism during the. 
war. 

If therefore, from the communist point of view, 
all those who did not accept the communist ide
ology were fascists, and if any information con
cerning a communist State which did not conform 
to that point of view was mendacious, then the 
Polish amendment would amount to arbitrary 
discrimination and was therefore unacceptable. 

' 
Mr. KAYSER (France), in reply to the Byelo-

russian representative, pointed out that the reser
vation mentioned in the third paragraph of article 
9 in no way limited the discretionary power of 
the State to refuse entry to its territory to the 
persons envisaged in the Polish amendment. That 
reservation related to article 5, which concerned 
the expulsion of correspondents who had already 
entered the territory, and not their entry. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Polish 
amendment (A/C.3/433), with a small drafting 
change in the French text. 

The amendment was rejected by 36 votes to 6, 
with 3 abstentions. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) explained that the 
French delegation had voted against the Polish 
amendment, not because of its substance, but in 
view of the fact that it was already covered by the 
provisions of article 9. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) explained that, 
contrary to the assertion of the Byelorussian rep
resentative, the Saudi Arabian delegation had ab
stained because it felt that the activities of a 
number of correspondents from democratic coun
tries were no less prejudicial to the Arab countries 
than those of fascist-minded correspondents. His 

En conclusion, la delegation de la RSS de 
Bielorussie insiste pour !'adoption de l'amende
ment propose par la Pologne. 

lVL VRBA (Tchecoslovaquie) fait ressortir la 
contradiction qui existe entre les objections for
mulees par certains representants a l'egard de 
l'amendement propose par la Pologne et leurs 
affirmations concernant la condamnation par leurs 
pays du nazisme et du fascisme. On a souleve la 
question de la difficulte d'etablir une definition de 
ces termes. Cette question ne s'est pas posee en 
1945 et ne devrait pas soulever de plus grandes 
difficultes aujourd'hui. 

La delegation de la Tchecoslovaquie appuie done 
sans reserve l'amendement propose par la Po
logne. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) par
tage !'opinion selon laquelle il est impossible d'eta
blir aujourd'hui une definition generate du fas
cisme. La raison principale doit en etre trouvee 
clans les variations d'opinions au sein du parti com
muniste sur le sens de l'epithete "fasciste." Au 
cours des trois derniers mois, le parti communiste 
aux Pays-Bas a successivement designe comme 
fascistes le chef du parti socialiste neerlandais, un 
professeur d'universite, ancien Premier Ministre 
du Cabinet de guerre de 1943 a 1945, le chef du 
parti catholique neerlandais et le Premier Ministre 
socialiste du Cabinet actuel. I1 est cependant connu 
que ces personnalites ont lutte contre le nazisme 
au cours de la guerre. 

Si done, du point de vue communiste, tous ceux 
qui n'acceptent pas l'ideologie communiste sont des 
fascistes, et si toute information concernant un 
pays communiste et non conforme a ce point de 
vue est mensongere, il est impossible d'accepter 
l'amendement propose par la Pologne, car il equi
vaudrait a une discrimination arbitraire. 

M. KAYSER (France), en reponse au represen
tant de la RSS de Bielorussie, fait observer que 
la reserve mentionnee au troisieme paragraphe de 
}'article 9 ne limite en rien le pouvoir discretion
naire de l'Etat de refuser l'acces de son territoire 
aux personnes visees dans l'amendement de la 
Pologne. En effet, cette reserve se rapporte a !'ar
ticle 5 qui concerne !'expulsion des correspondants 
admis sur le territoire, et non pas leur entree. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose par la Pologne (A/C.3/433) avec une le
gere modification de redaction dans le texte fran
<;ais, qui doit etre ainsi redige : " . . . OU qui ont 
collabore avec les autorites fascistes OU nazies. . ." 

Par 36 voix contre 6, avec 3 abstentions, cet 
amendenient est rejete. 

M. KAYSER (France) explique que la delegation 
fran<;aise a vote contre l'amendement polonais non 
pas a cause de son contenu, mais parce qu'elle con
sidere qu'il est deja couvert par les dispositions de 
!'article 9. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) explique que, 
contrairement aux affirmations du representant de 
la RSS de Bielorussie, la delegation de I' Arabie 
saoudite s'est abstenue parce qu'elle estime que 
l'activite de nombreux correspondants apparte
nant a des pays democratiques n'est pas moins pre
judiciable aux pays arabes que celle de correspon-
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country, moreover, would not possess the neces
sary means for the selection of correspondents. 

The CHAIRMAN declared that the Philippine 
amendment (NC.3/418) could be considered 
adopted ; there was no need for a vote, since the 
amendment concerned the English text only and 
had been adopted unanimously. 

He recalled that a number of drafting proposals 
and suggestions concerning article 2 had been 
submitted verbally by the representatives of Bel
gium, Ethiopia, France and Lebanon at the cur
rent meeting and at the 188th. In accordance with 
the procedure adopted by the Committee, those 
proposals, although not submitted in writing, 
could be considered to be in order if the Com
mittee regarded them as simple drafting amend
ments which did not affect the substance of the 
article. 

If, however, any representatives had any ob
jection to that procedure because they felt that 
the proposals touched upon the substance of the 
article, the Committee must first decide by a two
thirds majority whether the proposals were in 
order. 

After a brief discussion, in the course of which 
a number of representatives expressed doubts 
concerning the possibility of regarding those 
amendments as pure drafting amendments, Mr. 
LEBEAU (Belgium), Mr. ALMAYEHOU (Ethio
pia), Mr. KAYSER (France) and Mr. AzKOUL 
(Lebanon) stated that they would not press for 
consideration by the Committee of the suggestions 
they had made. 

At the request of Mr. KAHALI (Syria), the 
CHAIRMAN put to a separate vote the phrase "in 
a manner consistent with their respective laws and 
procedures" in the first sentence of article 2. 

The p~rase was adopted by 39 votes to 2, zoith 
4 abstentions. 

At the request of Mr. JocKEL (Australia), the 
CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first part of article 
2, as far as the words "in the performance of 
their functions". 

That text was adopted by 30 votes to 3, ·with 
10 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the remainder 
of the artide. 

The rest of article 2 was adopted by 34 votes to 
2, with 7 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of 
article 2 as it appeared in document E/1065. 

Article 2 was adopted by 34 votes to 4, with 
S abstentions. 

Article 31 

The CHAIRMAN invited the representatives of 
Mexico, the Philippines, India and Poland to 
present their delegations' amendments to article 3. 

1 Article V in the final text of the draft convention on 
the international transmission of news and the right of 
correction ( A/ C.3/ 496). 

dants a tendances fascistes. En outre, son pays ne 
disposerait pas des moyens necessaires pour pro
ceder a la selection des correspondants. 

Le PRESIDENT declare ensuite adopte l'amende
ment propose par les Philippines (A/C.3/418) 
sans qu'il soit necessaire de proceder a un vote a 
ce sujet, etant donne que cet amendement affecte 
settlement le texte anglais et a ete unanimement 
accepte. 

11 rappelle que certaines propositions et sug
gestions visant a ameliorer le texte de l'article 2 
ont ete emises oralement par les representants de 
la Belgique, de l'Ethiopie, de la France et dtt Li
ban au cours de la 188eme et de la presente seance. 
Conformement a la procedure adoptee par la Com
mission, ces propositions, bien que n'ayant pas 
ete presentees par ecrit, peuvent etre recevables 
si la Commission considere qu'il s'agit de simples 
amendements de redaction qui n'affectent pas le 
fond de l'article. 

Cependant, si certains representants elevent des 
objections contre cette procedure parce qu'ils es
timent que ces propositions concernent le fond de 
l'article, la Commission devra decider a la ma
jorite des deux tiers de ses membres si elles sont 
recevables. 

Apres une breve discussion, au cours de la
quelle certains representants emettent des doutes 
sur la possibilite de considerer ces amendements 
comme de purs amendements de redaction, 
M. LEBEAU (Belgique), M. ALMAYEHOu (Ethio
pie), M. KAYSER (France) et M. AzKouL 
(Liban) declarent qu'ils n'insistent pas pour sou
mettre a la Commission les suggestions qu'il5 
avaient emises. 

Conformement a la demande de M. KAHAL! 
( Syrie)' le PRESIDENT met aux voix separement 
le membre de phrase "clans les limites compatibles 
avec leurs lois et reglements respectifs", qui figure 
clans la premiere phrase de }'article 2. 

Par 39 voix contre 2, avec 4 abstentions, ce 
membre de phrase est adopte. 

Sur la demande du M. JocKEL (Australie), le 
PRESIDENT met ensuite aux voix le debut de l'ar
ticle 2, jusqu'aux mots "clans l'exercice de leurs 
fonctions". 

Par 30 voix contre 3, avec 10 abstentions, ce 
texte est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met alors aux voix le reste de 
!'article. 

Par 34 voix 2, avec 7 abstentions, le reste de 
l'article 2 est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble de !'ar
ticle 2, tel qu'il figure clans le document E/1065. 

Par 34 voix contre 4, avec S abstentions, ['arti
cle 2 est adopte. 

Article 31 

Le PRESIDENT invite les representants du Mexi
que, des Philippines, de l'Inde et de la Pologne a 
presenter les amendements que leurs delegations 
proposent d'apporter a }'article 3. 

1 Article V dans le texte definitif du projet de conven
tion relatif a la transmission internationale des informa
tions et au droit de rectification (A/C.3/496). 
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Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) pointed out that the 
different delegations could arrive at a rapid agree
ment on the fundamental principles of freedom of 
information, if it were not for the fact that they 
had to take into account actual situations and the 
constitutional standards of their respective coun
tries and were obliged, in their legitimate desire 
to safeguard their national interests, to consider 
carefully, both from the legal and from the prac
tical point of view, the possible consequences of 
the proposed convention. 

For its part, the Government of Mexico, which 
knew what an important part freedom of informa
tion played in relations between nations, had not 
confined itself to examining the three draft con
ventions submitted for its consideration; it had 
consulted the most outstanding personalities of the 
Press, radio and cinema on the subject, and had 
asked them to submit comments and suggestions 
in their double capacity as professionals in the 
field of information and as citizens. The Mexican 
amendments (A/C.3/417) were the result of that 
eminently democratic consultation. The principles 
that had prompted them had received the approval 
of more than fifty persons who represented the 
strong liberal tradition of Mexican journalism. It 
could not therefore be asserted - as it had been 
by the representative of the United States in a 
Press interview - that certain of the amendments 
submitted by the delegation of Mexico were pre
judicial to freedom of information; such a state
ment seemed to cast doubts on their democratic 
nature. 

It was true that in drafting a document of such 
importance as the convention on the gathering 
and international transmission of news, the ideas 
and objectives of any one country, or of any 
small group of countries, could not predominate. 
The standards adopted should, in the last analysis, 
be those which would be acceptable to the largest 
possible number of nations. The Third Committee 
was not called upon to discuss freedom of thought 
in the abstract, as it might be discussed at a meet
ing of newspapermen: its members were faced 
with the task of ensuring that freedom of informa
tion was protected and safeguarded, while at the 
same time bearing in mind the interests of the 
peoples they represented and keeping within the 
limits of national laws and regulations. In carry
ing out that task, they should not lose sight of the 
conditions in which news was transmitted at the 
international level and of the fact that most of 
the countries had only limited technical and eco
nomic facilities, or indeed no facilities at all, for 
the transmission of news, while other countries 
had substantial resources in that field. 

Everyone was aware of the influence which the 
dissemination of news could have on the economic, 
political and social life of the peoples. When the 
transmission of news was based on objective truth 
and was in keeping with the rules of news report
ing, it made a positive contribution to the political 
progress of the world; when, on the other hand, 
news was partial or tendentious, the very principle 
of freedom of information was thereby corrupted. 

Mr. Noriega wondered whether the primary 
duty of a government and its citizens was not to 
protect the interests of their country. There was 
no right without a corresponding duty, nor any 
guarantee which did not entail obligations. The 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) fait remarquer que les 
diverses delegations pourraient arriver rapidement 
a un accord sur les principes fondamentaux de la 
liberte de !'information si elles n'avaient a tenir 
compte des situations concretes, des normes cons
titutionnelles propres a leur pays respectif et si, 
dans leur souci legitime de sauvegarder les inte
rets nationaux, elles n'etaient pas dans l'obliga
tion de peser avec le plus grand soin les consequen
ces eventuelles - tant du point de vue pratique 
que du point de vue juridique - de la convention 
que l'on se propose d'etablir. 

Pour sa part, le Gouvernement du Mexique, qui 
connait toute !'importance du role que joue la 
liberte de !'information dans les relations entre Jes 
peuples, ne s'est pas borne a examiner lui-meme 
les trois pro jets de convention soumis a son etude; 
ii a consulte a leur sujet les personnalites les plus 
marquantes de la presse, de la radio, du cinema, 
leur demandant de lui communiquer Ieur observa
tions et suggestions en leur double qualite de pro
fessionnels de !'information et de citoyens. Les 
amendements presentes par la delegation du Mexi
que (A/C.3/417) sont le resultat de cette con
sultation eminemment democratique. Les princi
pes qui les inspirent ont recueilli !'approbation de 
plus de cinquante personnalites representant la 
vigoureuse tradition liberale du journalisme mexi
cain. On ne saurait done - comme l'a fait le repre
sentant des Etats-Unis au cours d'une interview 
de presse pretendre que certains des amende
ments presentes par le Mexique portent atteinte a 
la liberte de !'information, ce qui semble mettre en 
doute leur caractere democratique. 

Il est certain que, clans l'etablissement d'un docu
ment aussi important que la convention relative a 
l'acces aux informations et a leur transmission d'un 
pays a l'autre, les idees OU les objectifs d'un seul 
pays ou d'un petit groupe de pays ne peuvent 
prevaloir. Les normes adoptees devront, en fin 
de compte, etre celles qui seront acceptables au 
plus grand nombre possible de nations. La Troi
sieme Commission n' est pas appelee a discuter 
clans l'abstrait de la liberte de pensee, comme le 
ferait un congres de journalistes : la tiiche de ses 
membres est d'assurer la protection et la sauve
garde de la liberte de !'information, tout en tenant 
compte des interets des peuples qu'ils representent 
et en restant dans les limites des lois et reglements 
nationaux. Dans l'accomplissement de cette tiiche, 
ces membres devront tenir compte des conditions 
clans Iesquelles s'effectue la transmission des nou
velles sur le plan international et du fait que la 
plupart des pays ne disposent que de moyens 
techniques et economiques restreints ou meme nuls 
pour transmettre les informations, alors que d'au
tres pays possedent dans ce domaine des ressour
ces considerables. 

N ul n'ignore l'influence que peut avoir la diffu
sion des nouvelles sur la vie economique, politique 
et sociale des peuples. Lorsque la transmission des 
informations est fondee sur la verite objective et 
se conforme aux regles du journalisme, elle ap
porte une contribution positive au progres politi
que du monde ; au contraire, lorsque les nouvelles 
sont partiales ou tendancieuses, le principe meme 
de la liberte de l'information s'en trouve vicie. 

M. Noriega se demande si le premier devoir d'un 
gouvernement et des citoyens n'est pas de proteger 
Jes interets de leur pays. I1 n'est pas de droit au
quel ne corresponde un devoir, de garantie qui 
ne cree d'obligations. Le representant du Mexique 



representative of Mexico doubted whether there 
was any moral or legal justification for the theory 
that freedom of information should not conform 
to that supreme principle which was a basic factor 
in modern common law and which, in practice, 
informed international law. 
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If that fact were ignored, the document drafted 
would be lacking in any legal basis; moreover, it 
would be unilateral in its application since, far 
from protecting freedom of information, it would 
serve the interests of those who owned the facili
ties for the dissemination of news. If, on the 
other hand, as the delegation of Mexico had sug
gested, certain duties were assigned to foreign 
Press agencies and correspondents, and if Govern
ments were granted the right to request a correc
tion when correspondents failed in those duties, 
the legal machinery of the convention would be 
improved and its unilateral character would be 
eliminated. 

Proceeding to an analysis of the amendment 
proposed by his delegation to article 3, Mr. 
Noriega wondered whether the representatives 
of Governments which had pledged themselves 
to fight for the aims underlying that amendment 
could, in the name of freedom of information, 
claim that those aims were not equally those of 
the international democratic Press. To deny 
Governments the right of correction would be 
tantamount to refusing those Governments and 
the peoples they represented the exercise of the 
right to freedom of information. 

In conclusion, Mr. Noriega did not doubt that, 
with the impartiality for which they were noted, 
the organs of the American Press would give 
as wide publicity to the statements which he had 
just made as to the statements made by Mr. 
Canham. 

The representative of Mexico then asked the 
Committee to take note of certain corrections 
which he wished to make in the text of his amend
ment. It should be redrafted as follows (A/C.3/ 
431/Corr.1) : 

"It is the duty of information agencies and for
eign correspondents to report the facts, without 
discrimination, to promote respect for human rights 
and fundamental freedoms, to further international 
understanding and co-operation and to contribute 
to the maintenance of international peace and 
security. To this end, information agencies and 
correspondents benefiting by this convention 
shall be required to accept and distribute through 
their usual distribution channels any corrections 
requested by the Contracting State directly con
cerned and in whose territory the report requiring 
correction originated." 

Mr. LoPEZ (Philippines) pointed out that the 
amendment (A/C.3/418) which his delegation 
was proposing to article 3 was the same as that 
which it had proposed to article 2 and which had 
been adopted unanimously. The word "facilitate" 
should logically be substituted for the word "en
courage", in view of the fact that it was more in 
keeping with the obligation which might be im
posed on Governments in regard to access to news. 

Mr. RAo (India) explained that if the obliga
tion to ensure to all foreign correspondents free 
access to official news could be imposed on all 
Governments, the collection of non-official news 

doute que l'on puisse se placer sur un terrain moral 
OU juridique quelconque pour defendre la these 
selon laquelle la liberte de l'information echap
perait a ce principe supreme, qui est a la base 
du droit public moderne et dont s'inspire en pra
tique le droit international. 

Si l'on ignorait cela, l'on redigerait un docu
ment depourvu de fondement juridique et qui, de 
plus, serait unilateral clans ses effets puisque, loin 
de proteger la liberte de l'information, il servirait 
les interets de ceux qui possedent les moyens de 
diffusion. Par contre, si, comme le propose la dele
gation du Mexique, on impose des devoirs aux 
agences et aux correspondants de presse etran
gers, si l'on accorde aux gouvernements la faculte 
d'exiger une rectification lorsque les correspon
dants manquent a ces devoirs, on ameliore le me
canisme juridique de la convention et on supprime 
son caractere unilateral. 

Analysant ensuite l'amendement propose par 
sa delegation a l'article 3, M. Noriega se demande 
si les representants de gouvernements qui se sont 
engages a lutter pour les fins que poursuit cet 
amendement peuvent, au nom de la liberte de 
!'information, pretendre que ces fins ne sont pas 
egalement celles de la presse democratique inter
nationale. Nier le droit de rectification aux gou
vernements equivaudrait a refuser a ces gouverne
ments et aux peuples qu'ils representent l'exercice 
de la liberte de !'information. 

En conclusion, M. Noriega ne doute pas que les 
organes de presse americains, avec l'impartialite 
qui les caracterise, donneront aux declarations 
qu'il vient de faire une diffusion aussi large qu'aux 
declarations de M. Canham. 

Le representant du Mexique demande ensuite 
a la Commission de prendre note de quelques cor
rections qu'il desire apporter au texte de son 
amendement. Celui-ci doit etre redige comme suit 
(A/C.3/431/Corr.l): 

"Les entreprises d'information et les corres
pondants etrangers ont le devoir de faire connaitre 
les faits sans discrimination, d'encourager le res
pect des droits de l'homme et des libertes fonda
mentales, de favoriser la comprehension et la col
laboration entre les nations et de contribuer au 
maintien de la paix et de la securite internationales. 
A cette fin, les entreprises d'information et Jes 
correspondants admis au benefice de la presente 
convention seront tenus d'accepter et de commu
niquer, par les moyens qu'ils emploient d'ordinaire 
pour repandre les nouvelles, toute rectification 
que pourra den1ander l'Etat contractant directe
ment interesse et sur le territoire duquel a pris 
naissance la nouvelle a rectifier." 

M. L6PEZ (Philippines) fait remarquer q ue 
l'amendement (A/C.3/418) que sa delegation pro
pose d'apporter a l'article 3 est identique a celui 
qu'elle a soumis pour l'article 2 et qui a ete adopte 
sans objection. Le mot "facilitera" doit logique
ment se substituer au mot "encouragera", etant 
donne qu'il correspond mieux a l'obligation que 
l'on peut imposer aux gouvernements en ce qui 
conceme l'acces aux informations. 

M. RAo (Incle) explique que, si l'on peut im
poser aux gouvernements }'obligation d'assurer a 
tous les correspondants etrangers le libre acces 
aux informations officielles, le rassemblement des 
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could depend only on the correspondents them
selves. The purpose of the amendment proposed 
by the Indian delegation (A/C.3/420) was to 
take that fact into account. 

Mr. DROHOJOWSKI (Poland) stated that the 
amendment proposed by his delegation (A/C.3/ 
433) went further than the original text in the 
direction of freedom of information. Not only did 
it ensure to news agencies, radio companies and 
newspapers "the right of wide access to sources 
of news and to facilities for communication both 
on their own territory and in other countries", 
but it also called on Governments to "elaborate 
necessary measures for ensuring the widest pos
sible dissemination of really conscientious and 
objective information". 

Freedom of information was thus made to serve 
the interests of objective truth. The United Na
tions had recognized the need, in the interest of 
the physical health of the peoples, to draw up an 
international agreement concerning narcotic and 
other harmful drugs ;1 the moral health of the 
peoples was no less valuable and measures should 
be taken to ensure that world opinion could not 
continue to be poisoned by false or tendentious 
news. 

LouTFI Bey (Egypt) supported the Mexican 
representative's amendment, but thought that it 
should form a separate article. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
hoped that the Mexican representative's import
ant statement would be widely circulated. With 
regard to the impartiality of the United States 
Press, it need only be said that its criticisms of the 
attitude of the United States delegation to the 
United Nations were far more numerous than its 
praises. 

He thought that the amendments contained in 
the new text of the Mexican proposal (A/C.3/ 
431/Corr.l) were amendments of substance. It 
was right that the first duty of information agen
cies and foreign correspondents should be to report 
the facts, but it was useless to indicate any other 
obligations arising from that duty. If that part 
of the Mexican amendment were adopted, he 
would suggest the following wording : "to report 
the facts, thereby promoting respect . . . and to 
further ... ". It would, however, be more suitable 
to raise that question during the consideration of 
the third draft convention, on the freedom of infor
mation. 

The deletion of the word "publish" in the second 
sentence of the new text made that text less clear. 
He wondered what was to be understood by the 
word "distribute". If it contained the idea of 
publication, Governments would have far-reaching 
powers, for they would be able to force foreign 
correspondents and information agencies to pub
lish all the corrections they thought necessary. 
Such a practice would be dangerous, as under the 
guise of corrections Governments could demand 
the diffusion of certain news, which would help 
to intensify the already violent propaganda. More
over, the right of correction was dealt with in the 

1 See Official Records of the third session o{ the 
General Assembly, Part I, Resolutions, No. 211 (II ). 

informations non officielles ne peut dependre que 
des correspondants eux-memes. L'amendement 
propose par la delegation de l'Inde ( A/C.3/420) 
a pour but de tenir compte de cette realite. 

M. DROHOJOWSKI (Pologne) affirme que 
l'amendement propose par sa delegation (A/C.3/ 
433) va plus loin que le texte primitif clans le sens 
de la liberte de l'information. Non seulement i1 
assure aux agences d'information, aux entreprises 
de radiodiffusion et aux joumaux "le libre acces 
aux sources d'information et aux moyens de trans
mission, tant clans leur propre territoire que clans 
Jes autres pays", mais il contient un appel aux 
gouvernements pour qu'ils elaborent "les mesures 
necessaires pour assurer la diffusion la plus large 
possible d'informations exactes et objectives". 

La liberte de l'information est ainsi mise au 
service de la verite objective. L'Organisation des 
Nations Unies a reconnu la necessite, clans l'in
teret de la sante physique des peuples, d'elaborer 
un accord international sur les stupefiants et au
tres drogues nuisibles1• La sante morale des peu
ples n'est pas moins precieuse, et ii importe de 
faire en sorte que l'opinion mondiale ne puisse 
continuer a etre empoisonnee par des nouvelles 
fausses ou tendancieuses. 

LouTFI Bey (Egypte) appuie l'amendement 
propose par le representant du Mexique, mais es
time que cet amendement devrait faire l'objet d'un 
article separe. 

11. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) exprime 
l'espoir que l'importante declaration du represen
tant du Mexique aura une diffusion tres vaste. En 
ce qui conceme l'impartialite de la presse des 
Etats-Unis, ii suffit, pour s'en convaincre, de cons
tater que ses critiques a l'egard de l'attitude de la 
delegation des Etats-Unis aupres de l'Organisa
tion des Nations Unies soot de loin plus nom
breuses que les louanges qu'elle lui adresse. 

A propos du nouveau texte de l'amendement 
mexicain (A/C.3/431/Corr.1), le representant 
des Etats-Unis estime que les modifications qu'il 
comporte sont des modifications de fond. M. Can
ham convient que le premier devoir des agences 
d'information et des correspondants est de faire 
connaitre les faits mais, a son avis, il est inutile 
d'indiquer d'autres obligations qui decoulent de 
ce devoir. Si cette partie de l'amendement mexi
cain etait acceptee, il suggererait la redaction sui
vante: "de faire connaitre les faits, encourageant 
ainsi le respect ... et favorisant ... ". II lui semble 
cependant qu'il serait plus indique de soulever cette 
question lors de l'examen du troisieme projet de 
convention, relatif a la liberte de !'information. 

Se reportant a la seconde phrase du nouveau 
texte, M. Canham constate que le mot "publier'' a 
ete supprime, ce qui rend le texte mains dair. 
Que faut-il entendre en effet dans ce cas par le 
mot "communiquer"? Si l'idee de publication y est 
contenue, les gouvernements auraient un pouvoir 
tres etendu, puisqu'ils pourraient obliger Jes cor
respondants et les agences d'information a publier 
toutes les rectifications qu'ils jugeraient neces
saires. Cette pratique serait dangereuse etant donne 
que, sous le couvert de rectifications, un gouver
nement pourrait exiger la diffusion de certaines 
nouvelies, ce qui contribuerait a intensifier la pro-

• Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session de 
l'Assemblee generalc, premiere partie, i,eso1uiions, 
No 211 (III). 
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second dra.ft convention, which the Committee 
would examine shortly, and he reminded the 
Committee that the French representative had 
submitted an amendment (A/C.3/425) suggesting 
that the two draft conventions should be combined. 

He clearly understood the purpose of the In
dian repre.sentative' s amendment ( A; C.3 / 420) , 
but thought it might lead to very grave difficulties. 
The Indian representative did not think that it 
was the duty of a government to facilitate access 
to non-official information. If the Indian amend
ment were accepted, however, Governments might 
find authority in the convention for controlling 
access to non-official information and might even 
punish citizens for giving news to journalists. In 
the USSR, for example, correspondents were not 
allowed to gather news except from Government 
spokesmen. 

He did not think the wording of the Polish 
amendment ( A/C.3 /433) very clear. It would 
lead to difficulties, since the Committee ,,rnuld 
have to agree beforehand on the definition of 
such terms as "conscientious and objective in
formation''. Moreover, he was opposed to the 
use of the words "both on their own territory and 
in other countries", which would imply a certain 
interference in the domestic affairs of other coun
tries. 

Furthermore, he could not agree to allow a 
government to reserve the right to define the 
meaning of the term "conscientious and objective 
information". 

He would therefore vote against the Polish 
amendment. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) thought the first part of 
the Mexican amendment was a statement of prin
ciples which, with certain drafting changes, might 
well form the subject of a separate article of the 
convention. It certainly was the duty of informa
tion agencitts and foreign correspondents to report 
the facts with complete objectivity. If correspond
ents were told to pursue a certain aim, they would 
simply becom.e propagandists. A clear distinction 
should be drawn between newspaper correspond
ents, whose duty was to gather information and to 
report it objectively, and leader writers who could 
interpret information according to their ideology. 

\Vitti regard to the second part of the Mexican 
amendment, Mr. Zaydin thought it would be more 
appropriate to discuss the right of correction dur
ing the consideration of the second draft conven
tion. 

On the subject of the Indian amendment (A/
C.3/420, he felt that journalism would lose all 
interest if journalists had access to official in
formation only. 

His objections to the Polish amendment (A/
C.3/433) were the same as those expressed by 
the United States representative and he would 
therefore vote against it. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) had misgivings regard
ing the Polish amendment, which omitted certain 

pagande deja violente qui sevit actuellement. Le 
representant des Etats-Unis fait d'ailleurs obser
ver que le droit de rectification fait l'objet du 
deuxieme projet de convention, que la Commission 
examinera sous peu, et il rappelle que le represen
tant de la France a presente un amendement ( A/ 
C.3/425) visant a fondre en un seul les deux pro
jets de convention. 

A propos de l'amendement propose par le re
presentant de l'Inde (A/C.3/420), l'orateur de
clare qu'il en comprend parfaitement le but, mais il 
estime qu'il provoquerait des difficultes tres gra
ves. Le representant de l'Inde considere que l'Etat 
n'a pas a faciliter l'acces anx informations non of
ficielles. Mais si l'amendement de I'Inde etait ac
cepte, les gouvernements pourraient s'autoriser de 
la convention pour controler l'acces aux informa
tions non officielles et pourraient aller jusqu'a im
poser des sanctions aux citoyens qui communique
raient des nouvelles aux journalistes. M. Canham 
signale ace propos qu'en URSS les correspondants 
ne peuvent chercher a recueillir des informations 
qu'aupres des porte-parole officiels du gouverne
ment. 

Parlant ensuite de l'amendement de la Pologne 
(A/C.3/433), M. Canham declare que la redac
tion ne lui en parait pas tres claire. A son avis, 
cet amendement provoquerait des difficultes, etant 
donne que la Commission devrait s'entendre au 
prealable sur la definition de termes tels que "in
formations exactes et objectives". D'autre part, ii 
s'oppose a l'emploi des mots "tant sur leur pro
pre territoire que dans les antres pays", qui im
pliqueraient une certaine ingerence dans les af
faires interieures des autres nations. 

Il ne peut non plus accepter qu'un gouvernement 
se reserve le soin de decider ce qu'il faut entendre 
par "informations exactes et objectives". 

Pour ces raisons, le representant des Etats
Unis votera contre l'amendement de la Pologne. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) estime que la premiere par
tie de l'amendement du Mexique est un expose 
de prin.cipe qui pourrait faire l'objet d'un article 
separe de la convention, avec toutefois quelque 
Riodification de redaction. En effet, la tache des 
correspondants et des agences d'information est 
de faire connaitre les faits en toute objectivite. Si 
l'on indique qu'ils doivent poursuivre un but quel
conque, les journalistes deviendront tout simple
ment des propagandistes. A son avis, il faut faire 
une distinction precise entre le correspondant de 
presse, qui est charge de recueillir des nouvelles 
et de Jes transmettre objectivement, et l'editoria
liste, qui peut interpreter des informations a la 
lumiere de son ideologie. 

A propos de la seconde partie de l'amendement 
mexicain, M. Zaydin pense qu'il serait plus ap
proprie de discuter du droit de rectification !ors de 
l'examen du deuxieme projet de convention. 

Au sujet de l'amendement de l'Inde (A/C.3/ 
420), il estime que l' on enleverait tout inten~t a 
la profession du journaliste si celui-ci n'avait acces 
qu'aux nouvelles officielles. 

II declare enfin que les objections qu'il sou
leve contre l'amendement polonais (A/C.3/433) 
sont les memes que celles qu'a exposees le repre
sentant des Etats-Unis et ii votera contre cet 
amendement. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) eprouve certaines craintes 
au sujet de l'arnendement polonais, qui omet cer-



points and added others. It mentioned only 
telegraphic news agencies, radio companies and 
newspapers, and made no mention of correspond
ents. The very purpose of the convention was to 
protect correspondents, but the Polish amendment 
seemed to be designed rather for the protection 
of local information agencies. Nor did it recog
nize the need to avoid all discrimination between 
the correspondents of the various Contracting 
States. 

The amendment provided for free access to 
sources of information but not to the information 
itself, a fact which might encourage Governments 
to channel all information into certain sources 
from which correspondents would have to obtain 
it. 
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The Polish representative had also introduced 
certain adjectives into his amendment. While he 
agreed that all information should be conscien
tious, in accordance with the purpose of the con
vention, he could not agree to the provision under 
which Contracting States would have to ensure 
the dissemination of objective information. That 
concept of objectivity would lead to the notion 
that Governments would select information and 
would pass on what they considered objective. 

He was therefore unable to accept the Polish 
amendment. 

He would not repeat the arguments already put 
forward against the Indian amendment (A/C.3/ 
420). 

Referring to the Mexican amendment (A/C.3/ 
431 /Corr.1), he said that he was alarmed not by 
the fact that a foreign correspondent and informa
tion agency would be obliged to distribute correc
tions to news which had already been sent, but by 
the fact that they would be obliged to allow cor
rections which the Government concerned might 
request to be made to the news before it had 
actually been transmitted. That would amount to 
giving Governments excessive power and he pro
posed that the word "accept" should be deleted. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) supported the Indian 
amendment, although he understood the United 
States representative's objections. That represen
tative had spoken of the situation said to exist in 
the Soviet Union. He himself could envisage only 
the situation which might arise in his country if 
the original text were adopted. It was not the 
duty of Governments to facilitate access to non
official information. His Government did not con
sider it necessary to assume a responsibility which 
belonged solely to correspondents. 

He agreed with the United States representative 
that the new text of the Mexican amendment con
tained a modification of substance: according to 
the procedure which had been adopted by the 
Committee, it was therefore not in order. The 
first part of that amendment placed a moral ob
ligation on third parties, namely on correspond
ents and information agencies and not on the 
Contracting States. 

The right of correction mentioned in that 
amendment was provided for in the second draft 
convention. When the second draft convention 
was examined it would be seen whether there was 
undue interference on the part of Governments. 

tains points et en ajoute d'autres. Cet amendement 
mentionne uniquement les agences d'informations 
telegraphiques, les entreprises de radiodiffusion et 
les journaux; nulle part il n'est question des cor
respondants. Or, le but meme de la convention est 
d'assurer la protection des correspondants. II sem
ble que l'amendement polonais vise plutot a pro
teger les agences d'information locales. Cet amen
dement ne prevoit pas non plus la necessite d'eviter 
toute discrimination entre les correspondants des 
divers Etats contractants. 

M. Azkoul signale en outre que l'amendement 
prevoit le libre acces aux sources d'informations et 
non l'acces aux informations, ce qui pourrait en
courager les gouvernements a canaliser toutes les 
informations vers certaines sources ou les corres
pondants devraient aller les puiser. 

Le representant de la Pologne a egalement in
troduit dans son amendement certains ad j ectifs. 
Tout en reconnaissant que les informations doi
vent etre exactes, conformement au but meme de 
la convention, le representant du Liban ne peut 
cependant admettre la disposition selon laquelle 
les Etats contractants assureraient la diffusion 
d'informations objectives. Cette idee d'objectivite 
laisserait supposer que les gouvernements feraient 
un triage des informations et transmettraient cel
les qui, a leur jugement, seraient objectives. 

Le representant du Liban n'est done pas en 
mesure d'accepter l'amendement polonais. 

Au sujet de l'amendement de l'Inde (A/C.3/ 
420), l'orateur declare qu'il ne repetera pas les 
arguments qu'on a deja fait valoir contre cet 
amendement. 

Faisant ensuite allusion a l'amendement mexi
cain (A/C.3/431/Corr.1 ), il declare qu'il ne 
craint pas le fait que les correspondants et les 
entreprises d'information seraient tenus de dis
tribuer des rectifications a une information deja 
envoyee, mais bien le fait qu'ils seraient tenus d'ac
cepter que les rectifications que pourrait deman
der le gouvernement interesse soient apportees a 
!'information avant meme qu'elle ait ete trans
mise. A son avis, ce serait accorder un pouvoir 
trop etendu au gouvernement et il propose de 
supprimer le mot "accepter". 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) appuie l'amendement 
de l'Inde tout en comprenant les objections du 
representant des Etats-Unis. Ce dernier a parle 
de la situation qui existerait clans l'Union sovie
tique. Pour sa part, le representant de la Belgique 
envisage uniquement la situation qui pourrait se 
presenter dans son pays si le texte initial etait 
adopte. II n'appartient pas a un gouvernement de 
faciliter l'acces aux informations non officielles. 
Le Gouvernement belge estime qu'il n'a pas a 
prendre cette responsabilite qui, a son avis, in
combe uniquement aux correspondants. 

A propos du nouveau texte de l'amendement 
mexicain, M. Lebeau estime, comme le represen
tant des Etats-U nis, qu'il comporte des modifi
cations de fond: selon la procedure adoptee, il n'est 
done pas recevable. La premiere partie de cet 
amendement impose une obligation morale a des 
tiers, c'est-a-dire aux correspondants et aux agen
ces d'information, et non aux Etats contractants. 

II declare ensuite que le droit de rectification 
mentionne dans cet amendement est prevu clans le 
deuxieme projet de convention. On verra, au 
moment de l'examen de ce deuxieme projet, s'il 
y a ingerence indue des gouvernements. Pour le 
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For the moment he would not comment on the 
matter. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that he had noted 
with interest the group of amendments submitted 
by the Mexican delegation. The amendment to 
article 3 wa.s certainly of a kind to elicit the active 
sympathy of the French delegation, since it was a 
restatement of a principle which was dear to it 
and for which it had fought at the Conference on 
Freedom of Information at Geneva. The French 
delegation had, in fact, been the first to propose 
that the right of correction should be extended to 
the international field. 1 That concept, familiar at 
the national level, was new and even daring at the 
international level and it had given rise to lengthy 
discussions at the end of which it had been 
decided2 to embody the principle in a second 
draft conv,ention. 

Furthermore, the French delegation had sub
mitted an amendment (A/C.3/425) proposing 
that the two draft conventions should be combined 
in a single one. 

In those circumstances, it could be asked whe
ther the Mexican amendment was appropriately 
placed in article 3 of the convention on the gather
ing and imernational transmission of news. 

He pointed out, moreover, that it was not 
enough to inscribe a new principle in a conven
tion ; the details of its application must also be 
established. That was what it was proposed to 
do, as far as the right of correction was concerned, 
in the second draft convention. By adopting the 
Mexican delegation's current proposal, the Com
mittee would tend to make the subsequent dis
cussion of the methods of implementation more 
difficult. 

Mr. VAN HEuVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
concurred with the observations made by the 
United States representative on the Polish and 
Indian amendments. On the other hand, the draft
ing changes proposed by the Philippine delegation 
seemed to him acceptable. 

With regard to the Mexican delegation's amend
ment (A/C.3/431/Corr.1), he pointed out that 
it was in fact composed of two distinct parts : the 
first laid down the very real moral obligation 
binding upon journalists in the exercise of their 
profession; the second embodied the right of cor
rection at the international level. 

The Nether lands delegation did not think that 
a convention binding upon the Contracting States 
should include a reference to the duties of jour
nalists, unless it were in a very general way, in 
the preamble. Moreover, the right of correction 
should be the subject of a separate draft conven
tion. In those circumstances, the Netherlands 
delegation considered that the Mexican amend
ment was out of place in the draft under considera
tion and it would not, therefore, be able to vote 
for it. 

Mr. CHANG (China) suggested the deletion of 
the words "official and non-official" in article 3. 
That would allay the anxiety of the Indian dele
gation and at the same time answer the objections 
that had been made to the Indian amendment. 

'See E/Conf.6/42. 
• See E/Conf.6/SR.13. 

moment, le representant de la Belgique ne pre
sentera pas d'observations a cet sujet. 

M. KAYSER (France) declare qu'il a pris con
naissance avec inten~t de l'ensemble des amende
ments presentes par la delegation du Mexique. 
L'amendement a !'article 3 est certainement de 
nature a retenir la sympathie active de la delega
tion fram:;aise, etant donne qu'il reprend tme idee 
qui lui est chere et pour laquelle elle a lutte lors de 
la Conference sur la liberte de !'information tenue 
a Geneve. La delegation franc:;aise a ete en effet 
la premiere a proposer que I' on etende le droit de 
rectification au domaine internationaP. Cette no
tion, familiere sur le plan national, etait nouvelle, 
audacieuse meme, sur le plan international, et elle 
donna lieu a de tongues discussions a !'issue des
quelles i1 fut decide2 de la consacrer par un 
deuxieme projet de convention. 

D'autre part, la delegation franc:;aise a depose 
un amendement (A/ AC.3/425) proposant que les 
deux projets de convention fussent fusionnes en 
un seul. 

Dans ces conditions, on est en droit de se de
mander si l'amendement du Mexique trouve sa 
place a !'article 3 de la convention relative a l'acces 
aux informations et a leur transmission d'un pays 
a l'autre. 

M. Kayser fait remarquer, en outre, qu'il ne 
suffit pas d'inscrire un principe nouveau clans une 
convention: ii faut egalement en etablir les moda
lites d'application. C'est ce que !'on se propose de 
faire en ce qui concerne le droit de rectification 
dans le deuxieme projet de convention. En adop
tant la proposition de la delegation du Mexique, 
la Commission risquerait de rendre plus difficile 
la discussion ulterieure de ces modalites d'appli
cation. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) fait 
siennes les observations presentees par le repre
sentant des Etats-Unis au sujet de l'amendement 
de la delegation de la Pologne et de celui de la 
delegation de l'Inde. Par contre, la modification 
de redaction proposee par la delegation des Philip
pines lui parait acceptable. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement de la dele
gation du ~1exique (A/C.3/431/Corr.l), M. van 
Reuven Goedhart fait remarquer qu'il se compose 
en fait de deux parties distinctes ; la premiere 
expose une obligation morale tres reelle qui in
combe aux journalistes dans l'exercice de leur 
profession ; la seconde consacre le droit de rectifi
cation sur le plan international. 

La delegation des Pays-Bas estime qu'une con
vention liant des Etats contractants ne doit pas 
comporter mention des devoirs des journalistes 
a moins que ce ne soit d'une maniere generate, 
clans le preambule. D'autre part, le droit de rectifi
cation doit faire l'objet d'un projet de convention 
separe. Dans ces conditions, la delegation des 
Pays-Bas estime que l'amendement du Mexique 
n'a pas sa place dans le projet a l'etude et ne 
pourra lui donner sa voix. 

M. CHANG (Chine) suggere de supprimer dans 
le texte de l'article 3 les mots "officielles et non 
officielles", ce qui repondrait a la fois au souci de 
la delegation de l'lnde et aux objections formulees 
contre l'amendement de cette clerniere. 

'Voir E/Conf.6/42. 
• Voir E/Conf.6/SR.13. 
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He pointed out that the wording of article 3 
was not good. Its obscurity was the result of the 
Committee's decision to use the word "correspond
ent" to designate both foreign correspondents 
and those who were nationals of the State in 
whose territory they carried on their activities. 
Consequently, the text under consideration spoke 
of the State's ''own correspondents", which was 
neither accurate nor acceptable. 

The Committee would continue to encounter 
difficulties of that kind so long as it had not formu
lated a clear definition of the term "correspond
ent". 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) said that his delegation 
would vote in favour of the first part of the amend
ment submitted by the Mexican delegation ( A/C./ 
3/431/Corr.l). Nevertheless he thought that 
however important the second part of the amend
ment might be, it would be out of place in the 
draft convention the Committee was considering. 

The Brazilian delegation reserved the right to 
state its position on the question of the right of 
correction when the time came to examine the 
second draft convention. 

Replying to the criticisms of the amendment 
submitted by his delegation, Mr. DROHOJOWSKI 
(Poland) was amazed at the number of terms 
which certain representatives declared themselves 
incapable of defining. Such an attitude could only 
impede the Committee's work. He was afraid 
the consideration of the second draft convention 
might be made difficult by the many abstract terms 
it included, particularly in the fourth paragraph 
of the preamble. 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) noted that article 3, as 
worded, stipulated that no discrimination would 
be made between the correspondents of Contract
ing States, but did not ensure the same guarantee 
for the correspondents of States which were not 
parties to the convention. As the representative of 
Mexico had emphasized, freedom of information 
was the prerogative of peoples and not of news 
agencies. It would not, therefore, be logical to 
deprive the newspapers and citizens of countries 
which were not signatories of the convention of 
that prerogative. He therefore proposed the dele
tion of the term "Contracting", in order that 
freedom of information should be guaranteed to 
all the peoples of the world. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said that his 
delegation was unable to accept the Polish delega
tion's amendment to article 3, for the same reasons 
that it had voted against the other two Polish 
amendments. The Polish amendment did not, in 
fact, improve the wording, and the last part opened 
the door to a danger which must at all costs be 
avoided: the possible justification of censorship. 

With regard to the amendment submitted by the 
Indian delegation (A/C.3/420), he did not think 
the fears expressed by the United States repre
sentative were altogether well founded. "official 
news" was understood to mean news communi
cated by a Government, and that was the only 
news to which Governments could facilitate access. 
The deletion of the words "non-official" was not 
therefore contrary to the purpose of article 3. 

M. Chang signale ensuite que la redaction de 
!'article 3 n'est pas heureuse. L'obscurite qu'elle 
comporte decoule de la decision de la Commission 
d'employer le mot "correspondant" pour designer 
indifferemment les correspondants etrangers et 
ceux qui sont ressortissants de l'Etat sur le terri
toire duquel ils exercent leur activite. II en resulte 
que, clans le texte a l'etude, on parle des "propres 
correspondants" de l'Etat, ce qui n'est ni exact ni 
admissible. 

M. Chang fait remarquer que la Commission se 
heurtera a des difficultes de ce genre tant qu'elle 
n'aura pas defini clairement le terme "corres
pondant". 

M. PENTEADO (Bresil) declare que sa delega
tion votera en faveur de la premiere partie de 
l'amendement presente par la delegation du 
Mexique ( A/C.3/431/Corr.1). II estime cepen
dant que, quelle que soit l'importance de la seconde 
partie de cet amendement, celle-ci ne saurait 
trouver place clans le projet de convention que la 
Commission examine en ce moment. 

La delegation du Bresil se reserve d'exposer sa 
position sttr la question du droit de rectification 
au moment de l'examen du deuxieme projet de 
convention. 

Repondant aux critiques formulees a l'egard 
de l'amendement presente par sa delegation, 
M. DROHOJOWSKI (Pologne) s'etonne du nombre 
de termes que certains representants s'avouent 
incapables de definir. Cette attitude ne peut que 
nuire aux travaux de la Commission. M. Droho
jowski exprime la crainte que l'examen du 
deuxieme projet de convention n'en soit rendu 
difficile, etant donne la multitude de termes abs
traits qu'il comporte, notamment en son quatrieme 
considerant. 

M. KAHALI (Syrie) fait remarquer que l'article 
3, clans son libelle actuel, stipule qu'il ne sera fait 
aucune discrimination entre les correspondants des 
Etats contractants, mais n'assure pas la meme 
garantie aux correspondants des Etats qui ne 
seraient pas parties a la convention. Ainsi que l'a 
souligne le representant du Mexique, la liberte 
de !'information est l'apanage des peoples et non 
des agences de presse. II ne serait done pas logique 
d'en priver les journaux et les ressortissants des 
pays non signataires. M. Kahali propose en con
sequence de supprimer le terme "contractants", 
afin que la liberte de l'information soit garantie 
a tous les peuples du monde. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) annonce que sa 
delegation ne pourra pas accepter l'amendement 
presente par la Pologne a l'article 3, pour des 
raisons identiques a celles qui ont motive son vote 
contre les deux autres amendements polonais. 
L'amendement de la Pologne n'apporte en effet 
aucune amelioration de redaction et, en Sa der
niere partie, i1 ouvre la porte a un danger que 
l'on doit s'efforcer d'ecarter: la justification even
tuelle de la censure. 

M. Davies pense, a propos de l'amendement pre
sente par la delegation de l'Inde (A/C.3/420), 
que les craintes exprimees par le representant des 
Etats-Unis ne sont pas entierement fondees. Par 
"informations officielles", on entend celles qui 
sont communiquees par le gouvernement, et ce 
sont les settles dont celui-ci peut faciliter l'acces. 
La suppression des mots "non officielles" ne va 
done pas a l'encontre du but recherche a l'article 3. 



He saw in the :Mexican amendment a new 
example of the confusion which was made between 
duties and responsibilities on the one hand and 
technical facilities on the other. The aim of the 
convention was to facilitate the gathering of news. 
Article 3 dealt with the facilities to be accorded 
to correspondents in that field. A recapitulation of 
the obligations of correspondents was not, there
fore, appropriate. Those obligations might well be 
evoked in the preamble but they could not in any 
case be the subject of formal provisions. 

He thought that the right of correction was 
adequately covered by the second draft convention 
and by the French delegation's proposal to com
bine the two draft conventions. A vague and 
general declaration such as the one in the Mexican 
amendment presented no advantage and might well 
give rise to new waves of propaganda. 

The United Kingdom delegation was entirely 
in favour of sanctioning the right of correction. 
It thought, however, that it was preferable to 
make it the subject of a separate c&nvention, as 
had been decided at Geneva. 

Lastly, he did not consider that the text of 
article 3 was as ambiguous as the Chinese repre-, 
sentative thought. However, in order to meet the 
concern expressed by the representative of China, 
the phrase "its own correspondents'' might be 
replaced by a more specific formula. He, for his 
part, would suggest the following : "the corres
pondents employed by its national Press". 
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Mr. RAO (India) stated that the purpose of 
article 3 was clear: it was to ensure free access to 
information for all correspondents, without dis
crimination. If, however, Governments were to be 
made responsible for ensuring free access to of
ficial news, the same obligation could not be 
imposed upon them with regard to non-official 
news emanating from sources over which the 
Governments had, by definition, no control. 

The Indian delegation would accept the Chinese 
representative's suggestion that the reference to 
official and non-official news should be deleted. 
That would meet the wishes of his delegation and 
at the same time answer the objections raised by 
the United: States representative. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) stated that his 
delegation supported the amendment proposed 
by the representative of Mexico. It considered 
that, in addition to journalists who deliberately 
spread false news, there were others who, through 
laziness or negligence, failed to correct erroneous 
news which they might have transmitted in good 
faith. The Mexican amendment guarded against 
those two dangers. Correspondents were human, 
and consequently fallible, and there was no reason 
to grant them special privileges. The Mexican 
amendment would give correspondents a deeper 
sense of their professional responsibility. 

The representative of Saudi Arabia did not 
share the opinion that the right of correction 
should be included only in the second draft con
vention. It was not certain that all the Govern
ments would accept the three draft conventions 
under consideration, and the right of correction 
was a principle too important not to appear in 
each of the conventions. 

Quant a l'amendement du Mexique, M. Davies 
y voit un nouvel exemple de la confusion qui est 
faite entre les devoirs et les responsabilites d'une 
part, et les moyens techniques de l'autre. Le but 
de la convention est de faciliter l'acces aux nou
velles. L'article 3 traite des facilites a accorder 
aux correspondants clans ce domaine. Un rappel 
des obligations des correspondants n'y a done pas 
sa place. Ces obligations pourraient etre evoquees 
clans le preambule, mais elles ne sauraient en 
aucun cas faire l'objet de dispositions formelles. 

Pour ce qui est du droit de rectification, 
M. Davies estime qu'il est couvert de maniere ade
quate par le deuxieme projet de convention et par 
la proposition de fusion des deux projets de con
vention presente par la delegation de la France. 
C ne declaration generate et vague comme celle que 
contient l'amendement mexicain ne presente pas 
d'utilite et risquerait de provoquer de nouvelles 
vagues de propagande. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni se declare en
tierement en faveur de la consecration du droit de 
rectification. Elle pense cependant qu'il est prefe
rable, ainsi qu'il a ete decide a Geneve, d'en faire 
l'objet d'une convention separee. 

Enfin, M. Davis ne pense pas que le texte de 
!'article 3 soit aussi ambigu que l'estime le repre
sentant de la Chine. Toutefois, pour repondre au 
souci exprime par ce dernier, on pourrait remplacer 
!'expression "ses propres correspondants" par une 
formule plus precise. Le representant du Royaume
U ni suggere, pour sa part, la suivante: "les cor
respondants employes par sa presse nationale". 

M. RAO ( Inde) souligne que le but de !'article 3 
est clair en soi : assurer le libre acces aux infor
mations a tous les correspondants sans discrimina
tion. Cependant, si la responsabilite d'assurer ce 
libre acces incomhe aux gouvernements en ce qui 
concerne les informations officielles, on ne saurait 
leur imposer la meme obligation pour les nouvelles 
non officielles qui emanent de sources sur lesquel\es 
les gouvernements n'ont, par definition, aucun 
controle. 

La delegation de l'Inde acceptera la suggestion 
du representant de la Chine de supprimer la refe
rence aux informations officielles et non officielles, 
ce qui repond a la fois au souci de sa delegation 
ainsi qu'aux objections soulevees par le represen
tant des Etats-Unis. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) declare que sa 
delegation appuie l'amendement propose par le 
representant du Mexique. Elle estime en effet que, 
a cote des journalistes qui repandent deliberement 
des informations fausses, il en est d'autres qui, 
par paresse ou par negligence, omettent de rectifier 
les informations erronees qu'ils auraient trans
mises de bonne foi. L'amendement du Mexique 
pare a ces deux dangers. Les correspondants sont 
humains et par consequent faillibles, et ii n'y a pas 
de raison de leur accorder des privileges speciaux. 
L'amendement du Mexique donnerait aux corres
pondants une plus grande conscience de leurs 
responsabilites professionnelles. 

Le representant de 1' Arabie saoudite ne partage 
pas l'avis selon lequel le droit de rectification 
devrait etre inscrit seulement dans le deuxieme 
projet de convention. II n'est pas assure en effet 
que tous les gouvernements accepteront les trois 
projets de convention a l'etude, et le droit de 
rectification est un principe trop important pour 
ne pas figurer clans chacune des conventions. 



Mr. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopia) supported the 
Mexican amendment. He thought that, if Govern
ments were asked to make concessions for the 
sake of freedom of information, it would be only 
fair, on the same principle, to impose obligations 
upon correspondents and news agencies also. 

The representative of Ethiopia had no precon
ceived idea where such an amendment should 
appear. He would vote for it, however, because 
he entirely approved of the spirit of it; moreover, 
he thought that correspondents should be respon
sible for news which they transmitted. 
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Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) sup
ported the Philippine amendment, which would 
facilitate the adoption of the original text. Like 
the Chinese representative, he considered that the 
words "official and non-official'' might be deleted, 
in compliance with the wish of the representative 
of India. To avoid the difficulty to which the 
Chinese representative had drawn attention, he 
suggested the substitution of the words "for its 
national correspondents" for the words "for its 
own correspondents". With those exceptions, the 
original text seemed to him to be more satisfactory 
than the variants proposed by the delegations of 
India and Poland. 

The Colombian delegation gave its unreserved 
support to the principles contained in the first part 
of the Mexican amendment (A/C.3/431/Corr.l). 

With reference to the right of correction pro
vided for in the second part of that amendment, 
he stated that several Latin-American countries 
did not have sufficient resources in news material, 
and had to depend upon foreign agencies. It 
sometimes happened that the prestige of those 
countries was damaged by false news transmitted 
by certain correspondents, and it was right that 
Governments should be able to demand that such 
false news be corrected. 

Mr. Gonzalez Fernandez therefore proposed 
that a sub-committee, made up of the representa
tives of Cuba, France, the United States, Mexico 
and Yugoslavia, should be established to discuss 
the Mexican amendment, from the point of view 
of form and of the possibility of including it in 
an article of the convention. 

Mr. TsARAPKIX (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) noted that the three Polish amend
ments to the first three articles of the draft con
vention had been rejected. It was obvious that 
the atmosphere prevailing in the Committee was 
the same as that at the Conference on Freedom 
of Information and in the Human Rights Com
mittee of the Economic and Social Council, and 
that certain representatives once again wanted to 
eliminate any obligation on the part of journalists 
to transmit accurate news. 

The purpose of all the objections which had 
been raised against the Polish amendments could 
only be to grant full liberty to news agencies and 
correspondents enabling them to disseminate false 
or distorted news and thus to encourage propa
ganda against certain countries. The members of 
the Committee should understand that absolute 
freedom granted to correspondents served only 
the interests of private enterprises and of those 
who controlled them. Such freedom was contrary 
to the interests of the people ; if that principle were 
not opposed by the Committee, it would provoke 
very serious international difficulties in the future. 

M. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopie) appuie l'amende
ment du Mexique. 11 estime que si l'on demande 
aux gouvernements de faire des concessions au 
nom de la liberte de !'information, il serait juste 
egalement d'imposer des obligations aux corres
pondants et aux entreprises d'information au nom 
du meme principe. 

Le representant de l'Ethiopie n'a pas d'idee 
preconr;ue en ce qui concerne la place ou devrait 
figurer cet amendement. Il votera cependant en sa 
faveur car il en approuve entierement l'esprit; de 
plus, ii estime que les correspondants doivent etre 
responsables des informations qu'ils transmettent. 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) appuie 
l'amendement des Philippines, qui permettra d'ac
cepter plus facilement le texte primitif. 11 estime, 
avec le representant de la Chine, que l'on pourrait 
supprimer les mots "officielles et non officielles" et 
repondre ainsi aux desirs du representant de 
l'Inde. Pour prevenir la difficulte soulignee par 
le representant de la Chine, il suggere de rem
placer les mots "pour ses propres correspondants" 
par les mots "pour ses correspondants nationaux". 
A vec ces reserves, le texte initial lui semble plus 
satisfaisant que les variantes proposees par les 
delegations de l'Inde et de la Pologne. 

Le representant de la Colombie appuie sans 
reserve les principes contenus dans la premiere 
partie de l'amendement du Mexique (A/C.3/ 
431/Corr.1). 

Au sujet du droit de rectification prevu clans la 
seconde partie de cet amendement, i1 signale que 
plusieurs pays d'Amerique latine n'ont pas de 
ressources suffisantes en matiere d'information et 
doivent dependre d'agences etrangeres. II arrive 
que le prestige de ces pays soit atteint par les 
nouvelles fausses que transmettent certains cor
respondants, et il est juste que les gouvernements 
puissent demander que ces nouvelles fausses soient 
rectifiees. 

:'.\L Gonzalez Fernandez propose done la crea
tion d'un comite compose des representants de 
Cuba, de la France, des Etats-Unis, du Mexique 
et de la Yougoslavie, qui serait charge d'examiner 
l'amendement mexicain au point de vue de la 
forme, et la possibilite de l'incorporer dans un 
article de la convention. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) constate que les trois amende
ments de la Pologne aux trois premiers articles du 
projet de convention ont ete rejetes. II est mani
feste que !'atmosphere qui regne au sein de la 
Commission est la meme qu'a la Conference sur la 
liberte de !'information et au Comite des droits de 
l'homme du Conseil economique et social, et que 
certains representants veulent, une fois de plus, 
eliminer toute obligation de la part des joumalistes 
de transmettre des nouvelles exactes. 

M. Tsarapkine declare que toutes les objections 
qu'on a soulevees contre les amendements de la 
Pologne ne peuvent viser qu'a accorder une liberte 
absolue aux agences d'information et aux corres
pondants pour leur permettre de diffuser des 
informations fausses ou deformees et d' encourager 
ainsi la propagande contre certains pays. Les 
membres de la Commission devraient comprendre 
que la liberte absolue accordee aux correspondants 
sert uniquement les interets des entreprises privees 
et de ceux qui les contr6lent. Elle est contraire 
aux interets des peuples et, si la Commission ne 
s'oppose pas a ce principe, l'avenir montrera qu'il 
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The purpose of the Polish amendment was to pre
vent such difficulties and to defend the cause of 
peace. The USSR delegation would therefore 
vote for that amendment. 

Mr. Tsara.pkin pointed out that the first part 
of the Mexican amendment was similar to the 
Polish amendment, and expressed surprise that 
the numerous representatives who had opposed 
the Polish amendment should subsequently sup
port that of :Mexico. 

The USSR delegation would vote in favour of 
the first part of the Mexican amendment; it 
requested that the amendment should be voted 
on in parts. 

The meeting rose at 6.20 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETIETH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Monday, 18 April 1949, at 11 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (co~TINUED) 

-Before inviting the Committee to continue the 
study of article 3, the CHAIRMAN called upon the 
representative of Chile to speak on a point of 
order. 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) drew the Committee's 
attention to the fact that the Spanish text of the 
draft convention on the gathering and interna
tional transmission of news did not correspond 
to the established texts in the other two working 
languages. She pointed out, in particular, that the 
Spanish text of article 4 mentioned "national 
military security", while in the English and French 
texts there was only mention of the maintenance 
of "national :,ecurity"; the word "encourages" is 
translated in article 2 by the word facilitar, and in 
article 3 by the word estimular; lastly, to cite only 
one other example, the translation of the phrase 
"in order to cover its proceedings", appearing in 
article 8, was not quite satisfactory. 

The delegation of Chile stressed the difficulty 
which in such circumstances the Spanish-speaking 
delegations hid in participating in the work of 
the Committee, and requested that arrangements 
should be made without delay for a careful revision 
of the Spanish text of the draft convention. 

Article 3 ( cor:tinued) 

Mr. CHANG (China) recalled that he had en
deavoured, on several occasions, to call attention 
to the difficulties which were bound to arise 
throughout the study of the draft convention as 
a result of the Committee's decision not to use the 
term "foreign correspondent''. 

Mr. Chang felt compelled to protest again, on 
the occasion of the verbal proposal made by the 
United Kingdom representative at the 189th meet
ing to replace the words "its own correspondents" 
bv the words "the correspondents employed by its 
national Press". Such a formula was not satis-

provoquera des difficultes internationales tres 
graves. L'amendement polonais veut prevenir ces 
difficultes et defendre la cause de la paix. La 
delegation de l'URSS votera done en faveur de 
cet amendement. 

M. Tsarapkine fait ensuite observer que la 
premiere partie de l'amendement mexicain est 
semblable a l'amendement polonais, et s'etonne 
que les nombreux representants qui se sont oppo
ses a l'amendement de la Pologne appuient mainte
nant celui du Mexique. 

La delegation de l'URSS, pour sa part, se pro
noncera en faveur de la premiere partie de l'amen
dement mexicain, et elle demande la division du 
vote sur cet amendement. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 20. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-DIXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le lundi 18 avril 1949, a 11 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

125. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L'ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION D'UN 
PAYS A L'AUTRE (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Avant d'inviter la Commission a poursuivre 
l'examen de !'article 3, le PRESIDENT donne la pa
role a la representante du Chili sur une question 
d'ordre. 

Mme FIGUEROA ( Chili) attire !'attention de la 
Commission sur le fait que le texte espagnol du 
projet de convention relatif a l'acces aux informa
tions et a leur transmission d'un pays a l'autre 
n'est pas conforme aux textes etablis dans les deux 
autres langues de travail. Elle signale notamment 
que le texte espagnol de !'article 4 mentionne la 
"securite militaire nationale", alors que, dans les 
textes anglais et frall(;ais, il n'est question que du 
maintien de la "securite nationale"; le mot "en
courage" est traduit a l'article 2 par facilitar, a !'ar
ticle 3 par estiniular; enfin, et pour ne citer qu'un 
autre exemple, la traduction du membre de phrase 
"en vue de suivre les travaux de celle-ci", qui 
figure a !'article 8, laisse a desirer. 

La delegation du Chili souligne combien ii est 
difficile pour les delegations de langue espagnole 
de participer dans ces conditions aux travaux de 
la Commission, et elle demande que des mesures 
soient prises pour qu'il soit procede sans retard 
a une revision soignee du texte espagnol du projet 
de convention. 

Article 3 (suite) 

M. CHANG (Chine) rappelle qu'a plusieurs re
prises, il s'est efforce de denoncer les difficultes qui 
ne manqueront pas de surgir tout au long de l'exa
men du projet de convention par suite de la deci
sion prise par la Commission de ne pas employer 
le terme "correspondant etranger". 

M. Chang se voit oblige une fois de plus de le 
faire a 1' occasion de la proposition faite oralement 
par le representant du Royaume-Uni a la 189eme 
seance de remplacer les mots "ses propres corres
pondants" par "les correspondants employes par 
sa presse nationale". Cette formule n'est pas heu-



factory for numerous reasons. In the first place, 
the word "Press" was not appropriate in view of 
the fact that there were other means of communi
cating information, such as radio broadcasting 
and motion pictures. Moreover, the use of the 
word "national" as opposed to the word "foreign" 
also led to confusion. The aim was to ensure to 
a foreign correspondent working for a foreign 
information agency the same protection as was 
enjoyed by a correspondent who was a national 
of the country in which he carried on his profes
sional activities whether or not he worked for 
a foreign agency. Such a distinction between cor
respondents of foreign nationality and non-foreign 
correspondents was not evident in the formula 
proposed by the United Kingdom representative 
which, furthermore, did not do away with the 
ambiguity of the text. Lastly, Mr. Chang re
marked that the word "employed", which he liked 
on account of its honesty, did not provide the 
necessary clarity either, since domestic news agen
cies also employed foreign personnel. 

The representative of China requested the Com
mittee to take no decision, for the time being, on 
that delicate question of drafting, which had al
ready caused so much difficulty and would con
tinue to do so if it were not judiciously settled. 
He warned the Committee that it would be con
fronted with the same problem until it found an 
entirely satisfactory formula to define what it 
meant by the term "correspondent". 

Mr. VRBA (Czechoslovakia) said that his dele
gation could not agree to the original wording 
of article 3 of the draft convention for the same 
reasons that had led it to reject article 2. 

The draft under consideration did not clearly 
define the meaning of the words "news material" 
or "correspondent" and thus gave fascist-minded 
correspondents a free hand to engage in propa
ganda and incite war. 

The same mistake of failing to state clearly the 
nature of information had been made in article 3. 
The first part of the Mexican amendment ( A/C. 
3/431/Corr.1) tried to correct that omission, and 
accordingly his delegation would vote for it. His 
delegation reserved its position, however, on the 
second part of that amendment, the possible effect 
of which merited a fuller study; it agreed with 
those delegations which were in favour of resum
ing the discussion of that part during the Com
mittee's consideration of the second draft con
vention. 

The Indian representative's suggestion (A/C. 
3/420), orally amended at the 189th meeting, to 
delete the words "official and non-official" did not 
improve the original text ; on the contrary from 
the truly impartial journalist's point of view, non
official sources of information - such as the work
man, the peasant, the man in the street - were 
highly important and access to them should be 
facilitated. 

His delegation would vote unreservedly in 
favour of the wording proposed by the Polish 
delegation for article 3 (A/C.3/433). He was sur
prised at the tendency shown in the Committee 
to interpret all efforts to introduce concepts of 
objectivity and conscience into the draft conven-
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reuse pour de nombreuses raisons. Tout d'abord, 
le mot "presse" n'est pas approprie, etant donne 
qu'il existe d'autres moyens d'information, tels que 
la radiodiffusion, le cinema, etc. D'autre part, l'em
ploi du mot "national" par opposition a celui 
d' "etranger" prete egalement a confusion. 11 s'agit 
ici d'assurer au correspondant etranger travaillant 
pour une entreprise d'information etrangere la 
meme protection qu'au correspondant - qu'il tra
vaille OU non pour une entreprise etrangere -
qui est ressortissant du pays ou it exerce son ac
tivite professionnelle : cette distinction entre le 
correspondant de nationalite etrangere et le cor
respondant non etranger ne ressort pas de la for
mule proposee par le representant du Royaume
Uni. Celle-ci ne supprime done pas l'ambiguite du 
texte. Enfin, M. Chang fait remarquer que le mot 
"employes", qui lui plait par sa franchise, n'ap
porte pas non plus l'eclaircissement desire puisque 
les entreprises d'information nationales emploient 
aussi bien du personnel etranger. 

Le representant de la Chine demande a la Com
mission de ne prendre aucune decision pour le 
moment sur cette delicate question de redaction 
qui a provoque deja tant de dfficultes et en pro
voquera encore a l'avenir si elle n'est pas reglee 
de maniere judicieuse. Il previent la Commission 
qu'elle se trouvera devant le meme probleme tant 
qu'elle n'aura pas elabore de formule entierement 
satisfaisante pour definir ce qu'elle entend par le 
terme "correspondant". 

M. VRBA (Tchecoslovaquie) declare que sa 
delegation ne peut approuver !'article 3 du projet 
de convention dans son libelle original pour les 
memes raisons que celles qui l'ont pousse a re
jeter l'article 2. 

Le projet a l'etude, en ne definissant pas exacte
ment ce que l'on doit entendre par "documents 
d'information" ou par "correspondant", donne 
pour ainsi dire toute latitude aux correspondants 
de presse fascistes de se livrer a leur reuvre de 
propagande et d'incitation a la guerre. 

L'article 3 commet la meme erreur en n'indi
quant pas clairement le caractere que doivent avoir 
les informations. La premiere partie de l'amende
ment du Mexique (A/C.3/431/Corr.1) s'efforce 
de remedier a cette Iacune et c'est pourquoi la 
delegation tchecoslovaque votera en sa faveur. 
Elle reserve cependant sa decision quant a la 
seconde partie de cet amendement, dont les conse
quences eventuelles meritent une plus ample 
etude ; elle se rallie aux delegations qui proposent 
d'en reprendre la discussion au moment ou la 
Commission examinera le deuxieme projet de con
vention. 

M. Vrba ne pense pas que la proposition du re
presentant de l'Inde (A/C.3/420) amendee orale
ment a la 189eme seance, tendant a supprimer les 
mots "officielles et non officielles", ameliore le 
texte initial ; au contraire, ii estime que, du point 
de vue du journaliste veritablement impartial, les 
sources non officielles - l'ouvrier, le paysan, le 
citoyen ordinaire - presentent une importance 
considerable et qu'il importe done de lui en faciliter 
l'acces. 

La delegation de la Tchecoslovaquie votera par 
contre sans reserve en faveur de la redaction pro
posee par la delegation de la Pologne pour l'article 
3 (A/C.3/433). Il s'etonne a ce propos de la 
tendance qui se manifeste au sein de la Commis
sion d'interpreter toutes les tentatives faites en 
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tion as attempts to restrict freedom of information 
in the international sphere. Reality showed that 
interpretation to be incorrect. By way of illustra
tion, Mr. Vrba said that nine United States cor
respondents were working in Czechoslovakia, 
while there was only one Czechoslovak correspond
ent in the United States of America. 

Finally, in reply to the French representative, 
he defined the professional responsibility of a 
journalist, and said that a journalist worthy of 
the name had a responsibility not only to his own 
Government but also - and above all - to the 
peace-loving masses throughout the world. 

Mr. ZAYD'iN (Cuba) said his delegation sup
ported the proposal made by the Colombian 
representative at the preceding meeting, to set up 
a sub-committee of five to study the Mexican 
amendment. That sub-committee would be asked 
to study the first part of the Mexican amendment 
from the point of view of its form and the posi
tion it should have in article 3. The importance 
of the first part of the Mexican amendment could 
not be denied, as one of the main purposes of 
international news was to improve understanding 
between the peoples through the free flow of true 
and objective information. The Latin-American 
countries, which had particular grounds for com
plaining of their treatment both by the European 
Press and by that of the United States, attached 
great importance to that part of the Mexican 
amendment. 

His delegation likewise suggested that the sub
committee should be asked also to study the 
second part of the Mexican amendment. That 
second part corresponded to the second draft con
vention and should, in principle, only be discussed 
jointly with the latter. The Committee would 
facilitate and reduce its work by taking an im
mediate decision on the fusion of the two texts 
proposed by the French delegation ( A/C.3/425). 
Such a fusion would permit an immediate exam
ination of the right of correction, which the South 
American countries regarded as essential on the 
international level if news were to be objective 
and true, a requirement which alone could con
tribute to the maintenance of understanding 
between the peoples. 

Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) stated that article 
3 did not deal adequately with the important 
question of the gathering of news and its com
munication from one country to another. His 
main objection lay in the fact that information 
agencies were not defined as they should be. 
Moreover, the majority of the members of the 
Third Committee had opposed the introduction 
into the text of any idea of responsibility, so that 
what was being defended under the name of free
dom of information was in fact the freedom of 
monopolies which, in capitalist countries, con
trolled information media and transformed them 
into powerful instruments of propaganda. He 
quoted extracts from a book recently published 
in the United States of America, entitled Public 
Opinion and Foreign Policy, to show that every 
agency of the United States news system in 

vue d'introduire les notions d'objectivite et de con
science dans le texte du projet de convention 
comme des efforts tendant a restreindre la liberte 
de !'information clans le domaine international. La 
realite contredit une telle interpretation. M. Vrba 
en voit !'illustration clans le fait que neuf corres
pondants americains travaillent en Tchecoslova
quie alors qu'il n'y a aux Etats-Unis qu'un seul 
correspondant tchecoslovaque. 

Enfin, et pour repondre au representant de la 
France, M. Vrba, definissant la responsabilite pro
fessionnelle du journaliste, declare qu'a son sens 
la responsabilite de tout journaliste digne de ce 
nom est engagee non pas seulement vis-a-vis de 
son gouvernement, mais egalement - et sourtout 
- vis-a-vis des masses pacifiques du monde. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) appuie, au nom de sa dele
gation, la proposition faite par le representant de 
la Colombie a la seance precedente de former un 
comite de cinq membres charge d'examiner 
l'amendement du Mexique. Ce comite serait 
charge d'etudier la premiere partie de l'amende
ment tant au point de vue de la forme que de la 
place qu'elle devra occuper clans le corps de l'ar
ticle 3. On ne peut nier en effet }'importance de 
cette premiere partie de l'amendement mexicain 
etant donne que l'un des buts les plus eleves de 
!'information internationale est de contribuer a la 
bonne entente des peuples par la diffusion de nou
velles exactes et objectives. Les pays de l'Ame
rique latine, qui ont des raisons particulieres de 
se plaindre du traitement qu'ils subissent tant de 
la part de la presse europeenne que de celle de 
l' Amerique du Nord, attachent une grande impor
tance a cette partie de l'amendement mexicain. 

La delegation de Cuba propose a son tour de 
confier au comite le soin d'etudier egalement la 
seconde partie de l'amendement mexicain. Cette 
seconde partie correspond au deuxieme projet de 
convention et ne doit, en principe, etre discutee 
qu'en liaison avec ce dernier. La delegation de 
Cuba est toutefois d'avis que la Commission facili
tera et abregera ses travaux en prenant d'ores et 
deja une decision au sujet de la fusion des deux 
textes proposee par la delegation de la France 
(A/C.3/425). Une telle fusion permettrait d'abor
der sans plus de retard l'examen du droit de recti
fication. Les pays de l' Amerique du Sud estiment 
qu'il est essentiel de consacrer ce droit sur le ter
rain international si I' on veut assurer aux infor
mations le caractere d'objectivite et de verite qui 
seul peut contribuer au maintien de bonnes rela
tions entre les peuples. 

M. DEDIJER (Yougoslavie) declare que la ques
tion importante de l'acces aux informations et de 
leur transmission d'un pays a l'autre est imparfaite
ment traitee dans !'article 3. Le principal obstacle 
reside dans le fait que les entreprises d'information 
ne sont pas definies comme elles devraient 
l'etre. D'autre part, la majorite des membres de 
la Commission se sont opposes a !'introduc
tion clans le texte de toute notion de responsabilite, 
de sorte que ce que !'on defend au nom de la liberte 
de !'information, c'est la liberte d'action des mo
nopoles qui, clans les pays capitalistes, detiennent 
les moyens d'information et les transforment en 
puissants instruments de propagande. M. Dedijer 
cite des extraits d'un ouvrage recemment paru aux 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Public Opinion and For
eign Policy, pour demontrer que tous les organes 
dont dispose !'information americaine en Europe 



Europe was taking part in the "cold war" which 
was being waged there. The Yugoslav delegation 
was opposed to such a state of affairs, and would 
therefore vote in favour of the first part of the 
Mexican amendment. 

The Yugoslav delegation could not, however, 
accept the Colombian proposal to set up a sub
committee, as it believed the question to be of 
sufficient importance to be discussed at a plenary 
meeting of the committee itself. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) supported the Colombian 
proposal, as endorsed by the Cuban representative. 
He thought that a sub-committee, set up in the 
form of a small, informal working group, might 
reach complete agreement in the course of its 
discussions. 

In reply to the Czechoslovak representative's 
remarks, he stated that he subscribed wholeheart
edly to his definition of the responsibilities of a 
journalist. The difference between their two view
points lay in the fact that he himself considered 
that the only body which could possibly judge 
of the manner in which those responsibilities 
could be understood and carried out was an in
ternational body, and that a supreme international 
authority for questions of information, above 
national sovereignty, could and should exist. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) stressed the importance 
of the discussion in the course of which the Third 
Committee was endeavouring to define the in
ternational concept of the freedom of information. 
In carrying out that endeavour, there was a risk 
that delegations might adopt too restricted a view 
and might define freedom of information only as 
it related to national interests or in conjunction 
with out-of-date notions of liberalism. Freedom 
of information should be studied within the frame
work of prevailing realities, and the ultimate aim 
of the convention which was being drawn up 
should be to contribute to the establishment of 
world democracy. No Press could be truly demo
cratic unless it insisted on the observance of 
certain obligations designed to protect it from 
arbitrary control. 

It had been said that the object of the conven
tion was the declaration of the principles which 
guaranteed freedom of information, and that 
responsibilities could not be imposed upon news
paper correspondents - who were not signatories 
to the convention. The Governments who would 
sign the convention could, however, undertake to 
see that their information agencies respected the 
lofty principles of international co-operation upon 
which the United Nations was founded. Such 
was the purpose of the first part of the Mexican 
amendment. 

The second part of the Mexican amendment was 
intended to provide an opportunity for Govern
ments to request a correction in cases where they 
considered certain news about themselves to be 
tendentious or erroneous. That was a right which 
had been generally recognized on the domestic 
level and which should have a place in the draft 
convention. The Mexican delegation would not, 
however, press for that part of its amendment to 
be maintained if it were given an assurance that 
the sub-committee, which it had been proposed 
should be set up, would also study the possibility 
of combining the two drafts of the convention. 
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part1c1pent a la "guerre froide" qui s'y livre ac
tuellement. La delegation de la Yougoslavie s'op
pose a un tel etat de choses et c'est pourquoi elle 
votera en faveur de la premiere partie de l'amende
ment du Mexique. 

La delegation de la Yougoslavie ne peut, par 
ailleurs, accepter la proposition de la Colombie de 
former un comite, car elle estime que la question 
est assez importante pour etre cliscutee en seance 
pleniere. 

M. KAYSER (France) se declare en faveur de 
la proposition presentee par la Colombie, telle 
qu'elle a ete reprise par le representant de Cuba. 
II pense en effet que les deliberations d'un comite 
- qu'il aimerait voir constituer sous la forme d'un 
petit groupe de travail officieux - fourniront !'oc
casion d'arriver a un accord complet. 

Repondant a son tour au representant de la 
Tchecoslovaquie, M. Kayser declare qu'il souscrit 
entierement a sa definition de la responsabilite du 
journaliste. La difference entre leurs deux points 
de vue provient de ce que M. Kayser estime que le 
juge de la maniere dont cette responsabilite peut 
etre comprise et appliquee ne peut etre qu'une 
juridiction internationale et que, au-dessus de la 
souverainete nationale, i1 peut et doit exister une 
souverainete internationale en matiere d'informa
tion. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) souligne toute }'impor
tance du present debat au cours duquel la Com
mission s'efforce de fixer un concept international 
de liberte de !'information. Le danger de cette 
tache est de voir les delegations se placer sur un 
terrain trop etroit et definir la liberte de l'informa
tion en fonction des seuls interets nationaux OU 
en liaison avec certains concepts perimes du libe
ralisme. La liberte de !'information doit etre exa
minee clans le cadre des realites existantes, et la 
convention que I' on se propose de rediger doit 
avoir pour fin ultime de contribuer a la creation 
d'un monde democratique. Aucune presse ne serait 
reellement democratique en !'absence de certaines 
obligations de nature a la soustraire a une direc
tion arbitraire. 

On a dit que la convention a pour but d'enoncer 
les principes qui garantissent la liberte de !'infor
mation et qu'on ne saurait imposer de responsa
bilites aux correspondants de presse, qui ne 
sont pas parties a la convention. Mais les gouver
nements, qui sont, eux, signataires de !'instru
ment, peuvent prendre !'engagement de veiller 
ce que leurs entreprises d'information respectent 
les principes eleves de cooperation internationale 
qui sont a la base de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Tel est le but de la premiere partie de 
l'amendement du Mexique. 

La seconde partie de cet amendement donne aux 
gouvernements la possibilite de demander rectifi
cation au cas ou ils jugent qu'une information les 
concernant est tendancieuse ou erronee. II s'agit 
la d'un droit generalement reconnu sur le terrain 
national et qui doit trouver place dans le present 
projet de convention. La delegation du Mexique 
n'insistera cependant pas sur le maintien de cette 
partie de son amendement si elle a !'assurance que 
le comite dont on propose la creation etudiera 
egalement la possibilite de fusionner les deux pro
jets de convention. 



The CHAIRMAN proposed that a small informal 
working group consisting of the Cuban, French, 
Mexican, United States and Yugoslav representa
tives should be set up in accordance with the 
proposals of the Colombian and French repre
sentatives. The working group would subse
quently have to submit suggestions to the Com
mittee regarding the final wording of the Mexican 
amendment and where it should appear in the 
convention. 

Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) felt that it was use
less and out of order to set up the working group 
in view of the reasons which he had already 
mentioned. In any case, the Polish representative 
should, in his opinion, be in the group if it were 
set up. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico), supported by Mr. 
CANHAM (United States of America), urged 
that it would be better to refer the Mexican 
amendment to a more representative committee 
for consideration in view of its importance. That 
committee should also be required to study the 
question of amalgamating the first two conven
tions as proposed by the French representative. 
Its eventual conclusions on the latter question 
might lead to an amendment of the Mexican 
proposal and would, moreover, enable the Com
mittee to save time. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) agreed with the Mexican 
representative. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) urged that the plenary Committee 
should study the question of amalgamating the 
first two conventions. That was an extremely 
important matter. Many delegations, and the 
USSR delegation in particular, were in principle 
opposed to the amalgamation of the two conven
tions, because they felt that the right of correc
tion and the dissemination of corrections came 
under the national jurisdiction of each State and 
could not form the subject of an international 
convention. The Soviet Union delegation could 
not therefore agree to the setting up of a working 
group to consider the question. 

He suggested that the Committee should take 
up the first part of the Mexican amendment and 
subsequently study, in conjunction with the French 
delegation's proposals, the second part of the 
amendment to the effect that certain provisions 
regarding the right of correction should be in
cluded in the convention. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) and Mr. 
ZAYDIN (Cuba) shared the USSR representative's 
opinion. The plenary Committee would have to 
take a stand on the question of amalgamating the 
first two conventions before it could reach a deci
sion on the Mexican amendment and the setting 
up of a working group. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) also thought 
that the discussion on the amalgamation of the 
first two conventions should first be taken up in 
plenary meeting. He did feel, however, that a 
small unofficial working group could be set up 
forthwith to study the various suggestions made 
regarding the Mexican amendment. Where that 
working group had reached specific conclusions 
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Le PRESIDENT propose de constituer un petit 
groupe de travail officieux compose des represen
tants de Cuba, de la France, du Mexique, des 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique et de la Yougoslavie, con
formement aux propositions des representants de 
la Colombie et de la France. Ce groupe de travail 
serait charge de presenter ulterieurement a la 
Commission des suggestions concernant la forme 
definitive de l'amendement du Mexique et sa place 
clans la convention. 

M. DEDIJER (Yougoslavie) estime que la cons
titution de ce groupe de travail est inutile et inac
ceptable pour les raisons qu'il a deja indiquees. 
En tout cas M. Dedijer considere que le repre
sentant de la Pologne devrait faire partie de ce 
groupe, s'il etait cree. 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique), appuye par M. CAN
HAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique), souligne qu'en 
raison de !'importance de l'amendement propose 
par le Mexique, il serait preferable d'en confier 
l'examen a un comite plus largement representatif. 
Ce comite devrait etre egalement charge d'etudier 
la question de la fusion des deux premieres con
ventions, proposee par la France. Les conclusions 
auxquelles il pourrait arriver sur cette derniere 
question pourraient modifier la proposition du 
Mexique et permettraient en outre a la Commis
sion de gagner du temps. 

M. KAYSER (France) se rallie au point de vue 
du representant du Mexique. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) insiste pour que la question de 
la fusion des deux premieres conventions soit exa
minee par la Commission en seance pleniere. I1 
s'agit la d'une question extremement importante. 
De nombreuses delegations, et en particulier celle 
de l'URSS, combattent le principe de la fusion de 
ces deux conventions car, a leur avis, le droit de 
rectification et la diffusion de ces rectifications 
entrent clans le cadre de la juridiction nationale de 
chaque Etat et ne peuvent faire l'objet d'une con
vention internationale. La delegation de l'Union 
sovietique ne peut done pas accepter la creation 
d'un groupe de travail charge de l'examen de cette 
question. 

M. Tsarapkine suggere que la Commission exa
mine la premiere partie de l'amendement propose 
par le Mexique, et etudie ulterieurement, en rela
tion avec les propositions de la delegation de la 
France, la seconde partie de cet amendement, ten
dant a !'insertion clans la convention de certaines 
dispositions relatives au droit de rectification. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) et M. ZAYDIN 
(Cuba) partagent !'opinion exprimee par le repre
sentant de l'URSS. La Commission pleniere doit 
se prononcer d'abord sur la question de la fusion 
des deux premieres conventions, avant de pouvoir 
prendre une decision sur l'amendement du Mexi
que et de constituer un groupe de travail. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) estime egalement 
que la discussion relative a la fusion des deux 
premieres conventions doit avoir lieu d'abord en 
seance pleniere. I1 pense cependant que l'on pour
rait constituer, des maintenant, un petit groupe 
de travail non officiel charge d'examiner les di
verses suggestions emises a propos de l'amende
ment du Mexique. Puis, lorsque ce groupe de 
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with respect to the wording of the amendment and 
where it should appear in the convention, and 
after the Committee had taken a decision regard
ing the question of amalgamating the first two 
conventions, it could then come to a decision on 
the Mexican amendment. 

Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) agreed 
with the United Kingdom representative's sug
gestion; his own proposal to set up a sub-com
mittee had been intended merely to avoid a pre
mature decision on the Mexican amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN decided, in agreement with Mr. 
NORIEGA (Mexico), to suspend the discussion of 
the Mexican amendment. He suggested that the 
Mexican representative should consult the dele
gations concerned with a view to deciding on the 
form of his amendment and the place it should 
have in the convention. The Mexican representa
tive would have every right to present his amend
ment again when the French proposals with 
regard to the amalgamation of the conventions 
were discussed. The decision would in no way 
prejudice the question of where the Mexican 
amendment could be included in the convention. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Polish 
amendment to article 3 (A/C.3/433). 

The amendnumt was rejected by 30 votes to 5, 
with 7 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Indian 
amendment as orally amended, to delete the words 
"official and non-official". 

The aniendment was adopted by 28 votes to 2, 
with 13 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Philippine 
amendment (A/C.3/418), to substitute the word 
"facilitate" for the word "encourage". 

The amendment ·was adopted by 36 votes to 
none, with 6 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment 
which had been proposed orally by the United 
Kingdom representative at the 189th meeting arid 
amended at the current meeting to meet the 
Chinese representative's comments. The amend
ment consisted of the substitution of the words 
"the correspondents employed by its domestic 
information agencies" for the words "its own 
correspondents". In the Chairman's opinion, that 
amendment did not change the substance of the 
article. 

Mr. CHANG (China) pointed out that the 
United Kingdom proposal did not altogether meet 
the concern he had expressed. The difficulty 
which had arisen in connexion with article 3 
would appear in the case of other articles; it was 
not enough, therefore, to propose a formula for 
article 3. Furthermore, the United Kingdom 
proposal was likely to increase the ambiguity or 
the article; he could not vote for it. He again 
suggested that no hasty decision should be taken 
on the matter, and that the Committee should 
wait until all the articles of the convention had 
been considered. 

travail sera arrive a des conclusions prec1ses sur 
la forme de cet amendement et l'endroit ou i1 peut 
etre insere clans la convention, et que la Commis
sion se sera prononcee sur la question de la fusion 
des deux premieres conventions, elle pourra pren
dre une decision sur l'amendement propose par 
le Mexique. 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) ap
prouve la suggestion du representant du Royaume
Uni. La proposition qu'il avait presentee de for
mer un comite ne visait qu'a eviter une decision 
trop hative sur l'amendement du Mexique. 

Le PRESIDENT, en accord avec M. NORIEGA 
( Mexique), decide de suspendre la discussion 
relative a l'amendement propose par le Mexique. 
11 suggere que le representant du Mexique con
suite les delegations interessees afin de determiner 
la forme de son amendement et la place exacte 
qu'occuperait ce dernier clans la convention. Le 
representant du Mexique aura plein droit de sou
mettre a nouveau son amendement au moment de 
la discussion des propositions presentees par la 
France et tendant a la fusion des conventions. 
Cette decision ne prejuge aucunement la place a 
laquelle l'amendement du Mexique pourra etre in
sere clans la convention. 

Le President met aux voix l'amendement a 
!'article 3 propose par la Pologne (A/C.3/433). 

Par 30 voix contre 5, avec 7 abstentions, l'amen
dement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose par l'Inde, tel qu'il a ete amende oralement, 
consistant a supprimer les mots "officielles et non 
officielles". 

Par 28 vois contre 2, avec 13 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose par les Philippines (A/C.3/418), consistant 
a remplacer le mot "encouragera" par le mot 
"facilitera". 

Par 36 vois contre zero, avec 6 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met alors aux voix l'amende
ment, propose oralement, au cours de la 189eme 
seance, par le representant du Royaume-Uni, et 
modifie au cours de la presente seance pour tenir 
compte des observations du representant de la 
Chine. Cet amendement consiste a remplacer 
les mots "ses propres correspondants" par les 
mots "les correspondants travaillant pour les entre
prises d'information nationales". Cet amendement, 
a son avis, ne modifie pas le fond de l'artide. 

M. CHANG (Chine) fait observer que la propo
sition du Royaume-Uni ne repond pas complete
ment a la preoccupation qu'il a exprimee. La 
difficulte soulevee a propos de cet article se 
presentera egalement pour d'autres articles ; il ne 
suffit done pas de proposer une formule qui vaille 
pour l'article 3. En outre, la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni risque, en definitive, d'accroitre 
l'ambigu'ite de l'artide et M. Chang ne pourrait 
voter en sa faveur. Il suggere a nouveau de ne 
pas prendre de decision hative sur ce point et 
d'attendre d'avoir termine l'examen de tous les 
articles de la convention. 
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Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) explained that 
the amendment he had suggested seemed to him 
to be necessary in order to avoid the ambiguity of 
the words "its own correspondents". He would 
therefore maintain his proposal. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) asked whether the 
expression "correspondents of Contracting States" 
meant that the correspondents were in the service 
of such States. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the difficulty could be 
settled by using in the English text, for example, 
the preposition "from" instead of "of" in order to 
avoid the idea of possession which was implicit 
in the preposition "of". 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) interpreted the 
United Kingdom amendment as meaning that the 
correspondents of foreign information agencies 
should be placed on the same footing as domestic 
correspondents and he wished to know whether 
that was in fact the meaning of the amendment. 
In that case, instead of the word "correspondents" 
he would prefer the term "journalists" to be used, 
in view of the fact that in his country a domestic 
information agency did not employ correspon
dents but journalists. 

He thought it should be clearly indicated in 
article 3 that it was a question of the correspon
dents of information agencies of a Contracting 
State and not the correspondents of a Contracting 
State. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
recalled, in connexion with the Uruguayan rep
resentative's remarks, that the definition given in 
the first article was that of a correspondent and 
not of a journalist. The term "journalist" could 
not be introduced into article 3 without creating 
difficulties. 

Mr. RAO (India) thought that the Chairman's 
suggestion to use "from" instead of "of" was 
excellent. If it were adopted, however, they would 
have to redraft the definition of a correspondent as 
given in the first article. Moreover, the United 
Kingdom amendment would become useless and 
instead of "for its own correspondents" it would 
be enough to say "for its nationals". 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said that the 
Committee would be making a mistake by re
placing "of'' by "from". It would restrict the 
scope of article 3 which was intended to ensure 
the protection of all correspondents, foreign and 
national, without distinction. 

In order to avoid that difficulty, he asked that 
his original proposal should be put to the vote. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
recognized 1:hat the preposition "of" contained an 
idea of possession and thus created a difficulty. 
However, he thought, like the United Kingdom 
representative, that if it were replaced by "from" 
the scope of the article would be restricted. In 
point of fact, the information agency of any Con
tracting State could employ correspondents who 
were not nationals of that Contracting State; state
less correspondents must also be borne in mind. 
In his opinion, an explanatory note could be in-

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) explique que la 
modification qu'il a proposee Jui parait necessaire 
pour eluder l'ambiguite des mots "ses propres 
correspondants". Il maintient done sa proposition. 

M. NORIEGA (:Mexique) demande si l'expres
sion "correspondants des Etats contractants" 
signifie que les correspondants sont au service de 
l'Etat. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que l'on pourrait re~ 
soudre la difficulte en employant par exemple, 
clans le texte anglais, la preposition from au 
lieu de of pour eviter l'idee de possession que 
contient la preposition of. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) interprete 
l'amendement du Royaume-Uni comme signifiant 
que les correspondants des agences d'information 
etrangeres devraient etre places sur le meme pied 
que les journalistes nationaux; il voudrait savoir 
si tel est bien le sens a donner a cet amendement. 
Dans ce cas, au lieu du mot "correspondants" 
il prefererait que soit employe le terme "journa
listes", etant donne que, dans son pays, une entre
prise d'information nationale n'emploie pas de 
correspondants, mais des journalistes. 

M. Paysse Reyes estime qu'on devrait indiquer 
clairement a l'article 3 qu'il s'agit de correspon
dants des agences d'information d'un Etat con
tractant et non de correspondants d'un Etat 
contractant. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) rap
pelle, a propos de !'observation du representant 
de !'Uruguay, que la definition qui est donnee a 
!'article premier est celle du correspondant et non 
du journaliste. On ne peut, sans creer de diffi
culte, introduire clans !'article 3 le terme "journa
liste". 

M. RAO (Incle) estime que la suggestion du 
President d'employer from au lieu de of est excel
lente. Mais si elle etait adoptee, it faudrait revenir 
sur la definition du correspondant qui a ete donnee 
a !'article premier. De plus, l'amendement du 
Royaume-Uni deviendrait inutile et au lieu de 
"pour ses propres correspondants" il suffirait de 
dire "pour ses ressortissants". 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) declare que la Com
mission commettrait une erreur en rempla1-ant 
of par from. On restreindrait ainsi la portee de 
!'article 3 dont le but est d'assurer la protection 
de tous les correspondants, etrangers et natio
naux, sans distinction. 

Pour eviter cette difficulte, le representant du 
Royaume-Uni demande que sa proposition initiate 
soit mise aux voix. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) recon
nait que la preposition of contient une idee de 
possession et cree ainsi une difficulte. II estime 
cependant, comme le representant du Royaume
Uni, qu'en la remplac;ant par from on restrein
drait la portee de l'article. En effet, les entreprises 
d'information d'un Etat contractant peuvent em
ployer des correspondants qui n'ont pas la na
tionalite de cet Etat contractant ; il faut egalement 
songer aux correspondants apatrides. A son avis, 
on pourrait inserer plus tard a cet endroit du 
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serted later in that part of the draft convention to 
indicate that the preposition "of' did not imply 
any idea of possession. 

Mr. CHANG (China) emphasized once more the 
necessity of avoiding any confusion in article 3. 
He repeated that there was no need for the Com
mittee to decide so hastily on such an important 
question. If the United Kingdom amendment 
were put to the vote, he would be obliged to 
abstain. 

Mr. VILLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Ecuador) thought 
that article 3 should be read in the light of the 
definitions given in the first article. The Com
mittee had agreed that the term "correspondents" 
applied to foreign correspondents as well as to 
national correspondents. However, the Spanish 
text of article 3 was not clear and he asked that 
it should be revised. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United 
Kingdom's representative's amendment proposing 
that the words "for its own correspondents" 
should be replaced by the words "for correspon
dents employed by its domestic information 
agencies". 

The amendment was adopted by 23 votes to 5, 
with 13 abstentions. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) agreed that the Com
mittee should expedite its work, but he considered 
it indispensable that the texts on which represen
tatives based their decisions should be absolutely 
clear. He had been obliged to abstain from voting 
because the Spanish translation of article 3 was 
imperfect. It was possible that certain countries 
might later, for the same reason, be obliged to 
make reservations with regard to the convention 
and be unable to adopt it. 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) regretted that she felt 
obliged to press the point of order she had raised 
at the beginning of the meeting. The Committee 
was discussing important questions of principle; 
in the interest of the Spanish-speaking repre
sentatives, all Spanish translations should be 
extremely accurate. 

The CHAIRMAN sympathized with the objections 
made by the representatives of Chile, Ecuador and 
Mexico, and assured the Spanish-speaking repre
sentatives that an accurate Spanish text would be 
submitted to them after the Committee had com
pleted its consideration of the draft convention. 

Mr. GoNZ.ALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) asked 
his Spanish-speaking colleagues, in view of the 
Chairman's assurance, to use the English or 
French text of article 3. 

He suggested that the Secretariat should revise 
the Spanish text of the draft convention article by 
article ; the Spanish-speaking delegations would 
thus be able to follow the Committee's proceedings 
without difficulty. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) asked whether any im
portant corrections which might have to be made 
to the first draft convention would have to be 
approved by a two-thirds majority. 

projet de convention une note interpretative indi
quant que la preposition of n'implique aucune 
idee de possession. 

M. CHANG (Chine) souligne une fois de plus 
la necessite d'eviter toute confusion dans l'article 
3. II repete qu'il n'est pas necessaire que la 
Commission se prononce aussi rapidement sur 
cette question importante. Si l'arnendement du 
Royaume-Uni est mis aux voix, il sera oblige de 
s'abstenir. 

M. VILLAG6MEZ YEPEZ (Equateur) estime que 
l'article 3 doit etre lu a la lumiere des definitions 
donnees a l'article premier. La Commission a 
convenu que le terme "correspondants" s'applique 
aux correspondants etrangers aussi bien qu'aux 
correspondants nationaux. Cependant, le texte es
pagnol de !'article 3 n'est pas clair sur ce point, 
et le representant de l'Equateur demande qu'il 
soit revise. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose par le representant du Royaume-Uni tendant 
a remplacer les mots "ses propres correspondants" 
par les mots "les correspondants travaillant pour 
les entreprises d'information nationales". 

Par 23 voiz contre 5, avec 13 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) reconnait que la Com
mission doit hater ses travaux. II estime toute
fois que les representants ne peuvent, pour prendre 
leur decision, que se fonder sur des textes dont le 
sense est parfaitement clair. Pour sa part, il a 
ete oblige de s'abstenir de voter parce que la 
traduction espagnole de l'article 3 laisse a desirer. 
Pour la meme raison, i1 est possible que certains 
pays doivent plus tard apporter des reserves a 
la convention et ne soient pas en mesure de 
l'adopter. 

Mme FIGUEROA (Chili) regrette de devoir in
sister sur la motion d'ordre qu'elle a presentee 
au debut de la seance. La Commission discute en 
ce moment d'importantes questions de principe: 
dans l'interet des representants de langue es
pagnole, ii conviendrait que la traduction espagnole 
soit d'une grande precision. 

Le PRESIDENT comprend parfaitement les objec
tions des representants du Chili, de l'Equateur et 
du Mexique. II donne aux representants de 
langue espagnole l'assurance qu'un texte espagnol 
precis leur sera soumis lorsque la Commission 
aura termine l'examen du projet de convention. 

M. GoNzAuz FERNANDEZ (Colombie) demande 
a ses collegues de langue espagnole, etant donne 
l'assurance que vient de donner le President, de 
vouloir bien utiliser le texte anglais ou fran~ais 
de l'article 3. 

II suggere que le Secretariat se charge de la 
revision du texte espagnol du projet de conven
tion, article par article, ce qui permettrait aux 
delegations de langue espagnole de suivre les tra
vaux de la Commission sans difficulte. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) demande si, a la fin 
de l'examen du premier projet de convention, les 
rectifications importantes qu'il y aurait lieu d'ap
porter au texte espagnol devront etre approuvees 
a la majorite des deux tiers. 



The CHAIRMAN replied that the Spanish text 
would be that which was agreed to by the Spanish
speaking representatives. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) pointed out that 
the Committee had before it a United States 
amendment to article 4 (A/C.3/412) suggesting 
that the words "national military security" should 
replace the words "national security". The expres
sion "national security" also appeared in article 3, 
and the U11ited States representative had not 
proposed that that article should be amended. In 
his opinion, the Committee should avoid giving 
that expression a different meaning in each of 
the articles in which it appeared, and a uniform 
terminology should be adopted for all articles of 
the convention. 

The Uruguayan representative asked that it 
should be pointed out in the summary record of 
the meeting that in the Spanish text of article 3, 
the word "correspondents'' meant all the corres
pondents of information agencies in the other 
Contracting States. The official Press and Govern
ment information officers were not, in fact, rec
ognized by Latin-American countries. 

Mr. ALVARADO (Peru) suggested that the words 
"for all correspondents of other Contracting 
States" should be replaced by the words "for all 
correspondents working for information agencies 
of other Contracting States". 

Mr. CHANG (China) stated that the Peruvian 
amendment completely changed the meaning of 
article 3, and was contrary to the decision of 
principle taken by the Committee. 

Mr. ALVARADO (Peru) disagreed with that 
statement, and said that he had only wished to 
make the text of article 3 more explicit. 

The CHAIRMAN put the amendment proposed 
by the Peruvian representative to the vote. 

The amendment was rejected by 11 votes to 8, 
with 22 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put the whole of article 3 as 
redrafted to the vote. 

Article 3, as amended, was adopted by 32 votes 
to 6, with 5 tibstentions. 

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY-FIRST 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Sitecess, New York, 
on Monday, 18 April 1949, at 2.30 p.m. 

Chairnum: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS 
(E/1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 41 

The CHAIRMAN called the attention of the 
Committee to the amendments contained in docu-

1 Article VII in the final text of the draft convention 
on the international transmission of news and the right 
of correction (A/C.3/ 496). 
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Le PRESIDENT repond que le texte espagnol 
sera celui sur lequel les representants de langue 
espagnole se seront mis d'accord. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) fait observer 
que la Commission est saisie d'un amendement des 
Etats-Unis a l'article 4 (A/C.3/412) tendant a 
employer les mots "securite militaire nationale" 
au lieu des mots "securite nationale". Or, !'expres
sion "securite nationale" figure egalement a !'article 
3, et les Etats-Unis n'ont pas propose d'amende
ment a cet article. A son avis, la Commission doit 
absolument eviter de donner a cette expression 
un sens different suivant l'article clans lequel 
elle figure, et ii convient d'adopter une terminolo
gie uniforme pour tous les articles de la convention. 

Le representant de l'U ruguay demande qu'il 
soit specifie dans le compte rendu analytique de 
la seance que, clans le texte espagnol de !'article 
3, le mot "correspondants" designe les corres
pondants des entreprises d'information des autres 
Etats contractants. En effet, les pays d' Amerique 
latine ne reconnaissent pas la presse officielle ni 
les representants de gouvernements en matiere 
d'information. 

M. ALVARADO (Perou) propose de remplacer 
les mots : "pour tous les C'Orrespondants des autres 
Etats contractants" par les mots: "pour tous les 
correspondants travaillant pour les entreprises 
d'information des autres Etats contractants". 

M. CHANG (Chine) declare que l'amendement 
du Perou modifie completement le sens de !'article 
3 et va a l'encontre de la decision de principe 
prise par la Commission. 

M. ALVARADO (Perou) conteste cette affirma
tion et declare qu'il a uniquement l'intention de 
rendre plus clair le texte de l'article 3. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose par le representant du Perou. 

Par 11 voix contre 8, avec 22 abstentions, 
l'amendement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix }'ensemble de 
!'article 3 tel qu'il a ete remanie. 

Par 32 voix contre 6, avec 5 abstentions, !'ar
ticle 3, tel qu'il a ete amende, est adopte. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 20. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-ONZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le lundi 18 avril 1949, a 14 h. 30. 

President: M. Charles MALIK ( Liban). 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L1ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION n'uN 
PAYS A L1AUTRE (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article 41 

Le PRESIDENT appelle l'attention de la Commis
sion sur les amendements figurant aux documents 

1 Article VII dans le texte definitif du projet de con
vention relatif a la transmission internationale des infor
mations et au droit de rectification (A/C.3/496). 



ments A/C.3/432, A/C.3/432/ Add.1 and A/C.3/ 
432/ Add.2 before the Committee. Relevant ob
servations had been submitted by the representa
tive of the International Telecommunication 
Union and were contained in document A/C.3/ 
436. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) asked that the repre
sentative of the International Telecommunica
tion Union be requested to submit his views at 
a later meeting. 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) and Mr. KAYSER (France) asked that 
article 4 should be discussed in two parts, the 
first comprising the first paragraph, the second 
covering the technical provisions. 

It was so agreed. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that 
in accordance with the decision on procedure 
adopted art the 187th meeting ( A/C.3/451), 
speakers would be permitted to speak twice on 
each part. 

Mr. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) re
garded article 4 as one of the most important 
in the draft convention because it was the only 
article which provided for limitations on free
dom of information. His country had had no 
experience of censorship even during crises. The 
widest possible freedom of information was the 
soundest basis for democracy ; its disadvantages 
were certainly outweighed by its benefits. The 
interests of the State were best safeguarded by 
the criterion of democratic responsibility enter
tained by a free Press. That criterion, in his view, 
should extend to all aspects of its activities; he 
therefore welcomed the second draft convention, 
that on the institution of an international right 
of correction. 

With regard to the United States amendment 
(A/C.3/412), the word "military" had been 
included in the text drafted by the Conference 
on Freedom of Information (E/Conf.6/79). At 
that Conference, the majority had wished that 
inclusion in order that censorship should be 
limited as far as possible. His delegation had 
on that occasion been greatly impressed by that 
argument and would therefore vote for the United 
States amendment. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America), in
troducing his amendment (A/C.3/412), agreed 
with the Colombian representative that article 
4 was the keystone of the entire convention. It 
should be stressed that the question of internal 
security remained entirely in the hands of the 
Government concerned. Article 4 dealt only with 
the egress of news material; it in no way re
stricted governmental control over domestic in
formation or over the entry of news material. 
He would have preferred that censorship should 
not be sanctioned in time of peace. He was op
posed to peacetime censorship; his country, like 
Colombia, had no experience of such a thing. 
If article 4 were deleted, however, other articles, 
particularly article 9, might be invoked to per
mit the establishment of censorship on a far 
broader basis than that envisaged in the article 
under discussion. His amendment reproduced the 
Conference text, which had been based upon valid 
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A/C.3/432, A/C.3/432/A<ld.1 et A/C.3/432/ 
Add.2. II rappelle que des observations pertinentes 
ont ete presentees par le representant de !'Union 
internationale des telecommunications, observa
tions qui figurent clans le document A/C.3/436. 

M. LEBEAlJ (Belgique) demande que le repre
sentant de !'Union internationale des telecommu
nications soit invite a presenter ses vues au cours 
d'une seance ulterieure. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) et M. KAYSER (France) de
mandent que ]'article 4 soit divise, pour la discus
sion, en deux parties : la premiere comprenant le 
premier paragraphe, la seconde les dispositions 
techniques. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que, conformement a la 
decision de procedure prise par la Commission a 
sa 187eme seance (A/C.3/451), les orateurs pour
ront faire deux declarations sur chaque partie. 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) consi
dere que !'article 4 est un des plus importants du 
projet de convention, du fait qu'il est le seul article 
qui prevoie des restrictions a la liberte de !'infor
mation. Son pays n'a jamais connu la censure, 
meme en temps de crise. La plus grande liberte 
possible d'information constitue la base la plus 
solide de la democratie; ses bienfaits l'emportent 
de loin sur ses inconvenients. Le principe de la 
responsabilite democratique qui est celui d'une 
presse libre constitue la meilleure sauvegarde des 
interets de l'Etat. Ce principe doit, a son avis, 
s'appliquer a toutes les phases de l'activite de la 
presse. En consequence, le representant de la Co
lombie accueille avec faveur le deuxieme projet de 
convention, relatif a !'institution du droit de recti
fication en matiere internationale. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement des Etats
Unis (A/C.3/412) le mot "militaire" a ete intro
duit clans le te.xte prepare par la Conference sur 
la liberte de !'information (E/Conf.6/79). A cette 
Conference, la majorite des membres etaient parti
sans de cette insertion afin que la censure fut 
limitee clans toute la mesure du possible. Cet 
argument avait produit une vive impression sur la 
delegation de la Colombie qui votera par conse
quent pour l'amendement des Etats-Unis. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) presente 
son amendement (A/C.3/412) et se declare d'ac
cord avec le representant de la Colombie sur le 
fait que l'article 4 est la clef de votite de toute la 
convention. Il convient de souligner que la question 
de la securite interieure est entierement laissee 
au gouvernement interesse. L'article 4 traite uni
quement de la sortie des documents d'information ; 
ii ne tend nullement a limiter le droit de controle 
gouvernemental sur les informations interieures 
ou sur l'entree des documents d'information. 
M. Canham etit prefere que la censure ne soit pas 
autorisee en temps de paix. I1 est hostile a l'etablis
sement de la censure en temps de paix; son pays, 
comme la Colombie, ne l'a jamais connue. Si 
toutefois l'on supprimait !'article 4, d'autres 
articles, en particulier l'article 9, pourraient etre 
invoques en vue <l'etablir une censure infiniment 
plus etendue que celle envisagee clans !'article a 
l'examen. L'amendement des Etats-Unis reproduit 



considerations. The wording should, however, 
be read in relation to the entire papragraph; it 
would be seen that the words "relating directly to" 
explicitly set up rigid limitations. 

To meet possible objections that the words 
"national military security" might be ambiguous 
in translation and imply that only the army was 
meant - in distinction to the naval and air forces 

Mr. Canham proposed the substitution of the 
words "national defence". Those words were 
almost identical with those used in the Australian 
amendment (A/C.3/432/Add.2); their meaning 
was precisely the same but he thought that the 
expression was clearer and more concise. The 
amendment would apply only to article 4, ex
plicitly referring as it did only to egress of news 
material. Article 9 provided adequate safeguards 
for Governments which might fear that article 
4 thus amended might not fully cover the problem 
of national security. Moreover, articles 11 and 15 
should allay apprehensions that in its amended 
form article 4 would be too narrow. 

Mr. J OCKEL (Australia) said that no censor
ship existed in Australia; there were no impedi
ments to access to news material and its trans
mission ; his country was among the freest in the 
world in that respect. He felt, therefore, that 
tolerance of censorship must be narrowly re
stricted. Article 4 would be useful only if it 
provided for such restriction and if it stipulated 
that the censorship must be conducted with a 
strong sense of responsibility. The words "nation
al security" might permit an interpretation so 
broad that a convention containing them at that 
place might actually impede the free flow of 
news. The United States amendment "national 
military security" was an attempt to meet the 
objections which both delegations found. The 
Australian amendment ( A/C.3/432/ Add.2) tried 
to provide a better terminology for the principle 
embodied in the United States proposal. He 
would willingly omit the word "security" and 
accept the formula "national defence" and, if 
that were acceptable, sponsor it jointly with the 
United States. 

Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) introduced his amend
ment (A/C.3/433), which was mainly a drafting 
one and should make the original text clearer. 

Mr. ANDREN ( Sweden) agreed in general 
with the views of the United States representa
tive. The convention in its existing form con
tained no provision forbidding the censorship 
of incoming news material. The only reference to 
such news appeared in article 7. He wondered 
whether some such stipulation might not appro
priately be included in article 4. 

Mrs. FrGt:EROA (Chile) supported the ver
sion of the Australian amendment suggested by 
the representative of the United States. The in
terests of national security were covered by the 
first paragraph of article 9, while the first para-

le texte de la Conference, texte fonde sur des con
siderations pertinentes. Ce texte doit, toutefois, 
etre examine en relation avec tout le paragraphe; 
on constatera que les mots "ayant trait directe
ment au" posent des limites tres nettes. 

Afm de parer aux objections selon lesquelles Jes 
mots "securite militaire nationale" pourraient 
preter a equivoque une fois traduits, et laisser 
entendre qu'il s'agit uniquement de l'armee, par 
opposition aux forces navales et aeriennes, 
M. Canham propose de Jes remplacer par Jes mots 
"defense nationale". Cette expression est presque 
identique a celle qui figure clans l'amendement de 
I' Australie ( A/C.3/432/ Add.2) et a absolument 
le meme sens mais est, a son avis, plus claire et 
concise. Cet amendement ne s'appliquerait qu'a 
!'article 4, car ii ne concerne strictement que la 
sortie des informations. L'article 9 prevoit des 
garanties suffisantes pour les gouvemements 
qui pourraient craindre que !'article 4 ainsi amende 
ne tienne pas completement compte du probleme 
de la securite nationale. De plus, les articles 11 et 
15 devraient apaiser Jes craintes de ceux qui 
pensent que l'article 4 amende aurait un caractere 
trop restrictif. 

M. J ocKEL ( Australie) declare q ue la censure 
n'existe pas en Australie. I1 n'y existe aucun obs
tacle a l'acces aux informations et a leur transmis
sion ; sous ce rapport, son pays est parmi ceux dont 
la politique est la plus liberale du monde. Aussi 
considere-t-il que la censure ne doit etre toleree 
que dans des limites fort etroites. L'article 4 ne 
sera utile que s'il etablit ces limites et s'il stipule 
que les operations de censure doivent etrc effec
tuees avec un sens aigu des responsabilites. Les 
mots "securite nationale" pourraient donner lieu a 
une interpretation si vaste qu'une convention clans 
laquelle ils figureraient a cet endroit la risquerait, 
en realite, d'arreter le libre cours des informations. 
L'amendement des Etats-Unis tendant a employer 
l'expression "securite militaire nationale" constitue 
une tentative de parer aux critiques que la delega
tion de I' Australie comme celle des Etats-U nis ont 
exprimees. L'amendement australien ( A/C.3/ 
432/ Add.2) tente d'exprimer de fa~on plus satis
faisante le principe qui est a la base de la propo
sition des Etats-Unis. M. Jockel acceptera volon
tiers de supprimer dans son texte les mots: "secu
rite de la ... "; la formule "defense nationale" lui 
convient et il se declare pret a la soumettre con
jointement avec le representant des Etats-Unis, si 
cela est acceptable. 

M. ALTMAN (Pologne) presente son amende
ment (A/C.3/433) qui est surtout d'ordre redac
tionnel et destine a rendre le texte initial plus clair. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) partage dans 1' ensemble 
les vues exprimees par le representant des Etats
Unis. Sous sa forme actuelle, la convention ne 
prevoit aucune disposition tendant a interdire la 
censure des informations en provenance de l'etran
ger. La seule allusion a ces informations figure a 
l'article 7. II se demande s'il ne serait pas indique 
d'inserer une disposition semblable a l'article 4. 

Mme FIGUEROA ( Chili) est en faveur de la 
forme que propose de donner a l'amendement de 
l'Australie le representant des Etats-Unis. Les 
interets de la securite nationale sont proteges par 
le premier paragraphe de l'article 9, alors que le 



graph of article 11 adequately met the needs 
of war time or public emergency. 

The main objection to the expression "national 
security'' in article 4 was that it might be ex
tended to cover the entire complex of a country's 
domestic activities, thus permitting the suppression 
of news material dealing with economic or cul
tural activities. Her country was opposed to any 
impediment to the free flow of news. Such at
tempts at suppression of news concerning the 
admitted defects of democracy would imply an 
unworthy fear of democracy itself. The more 
information was exchanged about the realities 
of democracy, the better it would function. The 
dissemination of honest and truthful news ma
terial could benefit only the country from which 
it was transmitted. 

Mr. MA YRAND (Canada) would have preferred 
article 4 explicitly to protect all news material 
without any reference to censorship. The former 
Prime Minister of Canada, Mr. Mackenzie King, 
had told the directors of the Canadian Press in 
1944 that the free exchange of news was essen
tial to peace and that censorship in Canada would 
be abolished at the end of the war. The greatest 
possible freedom of the Press was essential in 
time of peace. Since society was not perfect, 
however, he would reluctantly accept the United 
States amendment. With regard to the Philippine 
amendment to the second part of the article 
(A/C.3/428), he thought that the phrase which 
it was proposed to delete and the substitute phrase 
suggested were not mutually exclusive and re
commended that consideration to the Philippine 
representative's attention. He opposed the Polish 
amendment ( A/C.3/433) because the omission 
of the words "relating directly" would unduly 
broaden the scope of the article. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) said his country was 
opposed to all forms of censorship in time of 
peace. The Belgian Constitution of 1831 had not 
only abolished censorship but had provided that 
it could never again be set up except when secu
rity against dangers from abroad was involved. 
He therefore shared other representatives' regret 
that article 4 should be included in the conven
tion. 

He could not agree with the United States 
representative's absolute distinction between time 
of peace and time of war; intermediate stages 
existed. He cited the instance of Belgium between 
3 September 1939 and 10 May 1940; that country 
had then been surrounded by belligerents but 
had still been neutral, although the army had 
been mobilized. In such circumstances, it had been 
essential to adopt measures for national defence, 
including censorship. Similar measures might be 
necessitated in the exceptional case of a declara
tion of a state of siege, usually limited to a 
relatively confined area, when it might be desir
able to restrict communications. Article 9, in fact, 
made reference to the requirements of "public 
order". 

With regard to article 4, he would vote for 
the Australian amendment as amended by the 
United States representative. 
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premier paragraphe de !'article 11 contient des 
dispositions permettant de prendre les mesures qui 
s'imposent en temps de guerre ou de crise. 

La principale objection a la presence de !'ex
pression "securite nationale" a !'article 4 est 
qu'on pourrait interpreter ce terme de maniere a 
englober !'ensemble des activites interieures d'un 
pays, ce qui permettrait d'arreter Jes informations 
relatives aux questions economiques ou culturelles. 
Son pays est hostile a tout obstacle qui pourrait 
etre apporte a la libre circulation des informations. 
T oute tentative de supprimer des informations 
relatives aux defauts reconnus de la democratie 
signifierait que l'on a une peur malsaine de la 
democratie elle-meme. Plus on echangera d'infor
mations sur la democratie telle qu'elle est, mieux 
celle-ci fonctionnera. La diffusion de documents 
d'information honnetes et veridiques ne peut que 
profiter aux pays d'ou ils emanent. 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) aurait prefere que 
!'article 4 protegeat explicitement tous les docu
ments d'information, sans mentionner la censure. 
M. 1fackenzie King, ancioo Premier Ministre du 
Canada, a declare en 1944 aux directeurs de la 
Canadian Press que le libre echange des informa
tions etait essentiel a la paix et que le Canada 
abolirait la censure lorsque la guerre serait ter
minee. La liberte de la presse la plus grande 
possible est essentielle en temps de paix. Toute
fois, la socitete n'etant pas parfaite, M. Mayrand 
acceptera, a contre-cceur, l'amendement des Etats
Unis. Ence qui concerne l'amendement des Philip
pines a la deuxieme partie de !'article (A/C.3/ 
428), il considere que la phrase que l'on propose 
de supprimer et la phrase qui est destinee a la 
remplacer ne s'excluent pas mutuellement; il ap
pelle !'attention du representant des Philippines 
sur ce fait. II est contre l'amendement de la 
Pologne (A/C.3/433) parce qu'en supprimant les 
mots "ayant trait directement au" on elargirait 
par trop la portee de !'article. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) declare que son pays 
est oppose a la censure sous toutes ses formes en 
temps de paix. La Constitution beige de 1831 a 
aboli non seulement la censure, mais a encore 
prevu que celle-ci ne pourrait jamais etre retablie, 
sauf si elle constitue une mesure de securite contre 
un peril exterieur. Aussi M. Lebeau partage-t-il 
les regrets qu'ont exprimes d'autres representants 
de voir !'article 4 figurer clans la convention. 

M. Lebeau n'est pas d'accord avec le represen
tant des Etats-Unis sur la distinction absolue qu'il 
fait entre le temps de paix et le temps de guerre; 
il existe des situations intermediaires. A titre 
d'exemple, l'orateur cite la position de la Belgique 
entre le 3 septembre 1939 et le 10 mai 1940: ce 
pays etait alors entoure de nations belligerantes, 
mais il etait encore neutre bien que son armee fut 
mobilisee. Dans ces circonstances, ii avait ete ne
cessaire de prendre des mesures de defense natio
nale, y compris l'etablissement de la censure. Des 
mesures de meme ordre peuvent devenir neces
saires clans le cas exceptionnel d'une declaration 
d'etat de siege, en general restreinte a une zone 
relativement limitee, lorsqu'il peut etre desirable 
de restreindre les communications. D'ailleurs, !'ar
ticle 9 parle des mesures necessaires pour le main
tien de "l'ordre public". 

Ence qui concerne l'article 4, M. Lebeau votera 
en faveur de l'amendement de l'Australie, tel que 
l'a amende le representant des Etats-Unis. 



Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) 
thought that the new version of the Australian 
amendment was almost as broad in implication 
as the original had been. 
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Mr. VILLAG6MEZ YEPEZ (Ecuador) said that 
his country had a long and consistent tradition 
of freedom of expression; it had been the first 
country in Latin America to demand that free
dom. Serious dangers were involved in subjecting 
freedom of information to unrestricted considera
tions of national security. The Australian amend
ment, however, implied the restriction of cen
sorship to cases of genuine national emergency; 
he could accept that view. The word "defence" 
was particularly appropriate to conditions in his 
country because all branches of the armed ser
vices were concentrated in a Ministry of Defence; 
thus the ambiguity which the United States repre
sentative had feared might surround the word 
"military" did not arise. Ecuador, however, had 
no current military commitments, so that the 
word "military" was not relevant so far as that 
country was concerned. The concepts of military 
security and national defence were in fact inter
related so that the Australian amendment re
flected most accurately the traditions and present 
organization of his country. 

Mr. TuEODOROPOULOs (Greece) wished to ex
plain his delegation's attitude to the question 
of freedom of information as a whole, in view of 
the situation existing in his country. His country 
was going through a period of conflict and foreign 
aggression and attempts were being made to 
undermine the resistance of the Greek people by 
means of propaganda and similar methods. Al
though distorted Press reports had done great 
harm to Greece, the country remained true to its 
great traditions of freedom. In his opinion, it was 
worth while to maintain the standards of free
dom in spite of all the risks involved. Fr<>edom 
was a powerful weapon in itself and he felt sure 
that it would triumph in the long run. 

He therefore welcomed the Australian amend
ment because he believed it had been submitted 
with the sincere aim of setting as few limits to 
freedom as was possible in practice. 

He was opposed to the Polish amendment 
because it would have the opposite effect. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) favoured the 
United States amendment. His delegation was op
posed to censorship in peacetime, but, as the repre
sentative of Belgium had pointed out, it was 
sometimes necessary. 

He did not agree with the wording suggested 
by the representative of Australia since, in some 
countries, the term "national defence" covered 
a very wide field. As the aim of the article was 
to restrict the use of censorship to the minimum, 
he considered the term "national defence" to be 
too broad and favoured the term "national mili
tary security'', which he felt was more specific. 
He wished to make it quite clear that his country 
would never resort to the use of censorship ex
cept in time of war. 

Mr. STEPANENKO (Byelorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic) said that the adoption of the pro
visions restricting the right to use censorship 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) estime 
que l'amendement de l' Australie, clans sa nouvelle 
version, a implicitement une portee presque aussi 
grande que le texte initial. 

M. VrLLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Equateur) rappelle 
que son pays possede une tradition longue et inin
terrompue de liberte d'expression; l'Equateur a 
ete le premier pays d'Amerique latine a exiger 
cette liberte. II y a un danger serieux a soumettre 
la Iiberte de !'information a des restrictions inde
terminees pour des raisons de securite nationale. 
Toutefois, l'amendement de 1' Australie tend a 
reduire la censure aux seuls cas de veritable crise 
nationale ; le representant de l'Equateur peut ac
cepter cette idee. Le mot "defense" s'applique 
particulierement bien aux conditions qui regnent 
en Equateur, car toutes les armes y relevent 
d'un Ministere de la defense nationale; ainsi le 
mot "militaire" ne presente pas l'ambiguite que le 
representant des Etats-Unis craignait. Cependant, 
l'Equateur n'a pas actuellement d'obligations mili
taires, et le mot "militaire" ne le concerne done 
pas. Les concepts de la securite militaire et de la 
defense nationale se rattachent en fait l'un a 
l'autre, de sorte que l'amendement de 1' Australie 
cadre tres exactement avec les traditions et !'or
ganisation actuelle de l'Equateur. 

M. THEODOROPOULOS (Grece) desire exposer 
!'attitude de sa delegation sur le probleme de la 
liberte de l'information clans son ensemble, compte 
tenu de la situation qui prevaut clans son pays. La 
Grece traverse une epoque OU elle souffre de con
flits et d'agressions venant de l'etranger. Des ten
tatives sont faites pour miner la resistance du 
peuple grec au moyen de propagande et de me
thodes similaires. Bien que la Grece ait beaucoup 
souffert par suite d'informations tendancieuses, 
elle reste fi.dele a ses grandes traditions de liberte. 
L'orateur estime que les avantages resultant du 
maintien des principes de liberte compensent 
largement tous les risques que cela presente. La 
liberte est une arme puissante en elle-meme, et le 
representant de la Grece est convaincu qu'a la 
tongue elle triomphera. 

Aussi accepte-t-il l'amendement de I' Australie, 
car il estime que cet amendement a ete presente 
clans le but sincere d'apporter a la liberte de !'in
formation aussi peu de restrictions que possible. 

II se declare oppose a l'amendement de la Po
logne parce que ce dernier aurait l'effet contraire. 

M. PAvssE-REvEs (Uruguay) se prononce 
pour l'amendement des Etats-Unis. Sa delegation 
est opposee au recours a la censure en temps de 
paix mais, comme l'a fait remarquer le represen
tant de la Belgique, l'etablisscment de la censure 
est parfois necessaire. 

II ne saurait accepter la redaction proposee par 
le representant de l' Australie car, clans certains 
pays, Ies mots "defense nationale" ont un sens 
tres large. Comme le but de !'article est de limiter 
au maximum le recours a la censure, i1 estime 
que les mots "defense nationale" ont un sens trop 
large, et prefere !'expression "securite militaire 
nationale", qu'il considere comme plus precise. 
M. Paysse-Reyes desire affirmer nettement que 
!'Uruguay n'aura jamais recours a la censure si 
ce n'est en temps de guerre. 

M. STEPANENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique de Bielorussie) estime que !'adoption des 
clauses de !'article 4 1estreignant le droit d'etablir 



contained in article 4 would be a violation of the 
sovereign rights of States. In his opinion, the 
article represented an attempt on the part of the 
United States and the United Kingdom to extend 
the power of their information agencies, which 
were controlled by monopolies. He could not agree 
with the contention that there was no censorship 
in those countries ; censorship was actually applied 
by the newspaper proprietors and through such 
means as the institution of the Committee on 
Un-American Activities. 
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A former editor of The New York Tinies had 
himself admitted that there were no independent 
organs of the Press in the United States and had 
stated that no correspondent would be so rash 
as to express his own views in an article, since 
he was obliged to reflect the views of the pro
prietor. Thus it could be seen that newspapers in 
the United States were simply weapons in the 
hands of rich monopolies. The same could be 
said of those in the United Kingdom. Mr. Kings
ley Martin, editor of The New Statesman and 
Nation, had said that a mere handful of people 
decided what news should be read by thousands. 
Thus; the readers, depending upon newspapers 
for their information, never had a chance to read 
true and unbiased reports. 

In his opinion, that form of censorship was 
extremely harmful, since it was controlled, not 
by the Government in the interests of the people, 
but by a small group of self-seeking individuals 
who acted solely in their own interests. Article 4 
contained no provisions against such censorship 
and gave unlimited latitude to anyone wishing 
to publish libellous information about peace-loving 
nations. 

He would, therefore, vote against the article. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) said that article 4 repre
sented an attempt to reconcile various conflicting 
elements. Although the aim of the article was to 
prevent the use of censorship, its adoption would 
not really have that effect and he could not, there
fore, support it. His country could not agree to the 
idea that censorship was permissible in time of 
peace. Freedom of information was specifically 
guaranteed in the Cuban Constitution and that 
right could not be suspended except by decision 
of Parliament in times of civil or international war 
or public disorder. Although his country had taken 
part in the two world wars on the side of the 
democratic Powers, it had never resorted to the 
use of censorship. That had not prevented the 
intelligence service from carrying out its oper
ations and discovering the activities of spies. In 
his opinion, a general atmosphere of freedom made 
it easier to trace public enemies than an atmos
phere of restriction. Although his country had not 
always received fair treatment at the hands of 
foreign correspondents, it preferred to tolerate 
their misinterpretations rather than to introduce 
censorship. 

He hoped that there would eventually be a 
better understanding between the peoples of the 
world, so that the achievements of the smaller 
countries could be recognized. Only then would 
it be possible for the smaller countries to play 
their part in international affairs. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that, during the 
general debate at the Conference on Freedom of 

la censure constituerait une violation des droits 
souverains des Etats. A son avis, cet article cons
titue une tentative de la part des Etats-U nis et du 
Royaume-Uni pour accroitre la puissance de leurs 
entreprises d'information qui sont controlees par 
des monopoles. II ne peut admettre la these selon 
laquelle ii n'y a pas de censure clans les pays qu'il 
vient de mentionner car, en fait, la censure est 
appliquee par les proprietaires des journaux et 
selon des methodes telles que la creation de la 
Commission d'enquete sur les activites antiameri
caines (Committee on Un-American Activities). 

Un ancien redacteur en chef du New York 
Times a lui-meme reconnu qu'il n'existait pas aux 
Etats-Unis d'organes de presse independants et il 
a declare qu'aucun correspondant n'aurait l'audace 
d'exprimer dans un article son propre point de 
vue, car il est oblige d'exposer le point de vue du 
proprietaire du journal. 11 est done clair que les 
journaux americains ne sont que des armes aux 
mains des riches monopoles. La meme remarque 
s'applique aux journaux du Royaume-Uni. 
M. Kingsley Martin, redacteur en chef du New 
Statesman and Nation a declare que quelques per
sonnes seulement decident quelles nouvelles seront 
lues par des milliers de personnes. Ainsi les lec
teurs, qui dependent des journaux pour leur infor
mation, n'ont jamais la possibilite de lire des 
nouvelles exactes et impartiales. 

M. Stepanenko estime que cette forme de cen
sure est extremement nuisible car elle est con
trolee, non par le gouvernement agissant dans 
l'inten~t du peuple, mais par un petit groupe 
d'individus ambitieux et egoistes. L'article 4 ne 
contient aucune clause interdisant ce mode de 
censure et donne toute latitude aux personnes 
desireuses de repandre des informations calom
nieuses sur les nations pacifiques. 

Dans ces conditions, le representant de la Bielo
russie votera contre !'article. 

M. ZAYDfN (Cuba) considere le texte de !'ar
ticle 4 comme une tentative pour concilier divers 
elements contradictoires. Bien que cet article vise 
a interdire l'emploi de la censure, son adoption ne 
permettra pas en realite d'atteindre ce but, et le 
representant de Cuba ne peut par consequent voter 
en sa faveur. Son pays ne peut admettre l'idee que 
la censure puisse etre autorisee en temps de paix. 
La Constitution de Cuba garantit de maniere tres 
nette la liberte de !'information; ce droit ne peut 
etre suspendu que par decision du Parlement en 
temps de guerre civile ou .exterieure ou en cas de 
trouble de l'ordre public. Bien que Cuba ait par
ticipe aux deux guerres mondiales aux cotes des 
Puissances democratiques, ce pays n'a jamais eu 
recours a la censure. Ce fait n'a pas empeche ses 
services de contre-espionnage de poursuivre leurs 
operations et de combattre l'activite des espions. 
De l'avis de l'orateur, une atmosphere generale de 
liberte permet de decouvrir les ennemis publics 
plus facilement qu'une atmosphere de restrictions. 
Bien que les correspondants etrangers aient par
fois ete tendancieux a son egard, Cuba prefere 
tolerer leurs erreurs d'interpretation plutot que 
d'etablir une censure. 

M. Zaydin espere qu'une meilleure comprehen
sion finira par prevaloir entre les peuples du 
monde, ce qui permettra de reconnaitre les resul
tats obtenus par les petits pays. C'est alors seule
ment que ces pays pourront jouer Ieur role clans 
les affaires internationales. 

M. KAYSER (France) rappelle qu'au cours du 
debat general, a la Conference sur la liberte de 



Information, the great majority of representa
tives had strongly declared their opposition to any 
form of censorship. However, when the discus
sion had reached Committee 2 of the Conference.1 

most representatives had felt the need to intro
duce provisions making censorship permissible in 
special circumstances, while reiterating their 
opposition to it in principle. Thus it was that 
article 4 had been introduced into the text of 
the draft convention. 

92 

In his view, the various terms suggested during 
the discussion in the Third Committee were prac
tically synonymous and the experience of the two 
world wars had shown how difficult it was to 
reach a precise definition of any of them. The 
term "national military security" might be con
sidered to mean that only the actual military 
leaders would be entitled to decide when it was 
necessary to introduce censorship. Such an in
terpretation could not be accepted by his dele
gation. Du,ing the war the term "military" had 
ranged in meaning from the actual armed forces 
to such things as factories producing war material 
and it was extremely difficult to define its scope. 
In his opinion, it would not, therefore, be pos
sible to decide on any adequate terminology until 
all the terms suggested had been precisely defined. 

Mrs. RAY (India) explained that no censorship 
existed in India and that there was no intention 
of introducing it. Her remarks would not there
fore be based on any personal considerations. She 
favoured the wording of the basic document rather 
than that of any of the amendments. In her opin
ion, the introduction of the word "military" 
would make the provisions too restrictive, since 
many cases in which the use of censorship might 
be essential would not be covered. For example, 
a country might be attempting to obtain an inter
national loan and correspondents might at the 
same time be sending out false information about 
its economic situation, thus seriously jeopardizing 
its borrowing power. Such a case would not be 
covered by the term "national military security". 

Moreover, article 11, which provided that Con
tracting States could take measures derogating 
from their obligations under the convention, 
specifically stated: "in time of war or any other 
public emergency". Thus it was quite clear that 
war was not the only emergency envisaged. She 
appreciated the motives for the submission of the 
United States amendment but felt that there was 
no need for undue apprehension that the con
vention might be abused. Even if the word "mili
tary" were inserted, a Contracting State would 
still be able to resort to the provisions of 
article 9. 

Apart from the two opposing views, a third con
cept seemed to have emerged from the discussion. 
Those who really believed in democracy agreed 
that freedom of information was an inherent right 
of the people and that it should not be abused 
either by monopolies or governments. A great deal 
of false information was being disseminated; she 
gave as an example the reports about the status of 
women in India. The aim should be to free the 

• See E/Conf.6/C2/SR.12. 

!'information, la plupart des representants avaient 
declare qu'ils etaient energiquement opposes a la 
censure sous toutes ses formes. Toutefois, lorsque 
la discussion s'est poursuivie au sein de la deuxie
me Commission de la Conference1 , la plupart des 
representants ont senti le besoin d'introduire des 
clauses autorisant la censure dans certaines cir
constances speciales, tout en reaffirmant leur oppo
sition de principe. C'est dans ces conditions que 
!'article 4 a ete introduit clans le texte du projet 
de convention. 

De l'avis de I'orateur, Jes diverses redactions 
proposees au cours de la discussion au sein de la 
Troisieme Commission ont pratiquement le meme 
sens, et I' experience des deux guerres mondiales 
a montre combien ii est difficile de definir precise
ment le sens de ces expressions. Les mots "secu
rite nationale militaire" peuvent etre consideres 
comme signifiant que seuls Jes chefs militaires 
seraient habilites a decider s'il est indispensable 
d'etablir la censure. La delegation fram;aise ne 
saurait accepter cette interpretation. Au cours de 
la guerre, l'adjectif "militaire" s'est applique a 
des chases aussi diverses que Jes forces armees 
proprement elites et les usines de fabrications de 
guerre, et ii est extremement difficile de definir sa 
portee. M. Kayser estime done qu'il ne sera pas 
possible d'adopter une terminologie adequate tant 
que tous Ies termes proposes n'auront pas ete 
definis avec precision. 

Mme RAY (Incle) declare qu'il n'existe pas de 
censure clans son pays et que son Gouvernement 
n'a pas !'intention de l'etablir. Ses observations 
ne seront done pas fondees sur des considerations 
d'ordre national. Elle prefere la redaction du texte 
de base a celle de tous les amendements. A son 
avis, !'introduction de l'adjectif "militaire'' ren
drait les clauses de !'article trop restrictives, car 
celui-ci ne s'appliquerait pas a un grand nombre 
de cas dans Iesquels le recours de la censure peut 
etre indispensable. Par exemple, ii se pourrait 
qu'un pays essaie d'obtenir un pret a l'etranger 
et qu'au meme moment des correspondants de 
presse diffusent des informations inexactes a pro
pos de sa situation economique, mena<;ant ainsi 
gravement son credit. Un tel cas ne serait pas 
couvert par !'expression "securite militaire na
tionale". 

De plus, !'article 11, qui prevoit que Jes Etats 
contractants peuvent prendre des dispositions de
rogeant a leurs obligations aux termes de la con
vention, mentionne specifiquement que cela ne 
peut etre fait qu' "en temps de guerre ou d'autre 
danger public". II 1est clone tout a fait evident que 
la guerre n'est pas le seul danger public envisage. 
Mme Ray comprend Jes motifs qui ont pousse le 
representant des Etats-Unis a soumettre son amen
dement, mais elle estime qu'il n'est pas a craindre 
que !'on abuse des clauses de la convention. Meme 
si l'adjectif "militaire" est introduit, un Etat con
tractant pourra toujours recourir aux dispositions 
de !'article 9. 

En dehors des deux points de vues opposes, un 
troisieme concept semble avoir emerge de la dis
cussion. Ceux qui croient reellement a la demo
cratic ont reconnu que la liberte de !'information 
est un droit inne du peuple et que ni les monopoles 
ni les gouvernements ne devraient en abuser. On 
diffuse beaucoup de renseignements errones, et 
Mme Ray cite a titre d'exemple Jes informations 
sur le statut de la femme dans l'Inde. II s'agit de 

1 Voir E/Conf.6/C.2/SR.12. 



Press from control either by the Government or 
by vested interests and, while ensuring freedom, 
to avoid license. 

93 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) said he had been sur
prised when the idea of censorship in peacetime 
had been introduced at the Conference on Free
dom of Information. He had not been aware of 
the existence of such a concept and his country 
had never introduced censorship even in time of 
war. There had been no need to introduce censor
ship because newspaper proprietors and corre
spondents had been responsible and trustworthy 
people. As far as his country was concerned, there
fore, there was no need to introduce provisions 
concerning censorship into the draft convention. 
Since, however, some countries seemed to think 
it necessary to do so, he agreed with the repre
sentative of France that the terminology should 
be perfectly clear. 

~fr. KAH ALI (Syria) said that he had already 
expressed his delegation's dislike of loopholes, by 
suggesting, at the 188th meeting, the deletion of 
the words "in a manner consistent with their 
respective laws and procedures" from article 2. 
That amendment had unfortunately not been 
adopted and he wished therefore to express his 
disapproval of the provisos which were included 
in practically every article of the draft convention, 
thus making it useless. In his opinion, the draft 
convention in its existing form would not serve 
the cause of freedom of information, but would 
simply serve as a justification for Governments 
which wished to introduce restrictions. Under 
article 2, as adopted, it would be possible for 
Governments to refuse entry visas to correspond
ents; under article 3 they were enabled to dis
criminate among correspondents and article 4 in
troduced the conception of censorship. 

In those circumstances, the representative of 
Syria considered the provisions of the draft con
vention to be entirely incompatible with the aims 
set forth in the preamble. It was quite justifiable 
to be anxious that freedom should not be abused, 
but that should be avoided by training responsible 
and trustworthy journalists rather than by includ
ing so many restrictions in the draft convention. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands), 
referring to the remarks made by the representa
tive of the Byelorussian SSR, stated that article 
4 dealt only with the egress of news material and 
was not, therefore, concerned with any form of 
internal censorship which might be practised by 
newspaper proprietors. That subject would not 
be debated until resolution No. 27 of the Confer
ence on Freedom of Information came up for dis
cussion. He emphasized the fact that the draft 
convention before the Committee was only a first 
step in establishing internationally accepted rules 
for freedom of information and that it could not 
be expected to be perfect. He himself did not con
sider article 4 to be perfect. He would have pre
f erred to omit all reference to the possibility of 
censorship in peacetime; it had, however, become 
clear during the Conference held at Geneva that 
some delegations considered it essential to include 
such a provision. Since he thought it desirable 
that as many countries as possible should sign 
the convention, he would not object to the in
clusion of the idea but he considered the term 

liberer la presse du controle des gouvernements ou 
des inten~ts etablis et, tout en assurant la liberte, 
d'eviter la licence. 

M. NORIEGA ( Mexique) declare qu'il a ete sur
pris lorsque l'on a introduit a la Conference sur la 
Iiberte de l'information l'idee de la censure en 
temps de paix. 11 ne savait pas que cette idee exis
tait, et son pays n'a jamais eu recours a la censure, 
meme en temps de guerre. Cela a ete inutile, car 
les proprietaires et les correspondants des jour
naux etaient des personnes responsables et dignes 
de confiance. Par consequent, en ce qui concerne 
le Mexique, ii n'y a pas besoin d'introduire dans 
le projet de convention des clauses autorisant la 
censure. Toutefois, comme certains pays semblent 
considerer cela comme indispensable, M. Noriega 
se declare d'accord avec le representant de la 
France pour estimer que les termes employes 
devront etre definis de maniere parfaitement claire. 

M. KAHALI ( Syrie) <lit qu'il a deja exprime 
!'aversion qu'eprouve sa delegation pour les 
clauses echappatoires lorsqu'il a propose, ,\ la 
188eme seance, de supprimer a !'article 2 les mots: 
"clans Jes limites compatibles avec leurs lois et 
reglements respectifs". Cet amendement n'a mal
heureusement pas ete accepte, et il desire par con
sequent declarer qu'il desapprouve Jes clauses res
trictives qui figurent clans presque tous les articles 
du projet de convention et qui enlevent a ce 
dernier toute valeur. A son avis, sous sa forme 
actuelle, le projet de convention ne servira pas la 
cause de la liberte de !'information, mais fournira 
simplement une justification aux gouvernements 
desireux d'introduire des restrictions en cette ma
tiere. Aux termes de !'article 2 tel qu'il a ete 
adopte, les gouvernements pourront refuser des 
visas d'entree aux correspondants; aux termes de 
!'article 3, ils pourront ne pas traiter tous les cor
respondants de la meme maniere; enfin, !'article 4 
introduit la notion de censure. 

Dans ces conditions, le representant de la Syrie 
estime que les dispositions du projet de convention 
sont entierement incompatibles avec Jes buts enon
cees clans le preambule. On peut, a fort juste titre, 
redouter qu'on abuse de la liberte, mais il faut 
eviter ces abus en formant des journalistes dignes 
de foi et ayant le sens de leurs responsabilites, et 
non point en introduisant clans le projet de conven
tion un aussi grand nombre de restrictions. 

::VI. v AN REUVEN G0EDHART (Pays-Bas) faisant 
allusion aux observations du representant de la 
RSS de Bielorussie, precise que !'article 4 ne 
traite que de la sortie des documents d'informa
tion et ne s'applique done pas aux formes de 
censure interieure qui pourraient etre exercees par 
les proprietaires de journaux. Ce dernier sujet ne 
sera discute que lorsqu'on arrivera a l'etude de la 
resolution n ° 27 de la Conference sur la liberte de 
l'information. 11 souligne le fait que le projet de 
convention dont la Commission est saisie ne cons
titue qu'un premier pas vers l'etablissement d'une 
reglementation internationale de la liberte de !'in
formation et qu'on ne peut done pas s'attendre a 
ce qu'il soit parfait. Lui-meme ne considere pas 
l'article 4 comme parfait, et aurait prefere que l'on 
omit toute mention de la possibilite d'une censure 
en temps de paix. 11 est cependant devenu evident, 
au cours de la Conference de Geneve, que certaines 
delegations estiment qu'il est indispensable d'in
clure une telle disposition. Comme ii pense qu'il est 
souhaitable que le plus grand nombre de pays pos
sible signent cette convention, le representant des 
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"national security" to be too broad. He would 
favour any amendment which really restricted 
the scope of the provision to the minimum. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) supported the Aus
tralian amendment for reasons given by previous 
speakers. 

Mr. DEMCHENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) remarked that article 4 provided one 
of the most glaring examples of violation of 
Article 2, paragraph 7 of the Charter to be found 
in the whole draft convention. Article 4 was, in 
fact, expressly designed to sanction intervention 
in matters within the domestic jurisdiction of 
States. If it were adopted, the whole convention 
would become a weapon in the hands of British 
and American expansionists, who sought any pre
text to intervene in the affairs of other States, 
to influence those States and eventually to dom
inate them. 

Article 4, which granted unlimited rights to 
correspondents and information agencies - thus 
making them a State within the State - sought 
at the same time to limit the rights of sovereign 
States and to prescribe to them, in minute detail, 
what laws and regulations they should or should 
not make. 

No State Member of the United Nations could 
accept such dictation in matters of internal juris
diction. Under article 4, a State would be unable 
to stop correspondents from sending out lies, 
slander, or material likely to provoke hostility 
among nations. The Swedish representative had 
even raised the question of the censorship of 
incoming news material ; those who loved their 
native land and cherished its sovereignty could 
only repudiate such a suggestion. 

The Ukrainian representative further remarked 
that article 4, specific though it was with respect 
to censon,hip by the State, failed entirely to 
deal with the far more pernicious form of cen
sorship -· pernicious because it was exercised 
to promote private interests rather than those of 
the people - which existed in such countries as 
the United States of America and the United 
Kingdom. That censorship was not directed 
against warmongering or fascist and racial propa
ganda, which enjoyed complete freedom, but was 
exercised by owners of information agencies and 
newspapers, and by the financiers who controlled 
them, in the all-important field of policy. Denials 
of that statement could not be supported by proof, 
for the simple reason that newspaper owners 
themselves had on various occasions declared that 
they controlled the policies of their newspapers, 
which consequently reflected only their views. 

Referring again to article 4, Mr. Demchenko 
expressed the hope that not many delegations 
would vote for it, thereby surrendering the sov
ereign rights of their States in favour of the 
great Press monopolies. His own delegation was 
firmly opposed to that article. 

Mr. Ozc:UREL (Turkey) remarked that censor
ship, unless restricted, could render the draft 
convention inoperative. Consequently he warmly 

Pays-Bas ne s'opposera pas a }'inclusion de cette 
idee, mais ii considere l'expression "securite natio
nale" comme trop large. 11 sera en faveur de tout 
amendement qui limite reellement au minimum le 
champ d'application de cette disposition. 

Pour Jes raisons exposees par Jes orateurs pre
cedents, M. PENTEADO (Bresil) appuie l'amende
ment de I' Australie. 

M. DEMTCHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) fait observer que !'article 4 
fournit un des exemples les plus flagrants qu'on 
puisse trouver clans tout le projet de convention de 
violation des dispositions de I' Article 2, para
graphe 7, de la Charte. L'article 4 est en fait ex
pressement destine a autoriser !'intervention dans 
des affaires qui relevent essentiellement de la 
competence nationale des Etats. Si l'on adopte cet 
article, la convention tout entiere deviendra une 
arme entre les mains des expansionnistes britan
niques et americains qui cherchent tous les pre
textes pour intervenir clans les affaires interieures 
des autres Etats, les soumettre a Ieur influence et, 
finalement, les dominer. 

L'article 4, qui accorde des droits illimites aux 
correspondants et aux entreprises d'information 
- qui deviennent ainsi des Etats clans l'Etat -
cherche en meme temps a restreindre les droits 
des Etats souverains et a leur dieter, clans les 
moindres details, Jes lois et reglements qu'ils 
doivent ou ne doivent pas adopter. 

Aucun Etat Membre de !'Organisation des Na
tions Unies ne peut accepter une telle intervention 
clans des questions qui relevent de sa competence 
interieure. Aux termes de !'article 4, un Etat ne 
pourra pas empecher des correspondants d'envoyer 
des informations mensongeres, calomnieuses ou de 
nature a semer I'hostilite entre Jes nations. Le 
representant de la Suede a meme souleve la 
question de la censure de documents d'informa
tion venant de l'etranger; tous ceux qui aiment 
Ieur pays et tiennent a sa souverainete ne peuvent 
que rejeter une telle suggestion. 

Le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine fait egale
ment observer que !'article 4, qui est tres precis en 
ce qui concerne la censure exercee par l'Etat, omet 
entierement une forme de censure qui est beau
coup plus pernicieuse, car elle s'exerce au profit 
d'interets prives et non de la nation. Cette censure 
existe dans des pays tels que Ies Etats-Unis 
d' Amerique et le Royaume-Uni. Elle n'est pas 
dirigee contre la propagande belliciste, fasciste ou 
raciste, qui jouit d'une liberte complete. Elle est 
exercee clans le domaine particulierement impor
tant de !'attitude generate d'une publication par Jes 
proprietaires des entreprises d'information et des 
journaux et par les financiers qui Jes controlent. 
Aucune preuve ne saurait etre apportee pour in
firmer cette accusation, car les proprietaires de 
journaux eux-memes ont a maintes reprises de
clare qu'ils dirigent la ligne que suivent leurs 
journaux et par consequent que ces derniers ne 
refletent que leurs propres opinions. 

Revenan't a !'article 4, M. Demtchenko exprime 
l'espoir ques Jes delegations qui voteront en sa 
faveur, et abandonneront ainsi Jes droits souve
rains de leur Etat en faveur des grands monopoles 
de presse, seront peu nombreuses. Sa propre dele
gation est fermement opposee a cet article. 

M. Ozm::REL (Turquie) fait observer que la 
censure, a moins qu'elle ne soit Iimitee, peut 
enlever toute valeur au projet de convention. Aussi 



supported the United States amendment (A/C.3/ 
412) to article 4, especially since that amendment 
fully conformed to the spirit of his country's 
Constitution. 
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Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) could not 
agree with those who had stressed that the United 
States amendment would restrict censorship by 
Governments. There was little use in saying in 
article 4 that censorship could be exercised only 
for reasons of national military security so long· 
as article 9 gave States the right to "make and 
enforce laws and regulations for the protection 
of national security and public order" and article 
11 granted the right to take extraordinary meas
ures "in time of war or any other public emer
gency". Those articles, it should be noted, applied 
to times of peace as well as of war. 

Furthermore, the words "national military secu
rity" proposed by the United States representa
tive might apply to such matters as armies, arma
ments and military secrets ; but most of the coun
tries in the world were small countries, and had 
virtually no armies or military secrets. What was 
of vital concern to them was national security 
expressed in terms of internal stability. 

Inasmuch as articles 9 and 11, rather than 
article 4, contained the main provisions on the 
subject of national security, the Venezuelan rep
resentative would not oppose the United States 
amendment if it were acceptable to the majority. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) observed that most speakers had pre
ferred to ignore the fact that the draft convention, 
far from dealing with the freedom of information 
and the Press, was designed to hoodwink public 
opinion and to give full freedom and unlimited 
privileges to monopolies in the field of informa
tion and the Press. As the media of information 
were largely in the hands of those monopolies, it 
was only natural that the draft convention which 
they were sponsoring should seek to defend their 
freedom to direct public opinion, rather than 
true freedom of information. 

When such agencies as the Associated Press, 
the United Press and the International News 
Service sent correspondents abroad, they were 
careful to select persons who would not send un
biased and truthful reports. The long list of pro
gressive radio commentators who had been dis
missed in the United States since 1945 was proof 
enough of censorship by selection. Another form 
of censorship current in the United States was 
the pressure exercised on various media of infor
mation by the State Department, the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, the advertisers and the 
financiers. That most respectable newspaper, for 
example, The New York Times, was controlled by 
a banking firm, as was much of the Press in the 
Unted Kingdom. In the circumstances, eloquent 
speeches in favour of the freedom of information 
had a hollow sound. 

Mr. Tsarapkin could not agree with those who 
would place foreign correspondents outside all 

appuie-t-il chaleureusement l'amendement propose 
par les Etats-Unis a l'article 4 (A/C.3/412), 
amendement qui est pleinement en accord avec 
l'esprit de la Constitution de son pays. 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) n'est pas d'ac
cord avec ceux pour qui l'amendement des Etats
Unis limiterait la censure exercee par les gouver
nements. II n'est guere utile d'affirmer, a l'article 
4, que la censure ne peut etre etablie que pour des 
raisons de securite militaire nationale si }'article 
9 donne aux Etats le droit "d'adopter et d'ap
pliquer des lois et reglements promulgues en vue 
d'assurer la securite nationale et l'ordre public", 
et !'article 11 le droit de prendre des mesures 
extraordinaires "en temps de guerre ou d'autre 
danger public". Ces articles, ii faut le remarquer, 
s'appliquent au temps de paix comme au temps de 
guerre. 

D'autre part, l'expression "securite militaire 
nationale", proposee par le representant des Etats
U nis, peut englober toutes considerations relatives 
aux armees, aux armements et s'appliquer aux 
secrets militaires; cependant, la plupart des pays 
du monde sont de petits pays et n'ont, pour ainsi 
dire, ni armees ni secrets militaires. Ce qui, pour 
ces pays, presente un interet vital, c'est la secu
rite nationale, consideree sous l'angle de la stabilite 
interieure. 

Etant donne que ce sont les articles 9 et 11, et 
non }'article 4, qui contiennent les dispositions 
principales du point de vue de la securite nationale, 
le representant du Venezuela ne s'opposera pas 
a l'amendement des Etats-Unis, si la majorite le 
juge acceptable. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) souligne que la plupart des 
orateurs ont prefere ne pas tenir compte du fait 
que le projet de convention, loin de traiter de la 
liberte de !'information et de la presse, cherche a 
donner le change a }'opinion puhlique et a accorder 
aux monopoles des privileges illimites et une 
entiere liberte clans le domaine de !'information et 
de la presse. Etant donne que les monopoles ont, 
clans une large mesure, la haute main sur les 
organes d'information, ii n'est que nature} que le 
projet de convention qu'ils soutiennent cherche a 
defendre leur pouvoir de diriger }'opinion publique 
plutot que la veritable liberte de !'information. 

Lorsque des agences comme l'Associated Press, 
1' United Press et 1' International News Service 
envoient des correspondants a l'etranger, elles ont 
soin de choisir des personnes qui ne seront ni 
impartiales, ni veridiques dans leurs informations. 
La longue liste de commentateurs de radio a ten
dances progressistes qui ont ete licencies aux 
Etats-Unis depuis 1945 demontre de fa<;on suffi
sante l'existence de la censure par elimination. La 
pression qu'exercent sur les differents organes 
d'information le Departement d'Etat, le Federal 
Bu,reau of Investigation, les bailleurs de publicite 
et les financiers, represente une autre forme de 
censure, courante aux Etats-Unis. C'est ainsi que 
le New York Times, ce parangon des journaux 
respectables, est sous la domination d'une societe 
bancaire; ii en est de meme pour une grande par
tie de la presse du Royaume-Uni. En presence de 
cette situation, Jes discours eloquents qui ont ete 
prononces en faveur de la liberte de l'information 
rendent un son creux. 

M. Tsarapkine ne peut etre d'accord avec ceux 
qui desirent mettre les correspondants etrangers 



restnctrons ; his country would not wish to admit 
correspondents who would write fascist propa
ganda and claim the protection of the convention. 

He regretted that, because of the time limit on 
speeches, he was unable to make four or five 
additional Doints and had to content himself with 
stating that he was in favour of the Polish amend
ment. 
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The CHAIRMAN remarked that the USSR rep
resentative would have the opportunity to speak 
once more when the second part of article 4 was 
discussed. 

Mr. DAYIES (United Kingdom) said that the 
great majority of the preceding speakers had ex
pressed their abhorrence of censorship in peace
time and had conceded its necessity only when the 
interests of national security so demanded. He 
fully agreed that only such censorship as was 
absolutely necessary should be permitted. 

In ~eply to the Ukrainian and USSR repre
sentat1 ve_s, he remarked that, in his interpretation, 
censorship was the absolute prohibition by a gov
ernment of the use of certain news material. The 
selec~ion by owners of _sensational newspapers of 
certain t_ypes of material could hardly be called 
censorsl11p; fortunately, in democratic countries 
such as the United Kingdom, there was a variety 
of newspapers presenting a variety of views. In 
other countries, however, where all the means of 
information were in the hands of the Govern
ment, it was impossible for anyone to state views 
which were in opposition to those of the Govern
ment. Moreover, all the news sent out of those 
countries was subject to rigorous inspection. That 
was cens~rship, an_d eensorship of a type not to 
be found m the.Umted States or the United King
dom. Mr. Davies hoped that the freedom of ex
pression current in those and other countries would 
be extended to all the signatories of the draft con
vention. 

Mr. Davie/! preferred the text of article 4 as 
it stood to both the United States and Aus
tralian amendments, whioh might raise difficulties 
of interpretation. If the majority preferred either 
of those amendments, he would abstain ; his chief 
concern was that Jhe draft convention might find 
the greatest possible number of adherents. He 
thought, however, that the words "relating directlv 
to the m~intenan~e of national security" restricted 
censorship sufficiently to make them acceptable 
to most States. 

Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) stated that there 
was no censorship in his country. He thought, 
ho_w~ver, that open and legal censorship was per
missible when the State found it necessary. Al
!hou~h article 4 ?ea!t with that form of censorship, 
1t !ailed to restnct m any way the private censor
ship by owners of newspapers and information 
agencies current in the United States and the 
United Kingdom. 

Although the United Kingdom representative 
had denied the existence of that censorship, the 
treatment given in the United States Press to 
various events - as, for example, the Cultural 
and Scientific Conference for World Peace re
cently held in New York plainly showed that 
news was presented to the public in a biased 

a l'abri de toutes les restrictions; son pays ne vou
drait pas recevoir des correspondants qui repan
draient une propagande fasciste en se prevalant de 
la protection que leur offrirait la convention. 

En raison de la limitation imposee au temps de 
parole, M. Tsarapkine ne peut, a son grand regret, 
presenter quatre ou cinq observations supplemen
taires, et se borne a declarer qu'il est en faveur 
de l'amendement de la Pologne. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer que le representant 
de l'URSS aura la possibilite de reprendre la 
parole lorsque sera examinee la seconde partie de 
!'article 4. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) souligne que la 
grande majorite des orateurs qui l'ont precede se 
sont declares violemment opposes a !'application 
de la censure en temps de paix, et n' ont accepte le 
recours a la censure que dans les circonstances ou 
les interets de la securite nationale !'exigent. 
M. Davies est tout a fait d'avis qu'il ne faut etablir 
la censure que lorsqu'elle est tout a fait necessaire. 

Repondant aux representants de la RSS 
d'Ukraine et de l'URSS, M. Davies fait observer 
que, a son avis, la censure consiste en !'inter
diction absolue, par un gouvernement, de l'emploi 
de certains documents d'information. II est difficile 
de qualifier de censure In fa<;on dont les proprie
taires de journaux a sensation choisissent certaines 
informations. Heureusement, clans des pays demo
cratiques comme le Royaume-Uni, il existe un 
grand nombre de journaux differents qui presen
tent des opinions tres diverses. Dans d'autres pays 
toutefois, 011 tous les organes d'information sont 
aux mains du gouvernement, il est impossible a 
qui que ce soit d'exposer des opinions contraires a 
celles du gouvernement. D'autre part, toutes les 
informations envoyees de ces pays font l'objet d'un 
cont_r6le rigoureux. C'est la une censure d'un genre 
inconnu aux Etats-Unis ou au Royaume-Uni.. 
M. Davies espere que la liberte d'expression qui 
existe clans ces pays et dans d'autres sera etendue 
a tous les signataires du projet de convention. 

Le representant du Roy1mme-Uni prefere le 
texte actuel de !'article 4 aux amendements des 
Etats-Unis et de l'Australie qui pourraient don
ner naissance a des difficultes d'interpretation. Si 
la majorite de la Commission prefere l'un OU 

l'autre de ces amendements, M. Davies ne prendra 
pas position. Son principal souci est que le projet 
de convention re<;oive le plus grand nombre pos
sible d'adhesions. 11 pense cependant que les mots 
"ayant trait directement au maintien de la securite 
nationale" limitent suffisamment la censure pour 
qu'ils soient acceptables a la plupart des Etats. 

M. DEDIJER (Y ougoslavie) declare qu'il n'existe 
pas de censure dans son pays. Il estime, toutefois, 
qu'une censure officielle et legale peut etre 
admise lorsque l'Etat le juge necessaire. Bien que 
!'article 4 traite de cette forme de censure, i1 ne 
limite aucunement la censure privee qu'exercent 
couramment aux Etats;-Unis et dans le Royaume
Uni les proprietaires de journaux et d'entreprises 
d'information. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a nie !'exis
tence de cette censure; pourtant, la fa<;on dont la 
presse des Etats-Unis traite divers evenements 
- comme, par exemple, la Cultural and Scientific 
Conference for World Peace (Conference cultu
relle et scientifique pour la paix mondiale) qui s'est 
recemment reunie a New-York - montre de fa<;on 



manner. The same treatment was accorded to news 
despatches sent from the United States abroad. 

Article 4 failed to deal with that most danger
ous form of censorship, while restricting it in its 
legitimate form; Mr. Dedijer would consequently 
vote against that article. 
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Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
denied that the Press in the United States was 
controlled by monopolies - unless some 1,700 
newspaper owners could be so described. Certainly 
no censorship existed. He pointed out that, on 
the other hand, not a single despatch left the 
USSR without being officially censored. 

The Press in the democratic countries was, of 
course, far from perfect. To such countries as 
India and Saudi Arabia, which felt that they had 
suffered at the hands of United States corre
spondents, Mr. Canham extended the assurance 
that the free Press would continue to strive 
towards self-improvement. With all its defects, it 
was vastly preferable to a controlled totalitarian 
Press ; it had already contributed a great deal 
towards international understanding and peace 
and it was to be hoped that, under the convention, 
it would do still more in that direction. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Polish 
amendment (A/C.3/433), as being furthest re
moved from the original text. 

The amendment was rejected by 33 votes to 6, 
with 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United 
States amendment (A/C.3/412), as modified dur
ing the course of the meeting, replacing the words 
"national security" by the words "national de
fence". 

The amendment was adopted by 14 votes to 
10, with 24 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the first 
paragraph of article 4 as amended. 

The paragraph as amended was adopted by 
28 votes to 8, with 12 abstentions. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) suggested that the 
French proposal (A/C.3/425) should be intro
duced after article 9 rather than after article 11, 
as originally intended. 

The CHAIRMAN accepted that suggestion. 
The meeting rose at 6.5 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY-SECOND 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Tuesday, 19 April 1949, at 10.55 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 4 (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee had 
before it an amendment to the second part of 

evidente que les nouvelles sont presentees au pu
blic de manicre tendancieuse. Les informations 
telegraphiques envoyees des Etats-Unis a l'etran
gcr rec;oivent la meme presentation. 

L'article 4 ne tient pas compte de cette forme 
extremement dangereuse de censure et n'apporte de 
restrictions qu'aux aspects legitimes de cette der
niere. M. Dedijer votera done contre cet article. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) nie que 
la presse des Etats-Unis soit dirigee par des 
monopoles, a moins qu'il soit possible d'appliquer 
ce terme a environ 1.700 proprietaires de jour
naux. II n'existe certainement aucune censure aux 
Etats-Unis. M. Canham souligne que, par contre, 
aucune depeche ne sort de l'URSS sans avoir ete 
officiellement censuree. 

Dans les pays democratiques, la presse est, cela 
va sans dire, loin d'etre parfaite. M. Canham donne 
aux pays qui, comme l'Inde et l' Arabie saoudite, 
estiment avoir eu des raisons de se plaindre de cor
respondants des Etats-Unis, !'assurance que la 
presse libre poursuivra ses efforts en vue de s'ame
liorer. Avec tous ses defauts, cette presse est en
core de beaucoup preferable a une presse totalitaire 
controlee; elle a deja rendu de grands services a 
la cause de !'entente et de la paix internationales et 
l'on peut esperer que, lorsque la convention sera 
appliquee, elle £era davantage encore dans ce 
sens. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
la Pologne (A/C.3/433) qui est le plus eloigne 
du texte original. 

Par 33 voix contre 6, avec 8 abstentions, l'amen
dement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement des 
Etats-Unis (A/C.3/412), tel qu'il a ete modifie 
au cours de la seance, tendant a remplacer les mots 
"securite nationale" par les mots "defense natio
nale". 

Par 14 voix contre 10, avec 24 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met alors aux voix le premier 
paragraphe de !'article 4, tel qu'il a ete amende. 

Par 28 voix contre 8, avec 12 abstentions, le 
paragraphe ainsi amende est adopte. 

M. KAYSER (France) suggere que la proposition 
de la France (A/C.3/425) soit presentee a la suite 
de !'article 9 et non a la suite de !'article 11, comme 
ii avait ete tout d'abord prevu. 

Le PRESIDENT accepte cette suggestion. 
La seance est levee a 18 h. 5. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-DOUZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mardi 19 avril 1949, a 10 h. 55. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L'ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION D'UN 
PAYS A L'AUTRE (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article 4 (suite) 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, en ce qui concerne 
la seconde partie de l'article 4, la Commission 



article 4 submitted by the Philippine delegation 
(A/C.3/428), and a document containing the 
observations of the representative of the Inter
national Telecommunications Union (A/C.3/ 
436). 

Replying to Mr. SULTAN (Egypt), who re
minded the Committee that the amendment sub
mitted by the United States to article 4 (A/C.3/ 
412) suggested that the word "military" should 
be inserted between the words "national" and 
"security" every time they appeared in the article, 
the CHAIRMAN stated that the Committee had 
decided, when it voted on the first part of article 
4 ( I 91 st meeting), to replace the words "national 
security" by "national defence". The Chairman 
interpreted that decision as being applicable also 
to the second part of article 4. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) appealed against the 
Chairman's ruling. 

The CHAIRMAN put the appeal to the vote in 
accordance with rule 64 of the rules of procedure 
of the General Assembly. 

The Egyptian representative's appeal was re
jected by W votes to 2, with 14 abstentions. 
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Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) stated that his 
amendment (A/C.3/428) aimed merely at making 
the text of sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 3 
shorter and clearer. The use which would be made 
of censored news was of no interest, and the 
Philippine amendment took into account the 
important point that the copy bearing the cen
sor's annotations should be returned to the cor
respondents or to the information agency. 

On the imitation of the Chairman, Mr. de 
Wolf, representatitve of the International Tele
communications Union, took his place at the 
Committei! table. 

Mr. DE WoLF (International Telecommunica
tions Union) thanked the Committee for allowing 
him to state the views of the International Tele
communications Union. 

He pointed out that the provisions of article 
4 of. the draft conve_ntion, which was being 
exammed by the Committee, seemed to contradict 
article '29 of the International Telecommunica
tions Convention (Atlantic City, 1947). The latter 
article laid down that States parties to that Con
vention reserved the right to stop the transmission 
of any private telegram which appeared danger
ous to the security of the State or contrary to 
their laws, to public order or to decency. Article 
4 of the draft convention on the gathering and 
international transmission of news would definitely 
limit that right and restrict the freedom of action 
granted to States parties to the convention adopted 
at Atlantic City. It seemed difficult to reconcile 
the provisions of those two articles; he thought 
that the only solution would be for the parties 
to the draft convention under consideration to 
undertake not to invoke the rights accorded them 
under art[cle '29 of the Atlantic City convention. 
Members of the Committee representing their 
Governments could give that undertaking at once. 
In order to avoid any misunderstanding, the mat
ter should be dealt with either in article 4 of 
the draft convention or in a separate protocol. 

est saisie d'un amendement presente par la dele
gation des Philippines (A/C.3/428) et d'un docu
ment contenant les observations du representant 
de !'Union internationale des telecommunications 
( A/C.3/436). 

En reponse a M. SULTAN (Egypte), qui rap
pelle que l'amendement soumis par les Etats-Unis 
a !'article 4 (A/C.3/412) tend a inserer le mot 
"militaire" entre les mots "securite nationale" 
toutes les fois qu'ils apparaissent dans !'article, 
le PRESIDENT declare que la Commission a decide, 
!ors du vote sur le premier paragraphe de !'article 4 
( 191eme seance), de remplacer les mots "securite 
nationale" par "defense nationale". II interprete 
cette decision comme s'appliquant egalement a la 
seconde partie de !'article 4. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) fait appel de la decision 
du President. 

Le PRESIDENT, conformement a !'article 64 
du reglement interieur de 1' Assemblee generale, 
met cet appel aux voix. 

Par 20 voix contre 2, avec 14 abstentions, l'ap
pel du representant de f Egypte est rejete. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) declare que son 
amendement (A/C.3/428) vise uniquement a 
rendre plus clair et plus bref le texte de l'alinea 
b) du paragraphe 3. L'usage qui sera fait de 
}'information censuree ne presente aucun interet 
et l'amendement des Philippines tient compte d'un 
point important, a savoir que la copie censuree 
sera remise aux correspondants ou a l'entreprise 
d'information avec les annotations de la censure. 

Sur /'invitation du President, M. de Wolf, repri
sentant de l'Union internationale des telecommu
nications, prend place a la table de la Commission. 

M. DE WOLF (Union internationale des tele
communications) remercie la Commission de bien 
vouloir lui permettre d'exposer les vues de !'Union 
internationale des telecommunications. 

II fait observer que les dispositions de l'article 
4 du projet de convention que la Commission 
etudie en ce moment semblent etre en contra
diction avec !'article '29 de la Convention inter
nationale des telecommunications ( Atlantic City, 
1947). Ce dernier article stipule que les Etats 
parties a la Convention se reservent le droit 
d'arreter la transmission de tout telegramme 
prive qui parait dangereux pour la securite de 
l'Etat OU contraire a ses lois, a l' ordre public et 
aux bonnes mcrurs. Or, !'article 4 du projet de 
convention relatif a l'acces aux informations et 
a leur transmission d'un pays a l'autre limiterait 
nettement ce droit et restreindrait la liberte d'ac
tion accordee aux Etats qui sont parties a la 
convention d' Atlantic City. II semble difficile de 
concilier les dispositions de ces deux articles, et 
le representant de !'Union internationale des tele
communications estime que la seule solution se
rait que les parties au projet de convention actuel
lement a l'etude s'engagent a ne pas se prevaloir 
de droits plus etendus que ceux qui leur sont 
accordes par !'article 29 de la convention d' Atlantic 
City. Les membres de la Commission, qui repre
sentent leur gouvernement, pourraient, des main
tenant, prendre cet engagement. Pour eviter tout 
malentendu, il conviendrait de mentionner cette 
question, soit a !'article 4 du projet de convention, 
soit clans un protocole distinct. 



The prov1s10ns of paragraph 3, sub-paragraph 
( d), on the reimbursement of charges for Press 
telegrams not sent because of censorship were 
in contradiction with the provisions of the Tele
graph Regulations annexed to the International 
Telecommunication Convention. It was quite use
less and undesirable to include in several con
ventions telegraph regulations which would be 
more appropriate in the Telegraph Regulations. 
The next International Telegraph and Telephone 
Administrative Conference, which was due to 
take place in Paris on 18 May, would revise the 
Telegraph Regulations and would welcome any 
suggestions which might be transmitted to it. 
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If the United Nations General Assembly en
dorsed the principles contained in paragraph 3, 
the International Telecommunications Union 
would recommend that the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations should request the secretary
general of the International Telecommunications 
Union to draw the attention of the International 
Telegraph and Telephone Administrative Confer
ence to those principles. The International Tele
communications Union also proposed that the 
Members of the General Assembly in favour of 
article 4 should request their Governments to pre
sent to the next international telegraph and tele
phone conference proposals in line with article 4, 
paragraph 3. 

With regard to the return of charges for tele
grams, he agreed that a delay of eighteen hours 
in the transmission of telegrams between two 
non-adjacent European countries or thirty-six 
hours in other cases, as provided for in article 
90 of the Telegraph Regulations, could not apply 
to Press dispatches, as such a delay was excessive. 

The important point was that the correspondent 
should be warned that the news he was trans
mitting would be censored. If the transmission 
were excessively delayed, he could always can
cel his telegram under article 50 of the Telegraph 
Regulations on the cancellation of telegrams. If 
a time limit was to be set for the transmission of 
Press dispatches it would be better to insert a 
provision to that effect in the Telegraph Regu
lations. 

The CHAIRMAN thanked the representative of 
the International Telecommunications Union for 
his valuable comments. The United Nations 
should co-ordinate its work with that of the 
Union, which was a specialized agency with a 
very large membership. The Chairman asked the 
Third Committee to take Mr. de Wolf's remarks 
into account. 

Mr. de Wolf withdrew. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) said that if cen
sorship in the interests of national security were 
established, even in peacetime, it would have to 
be ensured the greatest possible secrecy. Para
graph 1 of the draft convention, however, pro
vided that the Contracting State was to establish 
in advance which categories of news material were 
subject to previous inspection, and that practice 
would result in the leakage of a certain amount 
of information. In such a case, a news corre-

Se reportant ensuite a l'alinea d) du paragraphe 
3, M. de Wolf declare que les dispositions rela
tives au remboursement des frais pour les de
peches de presse dont la censure a empeche 
l'envoi contredisent les dispositions du Reglement 
telegraphique annexe a la Convention internatio
nale des telecommunications. A son avis, ii est 
tout a fait inutile et inopportun de faire figurer 
clans plusieurs conventions des reglements tele
graphiques qui seraient mieux a leur place clans 
le Reglement telegraphique. II rappelle que la 
prochaine Conference administrative internatio
nale telegraphique et telephonique qui doit se 
tenir a Paris le 18 mai prochain, entreprendra 
la revision du Reglement telegraphique; elle 
acceptera avec plaisir toutes les propositions qu'on 
voudra bien lui transmettre. 

Si l'Assemblee generale des Nations Unies fai
sait siens les principes contenus au paragraphe 
3, l'Union internationale des telecommunications 
recommanderait que le Secretaire general de !'Or
ganisation des Nations Unies demandat au secre
taire general de l'Union internationale des tele
communications d'attirer !'attention de la 
Conference administrative internationale telegra
phique et telephonique sur ces principes. L'Union 
intemationale des telecommunications propose 
egalement que les membres de l'Assemblee gene
rale qui seraient en faveur de !'article 4 demandent 
a leurs gouvernements de presenter a la prochaine 
conference intemationale telegraphique et tele
phonique des propositions analogues aux disposi
tions du paragraphe 3 de !'article 4. 

En ce qui concerne le remboursement des truces 
telegraphiques, l'orateur reconnait que le retard 
de dix-huit heures clans la transmission des tele
grammes entre deux pays d'Europe non limi
trophes ou de trente-six heures clans les autres 
cas, prevu a !'article 90 du Reglement telegra
phique, ne peut s'appliquer aux depeches de presse 
etant donne que ce retard est beaucoup trap long. 

De toute fai;on, le point important est que le 
correspondant soit prevenu que les informations 
qu'il transmettra seront soumises a la censure. Si 
la transmission a ete retardee trap longtemps, il 
pourra toujours, pour annuler sa depeche, se 
prevaloir des dispositions de !'article 50 du Regle
ment telegraphique, relatif a l'annulation des tele
grammes. Selan M. de Wolf, si l'on veut fixer un 
delai pour la transmission des depeches de presse, 
il serait preferable d'inserer une disposition a 
cet effet clans le Reglement telegraphique. 

Le PRESIDENT remercie le representant de 
l'Union internationale des telecommunications pour 
Jes observations importantes qu'il vient de pre
senter. II faut que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies coordonne ses travaux avec ceux de l'Union, 
qui est une institution specialisee comptant un 
tres grand nombre de membres, et le President 
demande a la Commission de prendre en conside
ration la declaration de M. de Wolf. 

M. de Wolf se retire. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) declare q~e, 
si la censure est etablie meme en temps de pa1x 
pour repondre aux exigences de la securite natio
nale, ii faudrait Jui assurer le plus grand secret pos
sible. Or, si, comme ii est indique au paragraphe 1, 
l'Etat contractant doit indiquer Jes categories de 
documents d'information qui doivent etre soumises 
a un contr6le prealable, cela aura pour resultat 
de permettre a certaines informations d'y echapper. 
Dans un tel cas, le correspondant prendra soin 
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spondent would do his best to convey the infor
mation by some circuitous channel, and the news 
enterprise, in its turn, would be careful not to 
give the source of the information, which could 
always be offered as rumour. 

Referring next to the United States representa
tive's observations at the 186th meeting to the 
effect that it was preferable that the Contracting 
States should pay the price of freedom of infor
mation. Mr. Baroody declared that the price would 
be the admission of distorted or false news and 
he considered that price too high. Countries lack
ing highly-developed news resources could not 
pay the price, especially if their national existence 
were at stake. 

Mrs. RooSEVELT (United States of America) 
said that she had listened to the observations of 
the representative of the International Telecom
munications Union on the divergencies between 
the provisions of article 29 of the International 
Telecommunication Convention of 1947 and article 
4 of the draft convention under consideration. 

The United States delegation feared, however, 
that if the Committee agreed to the inclusion in 
article 4 of the same provisions as those of article 
29 of the Telecommunication Convention, it 
would amount to submitting news material to a 
very strict censorship, contrary to the Commit
tee's decision in principle that censorship should 
not be permitted in peacetime except for reasons 
of national defence. 

There could, of course, be no question of 
amending the International Telecommunication 
Convention. But the States signing the convention 
on the gathering and international transmission 
of news might give an undertaking not to take 
advantage in their mutual relations and only so 
far as concerned the transmission of news mate
rial, of the broader rights conferred on them by 
the International Telecommunication Convention. 

If the Committee agreed, a provision to that 
effect might be inserted in article 9 of the draft 
convention. 

For its part, the United States delegation was 
completely in favour of maintaining the detailed 
provisions included in the second part of article 
4 on the suggestion of the French delegation. It 
thought that it was important to guarantee the 
rights of correspondents in every case where 
censorship proved unavoidable in time of peace. 
Of all censorships, the least a(imissible was that 
carried out without the knowledge of the corre
spondent, and it had been considered useful to 
have the detailed provisions appearing in article 
4 in order to prevent it. 

It was possible that the details given in sub
paragraph ( d) belonged rather to the technical 
field of telecommunication than to an agreement 
in principle such as the one the Committee was 
considering. The United States delegation was 
prepared to accept the advice of the Internatfonal 
Telecommunication Union representative and to 
refer the question to the next International Tele
graph and Telephone Administrative Conference 
to be held in Paris. 

Finally, the United States delegation con
sidered that the amendment proposed by the 
Philippine delegation (A/C.3/428) improved the 
original text and would vote in favour of it. 

de les transmettre par une voie detournee et 
l'agence d'information, a son tour, viellera a ne pas 
indiquer la source de ces informations qu'elle 
pourra toujours presenter comme des rumeurs 
publiques. 

Faisant ensuite allusion aux observations pre
sentees a la 186eme seance par le representant 
des Etats-U nis, selon lesquelles il est preferable 
que Jes Etats contractants paient le prix de la 
liberte de !'information, M. Baroody declare que 
ce prix consisterait a admettre des nouvelles de
formees OU fausses et, a son avis, ce prix est 
trop eleve. Les pays qui, en matiere d'informa
tion, ne disposent pas de ressources tres develop
pees ne peuvent payer ce prix, a plus forte raison 
lorsque leur existence nationale est en jeu. 

Mme ROOSEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) de
clare qu'elle a ecoute avec interet les observations 
du representant de !'Union internationale des tele
communications au sujet des divergences qui 
existent entre les dispositions de !'article 29 de 
la Convention internationale des telecommunica
tions de 1947 et !'article 4 du projet de conven
tion a l'etude. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis craint cependant 
que, si l'on acceptait d'inscrire a !'article 4 les 
memes dispositions que celles qui figurent a !'ar
ticle 29 de la Convention des telecommunications, 
cela equivaudrait en fait a soumettre les documents 
d'information a une censure trc:s stricte, contr·,ire
ment a la decision de principe prise par la Com
mission de n'admettre la censure en temps de 
paix que clans le seul interet de la defense na
tionale. 

I1 ne saurait, certes, etre question d'amender 
la Convention internationale des telecommunica
tions. Mais les Etats qui signeront la convention 
relative a l'acces aux informations et a leur trans
mission d'un pays a l'autre pourront prendre 
!'engagement de ne pas se prevaloir, clans leurs 
rapports mutuels et en ce qui concerne unique
ment la transmission des documents d'information, 
des droits plus larges que leur confere la Con
vention internationale sur les telecommunications. 

Une disposition a cet effet pourrait etre inseree, 
si la Commission le juge bon, a !'article 9 du 
projet de convention. 

Pour sa part, la delegation des Etats-Unis est 
entierement en faveur du maintien des dispositions 
de detail qui figurent dans la seconde partie 
de !'article 4 sur !'initiative de la delegation de la 
France. Elle estime en effet qu'il importe de 
garantir les droits des correspondants clans tous 
les cas ou la censure s'avere inevitable en temps 
de paix. De toutes les censures, la moins admis
sible est celle qui s'effectue a l'insu du corres
pondant, et c'est pour l'empecher que l'on a 
juge utile d'enoncer a !'article 4 les dispositions 
detaillees qui y figurent. 

I1 est possible que la precision donnee a l'alinea 
d) soit un detail qui releve davantage du domaine 
technique des telecommunications que d'un accord 
de principe comme celui qu'etudie la Commission. 
La delegation des Etats-Unis est prete a accepter 
sur ce point le conseil du representant de !'Union 
internationale des telecommunications et de ren
voyer la question a la prochaine Conference admi
nistrative internationale telegraphique et telepho
nique qui se tiendra a Paris. 

Enfin, la delegation des Etats-Unis considere 
que l'amendement propose par la delegation des 
Philippines (A/C.3/428) ameliore le texte initial 
et elle votera en sa faveur. 
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Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
agreed fully with the United States representa
tive's remarks. It was common practice for signa
tories to an international treaty to renounce their 
rights and privileges under an earlier treaty if 
they deemed it advisable. He thought that from 
the legal point of view such a procedure would be 
preferable to the insertion of a reference to the 
International Telecommunication Convention in 
the convention under discussion. 

With regard to sub-paragraph ( d), the remarks 
of the representative of the International Tele
communications Union were well founded. Never
theless, the Netherlands delegation would like the 
draft convention to include a provision on the re
imbursement of telegraph charges because it 
thought that was an important question. It there
fore proposed that the Committee should keep 
that sub-paragraph in its existing form and at 
the same time adopt a resolution recommending 
that the International Telegraph and Telephone 
Administrative Conference to be held in Paris 
should take account of that decision and include 
the principle in the Telegraph Regulations. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) remarked that the ob
servations of the representative of the Interna
tional Telecommunications Union on the dis
crepancies between the draft convention under 
consideration and existing conventions and regu
lations, increased the doubts which the draft con
vention as a whole raised in the mind of the 
Belgian delegation. With respect to article 2. 
the Belgian delegation had already drawn the 
Committee's attention to the impossible effects 
which the application of that article would have 
on the regulations governing the admission of 
foreigners into Belgium. It noted, with regard 
to article 4, that its misgivings had been well 
founded. 

Mr. Lebeau disputed the legal theory advanced 
by the representatives of the United States and 
the Netherlands. He thought that, if the Com
mittee wished to proceed in a legally correct man
ner, it should secure a revision of the Atlantic 
City convention in order to achieve the result 
desired by some of its members. So long as that 
instrument had not been duly amended by its 
signatories, however, its provisions remained in 
force and the Contracting States should insert in 
article 4 a provision specifying that the said article 
"did not prejudice the rights reserved to States 
by the International Telecommunication Conven
tion (Atlantic City, 1947)". 

Mr. Lebeau said that the solution he had pro
posed seemed to him to be the only legally ac
ceptable one. He submitted it for the considera
tion of the members of the Committee, but did 
not offer it as a formal proposal. 

He shared the views of the representative of 
the International Telecommunications Union with 
regard to article 4, sub-paragraph ( d). It was a 
question there of an exceptional measure which 
would be in place in the Telegraph Regulations. 

With regard to the substance of the second part 
of article 4, Mr. Lebeau repeated that under the 
terms of its Constitution, Belgium could not con
ceive of censorship in time of peace. It allowed 
censorship only for reasons of national defence. 
Those reasons were imperative; they were para
mount in moments of crisis when governments 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) s'as
socie entierement aux declarations de la represen
tante des Etats-Unis. II est en effet de pratique 
courante pour les signataires d'un traite interna
tional de renoncer, s'ils le jugent bon, aux droits 
et privileges qu'ils possedent en vertu d'un traite 
anterieur. Une telle procedure lui parait prefe
rable, du point de vue juridique, a !'insertion 
d'un rappel de la Convention internationale des 
telecommunications clans la presente convention. 

En ce qui concerne l'alinea d), les observations 
du representant de !'Union internationale des tele
communications sont bien fondees. Cependant la 
delegation des Pays-Bas souhaiterait que le pro
jet de convention comprenne une disposition rela
tive au remboursement des taxes telegraphiques, 
car elle estime qu'il s'agit la d'une question impor
tante. Elle propose done a la Commission de con
server cet alinea sous sa forme actuelle et d'adopter 
conjointement une resolution recommandant a la 
Conference administrative internationale telegra
phique et telephonique qui doit se tenir a Paris 
de tenir compte de cette decision et d'en inscrire 
le principe dans le Ri!glement telegraphique. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) signale que les obser
vations du representant de !'Union internationale 
des telecommunications sur les divergences qui 
existent entre le projet de convention a l'etude 
et les conventions et reglements existants augmen
tent Jes doutes que l'ensemble du projet de con
vention provoque dans !'esprit de la delegation 
beige. Deja, a propos de l'article 2, la delegation 
de la Belgique avait attire !'attention de la Com
mission sur Jes effets inacceptables que !'appli
cation de cet article aurait sur Jes reglements 
regissant !'admission des etrangers en Belgique. 
Elle constate aujourd'hui, a propos de !'article 4, 
que ses inquietudes sont fondees. 

M. Lebeau refute la theorie juridique defendue 
par les representants des Etats-Unis et des Pays
Bas. II estime que la Commission, si elle veut 
faire ceuvre juridique correcte, doit, pour obtenir 
le resultat desire par un certain nombre de ses 
membres, obtenir une revision de la convention 
d' Atlantic City. Mais, tant que cet instrument 
n'aura pas ete dument amende par ses signataires, 
ses dispositions restent en vigueur et les Etats 
contractants se doivent d'inserer clans le present 
projet de convention, a !'article 4, une disposition 
specifiant que !edit article "ne prejuge pas les 
droits reserves aux Etats par la Convention inter
nationale des telecommunications (Atlantic City, 
1947)". 

M. Lebeau declare que la solution qu'il propose 
lui parait la seule acceptable sur le terrain juridi
que. II la soumet a la reflexion des membres de 
la Commission, mais n'en fait pas l'objet d'une 
proposition formelle. 

M. Lebeau partage la rnaniere de voir du repre
sentant de ]'Union intemationale des telecommuni
cations en ce qui concerne l'alinea d) de l'article 
4. II s'agit Ja d'une mesure d'exception qui a sa 
place clans le Reglement telegraphique. 

En ce qui concerne le fond de la seconde partie 
de !'article 4, M. Lebeau repete qu'aux termes de 
sa Constitution la Belgique ne peut concevoir 
de censure en temps de paix. Elle n'admet la 
censure que pour des motifs de defense nationale. 
Or, ces motifs sont imperieux; ils s'imposent clans 
des moments de crise ou les gouvernements n'ont 
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had neither the time nor the opportunity to con
form to all the detailed terms of article 4. 

For that reason, the Belgian delegation would 
maintain on that article the same coldly neutral 
attitude as it had maintained on the other articles 
already disci::ssed. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) pointed out that the 
suggestions of the United States representative 
on the one hand, and of the representative of 
Belgium, on the other, placed before the Com
mittee not only a question of principle but also 
a twofold problem of a legal and practical nature. 

If the Belgian representative's suggestion was 
adopted, the provisions of article 4 would in fact 
be eliminated. On the other hand, while Gov
ernments parties to a new convention might re
nounce the benefits of a previous convention, Mr. 
Noriega wondered to what extent the representa
tives of the States signatory of the International 
Telecommun;:cation Convention were empowered 
to adopt a measure which impaired that Conven
tion without first referring to their Governments. 
The most practical solution would be a revision 
of the corresponding articles of the International 
Telecommunication Convention, in order to make 
them consistent with the provisions of article 4. 

In any case Mr. Noriega felt that the members 
of the Committee could not take any immediate 
decision on the article and he therefore proposed 
that consideration of it should be deferred. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that the text of 
article 4 had not been improvised: it had been 
discussed at length by the United Nations Con
ference on Freedom of Information as well as by 
the Economic and Social Council. The States 
Members of the United Nations had therefore 
had an opportunity to study each article of the 
draft convention, and the Committee was dealing 
with a text which it could discuss and vote upon. 

Mr. Kayser congratulated the representative 
of the International Telecommunications Union 
on his precise and clear observations. Some of 
his suggestions should be adopted. If the French 
delegation insisted on maintaining the detailed 
provisions of article 4, however, it was because of 
its belief that newspaper correspondents should 
be protected against censorship and against rules 
which might become arbitrary if not precisely 
defined in the convention. 

Mr. Kayser stated that the six hours' delay 
mentioned in sub-paragraph ( d) had been decided 
upon after long discussion. If. as the representa
tive of the ITU maintained, such a provision 
proved in practice more restrictive than the in
ternational telegraph regulations in force, the 
French deleg.:.tion would forego it, as its primary 
purpose was to facilitate the newspaper corre
spondent's work and save him from the results 
of too strict censorship. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) pointed out that the 
censor's work was limited to the deletion of 
certain parts of the text, but that, in no circum
stances, was he supposed to "alter" the text, as 
the amendment proposed by the Philippine dele
gation (A/C.3/428) appeared to imply. Conse
quently, he suggested the deletion of the words 
"altered or" from the Philippine amendment. 

C 

ni le temps ni la possibilite materielle de se con
former a toutes Ies modalites detaillees qui figurent 
a !'article 4. 

C'est pourquoi la delegation de la Belgique 
observera, a l'egard de cet article, la meme atti
tude de neutralite froide qu'a l'egard des autres 
articles deja discutes. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) fait remarquer que 
les suggestions de la representante des Etats
Unis d'une part, et du representant de la Belgique 
de l'autre, placent la Commission a la fois devant 
une question de principe et devant un double 
probleme d'ordre juridique et pratique. 

Si l'on adoptait la suggestion du representant 
de la Belgique, on supprimerait en fait les dispo
sitions de !'article 4. D'autre part, tout en recon
naissant que les gouvernements parties a une nou
velle convention peuvent renoncer au benefice 
d'une convention anterieure, M. Noriega se de
mande clans quelle mesure les representants des 
Etats signataires de la Convention internationale 
des telecommunications sont habilites, sans en 
referer auparavant a leur gouvernement, a adop
ter une disposition qui constitue une derogation 
a cette convention. La solution la plus pratique 
serait d'obtenir une revision des articles corres
pondants de la Convention internationale des tele
communications, afin de les rendre conformes aux 
dispositions de l'article 4. 

Quoi qu'il en soit, M. Noriega estime que 
les membres de la Commission ne peuvent prendre 
aucune decision immediate au sujet de cet article, 
et ii propose done d' en remettre I' exam en a une 
date ulterieure. 

M. KAYSER (France) dit que le texte de !'article 
4 n'a pas ete improvise: il a ete longuement dis
cute par la Conference des Nations U nies sur la 
liberte de !'information ainsi que par le Conseil 
economique et social. Les Etats Membres des 
Nations Unies ont done eu l'occasion d'etudier 
chaque article du projet de convention, et la 
Commission se trouve en presence d'un texte 
sur lequel elle peut deliberer et voter. 

M. Kayser rend hommage aux indications 
daires et precises du representant de !'Union 
internationale des telecommunications, dont cer
taines suggestions meritent d'etre retenues. Si la 
delegation de la France insiste cependant sur 
le maintien des dispositions de detail qui fo!Urent 
a !'article 4, c'est parce qu'elle pense qu'il im
porte de proteger le correspondant contre la 
censure et de le garantir contre des reglements 
qui risqueraient d'etre arbitraires s'ils n'etaient 
definis avec precision clans la convention. 

M. Kayser declare que le delai de six heures 
mentionne a l'alinea d) a ete fixe a la suite de 
longues discussions. S'il est prouve, ainsi que le 
soutient le representant de l'UIT, qu'une telle 
disposition serait en fait plus restrictive que le 
reglement telegraphique international en vigueur, 
la delegation de la France serait prete a y renoncer, 
car ce qu'elle cherche avant tout c'est a faciliter le 
travail du correspondant de presse et a le sous
traire aux effets d'une censure trop stricte. 

M. JocKEL (Australie) fait remarquer que le 
role du censeur se borne a supprimer certaines 
parties du texte, mais qu'il ne peut en aucun 
cas les "modifier" ainsi que le laisse entendre 
l'amendement propose par la delegation des Philip
pines (A/C.3/428). II propose en consequence 
de supprimer les mots "modifiees ou" clans l'amen
dement des Philippines. 
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Mr. Jockel then pointed out that the word 
"publish", in sub-paragraph (1) of the second 
paragraph of article 4 was inappropriate, since 
the Contracting States could not be required to 
undertake, during a period of censorship, to make 
public the directives of the censor indicating for
bidden subjects. Such a procedure would be con
trary to the interests which censorship was 
intended to protect. Mr. Jockel therefore proposed 
that the word "publish" should be replaced by 
the words "communicate to information agencies 
and correspondents". 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) stated that, in accordance 
with articles 33 and 41 of its Constitution, the 
Republic of Cuba could not establish censorship in 
time of peace. Mr. Zaydin admitted, as had the 
representative of Belgium. that, in addition to 
times of peace and times of war, there might 
occur, in the life of a nation, an intermediary 
period, a period of preparation in anticipation of 
aggression, for example. In such a case, and with 
the consent of its Congress, Cuba could take the 
necessary measures to safeguard the interests of 
national defence. The delegation of Cuba would 
therefore not vote for the second part of article 
4 concerning the functioning of censorship in 
time of peace. 

Mr. Zaydin fully agreed with the statements 
of the Belgian representative, whose suggestion 
he supported. He thought that a formal proposal 
such as that made by Mr. Lebeau would be 
entirely acceptable. In fact, if the Committee 
wished to draft a really effective convention, it 
should not only gather all necessary information, as 
it had done in inviting the representative of the 
International Telecommunications Union to its 
discussion, but should also draw practical con
clusions from such information. Mr. Zaydin there
fore wished the Committee to discuss the Belgian 
representative's suggestion. 

In connexion with the Philippine amendment, 
Mr. FouRrn (Union of South Africa) made the 
same remark as the Australian representative con
cerning the right of the censor to alter news 
material. He pointed out that censorship methods 
varied in different countries, and that it was 
important to establish the principle that the cen
sored documents should be transmitted to corre
spondents as soon as possible. That principle was 
clearly expressed in the original text and the 
delegation of the Union of South Africa would 
vote for it. 

In general, the delegation of South Africa 
shared the views of the Netherlands representa
tive concerning the contradictory provisions of 
the International Telecommunication Convention. 
It was prepared to accept any provision which 
would avoid the difficulties pointed out by the 
Mexican representative, but, if the Committee 
proceeded to a vote, the South African delegation 
would vote for article 4 in its original form. 

Mr. RUNDALL (United Kingdom) stressed the 
appropriateness of the remarks made by the rep
resentatives of the Union of South Africa and of 
Australia. He, too, preferred the original text 
of sub-paragraph (b) to that proposed by the 
Philippine delegation. 

As for the differences between the International 
Telecommunication Convention and the draft con
vention under consideration, Mr. Rundall thought 

M. J ockel releve ensuite que le mot "publier" 
qui figure a l'alinea 1) du paragraphe 2 de !'article 
4 est impropre, puisqu'on ne peut demander aux 
Etats contractants de s'engager, en periode de 
censure, a rendre publiques les instructions du 
censeur indiquant les sujets interdits; une telle 
maniere de proceder serait contraire aux interets 
que la censure a pour but de sauvegarder. 
M. Jockel propose done de remplacer le mot 
"publier" par "communiquer aux entreprises d'in
formation et aux correspondants". 

M. ZAYDiN (Cuba) declare que, aux termes 
des articles 33 et 41 de sa Constitution, la Repu
blique de Cuba ne peut etablir de censure en 
temps de paix. M. Zaydin reconnait, avec le 
representant de la Belgique, qu'en dehors du 
temps de paix et du temps de guerre ii peut se 
presenter dans la vie des nations une periode 
intermediaire, une periode de preparation en pre
vision d'une agression par exemple. Dans ce cas, 
et avec l'assentiment de son Congres, Cuba peut 
prendre les mesures necessaires pour sauvegarder 
les interets de la defense nationale. La delegation 
de Cuba ne votera done pas en faveur de la 
seconde partie de !'article 4, qui concerne le 
fonctionnement de la censure en temps de paix. 

Pour le reste, M. Zaydin se rallie entierement 
aux declarations du representant de la Belgique, 
dont ii appuie la suggestion. II pense qu'une 
proposition formelle clans le sens indique par 
M. Lebeau serait entierement recevable. En effet, 
si la Commission veut rediger une convention 
reellement efficace elle se doit, non seulement de 
recueillir toutes Jes donnees utiles - comme elle 
l'a fait en invitant a sa table le representant de 
!'Union internationale des telecommuncations -
mais egalement d'en tirer les consequences pra
tiques. C'est pourquoi M. Zaydin voudrait que 
la Commission discute la suggestion du represen
tant de la Belgique. 

M. FouRrn (Union Sud-Africaine) presente, 
a propos de l'amendement des Philippines, la meme 
observation que le representant de l' Australie en 
ce qui concerne la possibilite, pour le censeur, 
de modifier les documents d'information. II fait 
remarquer que les modalites de la censure varient 
suivant les pays et que ce qu'il importe d'etablir, 
c'est le principe suivant lequel le document censure 
sera communique au correspondant clans le plus 
bref delai possible. Ce principe est clairement 
exprime dans le texte original et la delegation 
de !'Union Sud-Africaine votera en sa faveur. 

Dans !'ensemble, la delegation de l'Union Sud
Africaine partage les vues du representant des 
Pays-Bas en ce qui concerne les dispositions con
tradictoires de la Convention internationale des 
telecommunications. Elle est prete a accepter toute 
proposition qui supprimerait les difficultes signa
lees par le representant du Mexique mais, si la 
Commission passe au vote, la delegation sud
africaine votera l'artide 4 sous sa forme primitive. 

M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) souligne la jus
tesse des observations presentees par les represen
tants de !'Union Sud-Africaine et de l'Australie. 
II prefere egalement le texte initial de l'alinea b) 
a_la version qu'en propose la delegation des Philip
pmes. 

Pour ce qui est des divergences qui existent 
entre la Convention internationale des telecomu
nications et le present projet de convention, 
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that it was for the Governments to make the 
necessary cotrections in the Telegraph Regula
tions, if they so desired. 

The United Kingdom delegation proposed, 
moreover, the following redraft of sub-paragraph 
(d): 

"Return, in accordance with the relevant pro
visions of the international telegraph regulations 
currently in force, the charges for telegrams sub
mitted for censorship provided that the sender 
has cancelled the telegram before its transmis
sion." 

That wording would leave the Government rep
resentatives meeting in Paris entirely free to fix 
the details for the application of the said principle. 
In any case, article 4 should not be more re
strictive than the international telegraph regula
tions. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) stated that the solution 
proposed by the United States delegation could 
not be taken into consideration in view of the 
fact that the International Telecommunication 
Convention was the only one currently in force. 
The signatories of the new convention on the 
gathering of news and its transmission from one 
countty to another would be the States and not 
the correspondents. Certain States however en
titled to the rights acquired unde~ the Int~rna
tional Telecommunication Convention, might re
fuse to sign the new convention. In that case, the 
International Telecommunications Union would 
be confr<?nt_ed ~ith two groups of States adhering 
to two d1stmct mstruments. ' 

In view of such a possibility, the delegation of 
Egypt thought that the only course to follow was 
that indicated by the Belgian representative, 
when he had proposed inserting in article 4 a 
provision reserving the rights of the signatories 
of the International Telecommunication Conven
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Committee 
sh~uld take a decision on the existing text of 
article 4 and the amendments proposed to it, and 
t~at it ~hou_ld postp?ne until article 9 came up for 
d1scuss10n its dec1s1on regarding the addition of 
a paragraph designed to eliminate the contradic
tion between that artide and the provisions of 
the Atlantic City convention. 

Until then, in accordance with the suggestion 
of the representatives of Mexico and the United 
States, the members of the Committee could ask 
their respective Governments for definite instruc
tions as to whether they agreed to restrict. in 
connexion with the suspension of telecommuni
cations, the rights stipulated in the Atlantic City 
convention, as had been proposed by the dele
gations of the United States and the Netherlands 
or if they wished to retain the rights stipulated 
in the Atlantic City convention, until that instru
ment had been revised. 

Mr. VILLAGt:>MEZ YEPEZ (Ecuador) supported 
the Chairman's suggestion. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
pointed out that all the documents arising out of 
the Conference on Freedom of Information held 
at Geneva had been communicated to the Govern
ments immediately after the close of the Confer
ence, so as to enable them to formulate their 

M. Rundall pense qu'il appartient aux gouverne
ments de faire P.roceder, s'ils le desirent, aux recti
fications necessaires clans le Reglement telegra
phique. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni propose, d'autre 
part, de remanier l'alinea d) de la fa<;on suivante : 

"Rembourser, conformement aux dispositions 
applicables des reglements telegraphiques inter
nationaux en vigueur, les taxes telegraphiques 
per<;ues pour les depeches soumises a la censure 
lorsque l'expediteur aura annule la depeche avant 
sa transmission." 

Cette redaction laisserait aux representants des 
gouvernements reunis a Paris toute latitude pour 
fixer Jes details d'application du principe enonce. 
En tous cas, !'article 4 ne devrait pas etre plus 
restrictif que les reglements telegraphiques inter
nationaux. 

M. SuLTAN (Egypte) declare que la solution 
proposee par la delegation des Etats-Unis ne 
saurait etre prise en consideration, etant donne 
que la Convention internationale des telecommuni
cations est la seule qui soit actuellement en vi
gueur. Les signataires de la nouvelle convention 
relative a l'acces aux informations et a leur trans
mission d'un pays a l'autre seront les Etats et non 
les correspondants. Or, certains Etats jouissant 
des droits acquis aux termes de la Convention 
internationale des telecommunications peuvent se 
refuser a signer la nouvelle convention. Dans 
ces conditions, l'Union internationale des tele
communications se trouverait devant deux groupes 
d'Etats parties a deux instruments distincts. 

Devant une telle possibilite, la delegation de 
l'Egypte estime que la seule voie a suivre est 
celle qui a ete indiquee par le representant de 
la Belgique lorsqu'il a propose d'inserer a !'article 
4 une disposition reservant les droits des signa
taires de la Convention internationale des tele
communications. 

Le PRESIDENT suggere a la Commission de se 
prononcer sur le texte actuel de !'article 4 et 
sur les amendements qui y sont proposes, en ajour
nant jusqu'au moment de la discussion de !'article 
9 sa decision quant a !'addition d'un paragraphe 
destine a supprimer la contradiction entre cet 
article et les dispositions de la convention d' Atlan
tic City. 

D'ici la, conformement a la suggestion des 
representants du Mexique et des Etats-Unis, les 
membres de la Commission pourraient demander a 
leur gouvernement respectif des instructions pre
cises sur le point de savoir si ceux-ci acceptent 
de restreindre, en ce qui concerne l'arret des 
telecommunications, les <lroits stipules dans la 
convention d'Atlantic City, comme l'ont propose 
les delegations des Etats-Unis et des Pays-Bas, 
OU s'ils desirent se reserver Jes droits stipules 
clans la convention d'Atlantic City, tant que cetle
ci n'a pas ete revisee. 

M.VILLAGOMEz YEPEZ (Equateur) appuie ta 
suggestion du President. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHAitT (Pays-Bas} rap
pelle que tous les documents emanant de la 
Conference sur la liberte de l'infonnation tenue 
a Geneve ont ete communiques aux gouverne
ments afin qu'ils aient la possibilite de formuler 
leurs observations. Certains gouvernements, no-
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comments. Some Governments, in particular that 
of Mexico, had sent their comments, which were 
to be found in document E/856. They had been 
quite free to define, if they so wished, their 
attitude to article 4. Mr. van Heuven Goedhart 
did not therefore think it was necessary to con• 
sult the Governments again. 

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of America) 
opposed the suggestion made by the representative 
of Belgium for a solution to the problem brought 
up by the ITU representative. That suggestion 
would, in her opinion, be equivalent to annulling 
the decision taken by the Committee at its pre• 
ceding meeting, to the effect that the necessities 
of national defence alone could induce a State to 
establish censorship in time of peace. The stopping 
of telecommunications was obviously a way of 
establishing censorship. The Belgian proposal tc 
reserve the right of the Contracting States to 
suspend international telecommunications servicE 
when the news was considered to be dangerous for 
the safety of the State, contrary to its laws, to 
public order or to decency, in accordance with the 
provisions of article 29 of the Atlantic City con
vention, established in fact the right of censor
ship in those four cases. 

On the other hand, the provisions of the draft 
convention had been brought to the knowledge 
of the States more than a year previously and 
they had been quite free to submit useful com
ments. 

The United States delegation considered it un
necessary to refer in article 4 to the provisions 
of the Atlantic City convention. The draft con
vention under discussion was not a revision of 
the Atlantic City convention but a new conven
tion on the gathering and international transmis
sion of news ; its provisions would supersede those 
of any previous convention on that particular sub
ject as far as the Contracting States were con
cerned. 

Mrs. Roosevelt therefore formally proposed that 
when article 9 of the draft convention came to be 
discussed, the following paragraph (A/C.3/465) 
should be added : 

"Each Contracting State agrees not to avail 
itself of its right to stop any telecommunication 
or to suspend international telecommunication 
services afforded by any telecommunication con
vention to which it is a party in any manner 
inconsistent with the provisions of the present 
convention." 

Mr. N ORTEGA (Mexico) noted, in reply to the 
Netherlands representative, that while submitting 
their general observations on the conventions, 
Governments would at the same time be free to 
reserve their detailed comments on each article 
until it was discussed by the Third Committee 
of the Assembly. The Mexican Government had 
not paid particular attention to the point at issue, 
since there was no censorship in Mexico either 
in time of peace or in time of war. Furthermore, 
the provisions of the Atlantic City convention 
were of a purely technical nature, whereas those 
of the draft convention under discussion had 
political implications. Hence the two conventions 
had been considered by different ministerial 
departments; that fact explained why the obser
vations submitted did not take into account the 
provisions of the Atlantic City convention. 

tamment celui du Mexique, ont envoye leurs obser
vations, qui se trouvent clans le document E/856. 
Ils ont eu toute latitude de preciser, s'ils le vou
laient, leur attitude concernant l'article 4. 
M. van Heuven Goedhart ne croit done pas utile de 
consulter a nouveau les gouvernements. 

Mme RoosEvELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) 
combat la suggestion emise par le representant de 
la Belgique pour apporter une solution au pro
bleme souleve par le representant de l'UIT. Cette 
suggestion reviendrait, a son avis, a annuler la 
decision prise par la Commission a la seance pre
ceden te, selon laquelle seules les exigences de la 
defense nationale peuvent amener un Etat a eta
blir la censure en temps de paix. L'arret des tele
communications est evidemment une maniere d'eta
blir la censure. La suggestion beige, tendant a 
reserver aux Etats contractants le droit de sus
pendre le service des telecommunications interna
tionales clans le cas ou les informations seraient 
dangereuses pour la surete de l'Etat, contraires a 
ses lois, a l'ordre public ou aux bonnes mceurs, 
conformement aux dispositions de l'article 29 de 
la convention d' Atlantic City, etablit en fait le 
droit de censure clans ces quatre cas. 

D'autre part, les dispositions contenues dans le 
projet de convention ont ete portees a la connais
sance des Etats depuis plus d'un an, et ceux-ci ont 
eu toute latitude de presenter toutes observations 
utiles. 

De l'avis de la delegation des Etats-Unis, i1 n'est 
pas necessaire de se referer, clans l'article 4, aux 
dispositions de la convention d' Atlantic City. Le 
projet de convention n'a pas pour objet de reviser 
la convention d'Atlantic City, mais d'etablir une 
nouvelle convention relative a l'acces aux infor
mations et a leur transmission d'un pays a l'autre, 
dont les dispositions prevaudront sur celles de 
toute convention anterieure, pour les Etats con
tractants, en ce qui concerne ce sujet particulier. 

Mme Roosevelt propose done formellement 
d'ajouter, a cette fin, le paragraphe suivant (A/C. 
3/465) a l'article 9 du projet de convention, lors 
de la discussion de cet article : 

"Chaque Etat contractant convient de ne pas 
se prevaloir, d'une maniere qui ne serait pas com
patible avec les dispositions de la presente con
vention, du droit que lui confere toute convention 
sur les telecommunications a laquelle il est partie, 
d'interrompre toute telecommunication OU de sus
pendre les services de telecommunications inter
nationales." 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) signale, en reponse au 
representant des Pays-Bas, qu'il etait loisible aux 
gouvernements, tout en envoyant leurs observa
tions generales sur les conventions, de se reserver 
de presenter des remarques plus detaillees sur 
chacun des articles au moment de leur discussion 
par la Troisieme Commission de l' Assemblee. Le 
Gouvernement du Mexique n'a pas prete une at
tention particuliere a la question en discussion, car 
ii n'existe de censure au Mexique ni en temps de 
paix ni en temps de guerre. En outre, les disposi
tions de la convention d' Atlantic City presentent 
un caractere purement technique tandis que celles 
du present projet de convention ont des incidences 
politiques. Ces dispositions ont done fait l' objet 
d'un examen distinct par des departements minis
teriels differents, ce qui explique que les observa
tions presentees ne prennent pas en consideration 
les dispositions de la convention d' Atlantic City. 



H)6 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) stated that his sug
gestion had not been intended to nullify article 
4, but merely to postpone its implementation until 
the provisions of the Atlantic City convention 
on the same subject had been revised. As it stood, 
the latter convention contained certain provisions 
concerning the suspension of telecommunications. 
If a new convention, covering different ground, 
were to establish fresh principles which conflicted 
with the provisions of the Atlantic City conven
tion, the effects on international law would be 
chaotic. The only legally correct procedure would 
be for the States signatories to the Atlantic City 
convention to continue to enjoy the rights laid 
down in that convention until it had been revised 
in accordance with the Committee's desires. 

The failure to foresee that contradiction proved 
that there had been errors or omissions in the 
preparation of the draft convention under dis
cussion. Further, the fact that the Governments, 
although they had been consulted, had not ob
served the contradiction, seemed to show that 
international conventions were prepared in the 
United Nations with too much haste. 

In conclusion, he expressed the hope that the 
Committee would not settle the question at the 
current session. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) stated that his delegation 
had supported the Belgian representative's sug
gestion only with a view to abolishing the con
tradiction between article 4 and the provisions of 
the Atlantic City convention ; it had no desire to 
extend the right of censorship. The Cuban dele
gation could not agree to any provision which 
established censorship, and would vote against the 
second part of article 4, as it had voted against 
the first part (191st meeting). 

Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) 
thought that it would be desirable to adopt an 
amendment to article 4, paragraph 3, sub-para
graph (d), bringing its provisions into harmony 
with the analogous provisions of the Telegraph 
Regulations. 

\Vith regard to the substance of the draft con
vention, it appeared to him to impose restrictions 
on the transmission of news rather than to guar
antee the freedom of such transmission. Refer
ring to the discrepancy between article 4 and the 
Atlantic City convention, he was in favour of 
the application of the recognized principle that 
States could, by a convention, voluntarily limit 
rights conferred upon them by a previous con
vention, especially when the latter was of a more 
technical nature. 

He supported the United States suggestion, 
as he considered that delegations should have the 
opportunity to consult their Governments. 

The CHAIRMAN ruled the general debate on 
the second part of article 4 closed. 

He put to the vote first the amendment to the 
Philippine amendment, made verbally by the 
Australian representative during the meeting, 
deleting the words "altered or". 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) declare que la sugges
tion qu'il a emise ne vise pas a annuler les effets 
de !'article 4, mais a en ajourner l'application effec
tive jusqu'au moment ou les dispositions de la 
convention d'Atlantic City relatives au meme sujet 
auront ete revisees. Au stade actuel, il existe cer
taines dispositions concernant l'arret des tele
communications clans cette derniere convention. 
On ne peut, dans une autre convention de portee 
differente, etablir de nouveaux principes boule
versant completement les dispositions de la con
vention d'Atlantic City, sous peine d'introduire 
l'anarchie clans le droit international. La seule pro
cedure juridiquement correcte est de reserver aux 
Etats signataires de la convention d' Atlantic City 
Jes droits stipules dans cette convention, jusqu'au 
moment OU celle-ci sera revisee conformement au 
souhait de la Commission. 

Que cette contradiction n'ait pas ete envisagee 
prouve qu'il y a eu certaines erreurs ou omissions 
clans la preparation du present projet de conven
tion. Quant au fait que Jes gouvernements, bien 
qu'ayant ete consultes, n'aient pas releve la con
tradiction, il tend a montrer, remarque M. Lebeau, 
que Jes mehodes employees au sein de !'Organisa
tion des Nations Unies pour la preparation des 
conventions internationales sont trop hatives. 

En conclusion, ii exprime le souhait que la Com
mission ne tranche pas la question a la seance 
en cours. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) declare, au nom de sa dele
gation, qu'il n'avait appuye la suggestion emise par 
le representant de la Belgique que pour permettre 
de supprimer une contradiction entre !'article 4 
et Jes dispositions de la convention d' Atlantic City; 
mais ii n'entend aucunement elargir le droit de 
censure. La delegation de Cuba ne peut accepter 
aucune disposition etablissant la censure et votera 
contre la seconde partie de ]'article 4 de la meme 
maniere qu'elle a vote contre la premiere partie 
( l9leme seance). 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) estime 
qu'il serait souhaitable d'adopter, a l'alinea d) du 
paragraphe 3 de l'article 4, un amendement per
mettant de mettre les dispositions qu'il contient 
en accord avec les dispositions similaires du Regle
ment telegraphique. 

Quant au fond, ii Jui parait que le projet de con
vention risque de tendre en definitive a apporter 
des restrictions a la transmission des informations 
plutot qu'a etablir la liberte de la transmission des 
informations. En ce qui concerne la divergence 
entre !'article 4 et les dispositions de la convention 
d' Atlantic City, il est d'avis que I' on devrait ap
pliquer le principe reconnu selon lequel les Etats 
peuvent s'engager volontairement, par une con
vention, a restreindre des droits qui leur sont 
conferes en vertu d'une convention anterieure, en 
particulier lorsque celle-ci est de caractere plus 
technique. 

II appuie la suggestion des Etats-Unis, car ii 
estime souhaitable de donner aux delegations la 
possibilite de consulter leurs gouvemements. 

Le PRESIDENT declare close la discussion gene
rale sur la seconde partie de !'article 4. 

II met aux voix, en premier lieu, l'amendement 
a l'amendement des Philippines, propose orale
ment au cours de la seance par le representant de 
I' Australie et consistant a supprimer les mots 
"modifiees ou". 
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The amendment was adopted by 30 votes to 1, 
with 11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the amend
ment proposed by the Philippines (A/C.3/428), 
as amended by the Australian representative. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) asked whether it might 
not be possible to retain, in the text proposed by 
the Philippines, the word "immediately", which 
appeared in the original text. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the word "im
mediate" be inserted before the word "return" in 
the first line of sub-paragraph ( b). 

It was so decided. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment 
proposed by the Philippines, as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was adopted by 
25 votes to 8, 'With 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal, 
made orally during the meeting by the Aus
tralian representative, to replace the word "pub
lish" in paragraph 1 by the words "communicate 
to information agencies and correspondents". 

That amendment was adopted by 39 votes to 
4, 'With 4 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the pro
posal, made orally during the meeting by the 
United Kingdom representative, that sub-para
graph ( d) of paragraph 3 should be replaced by 
the following : 

"Return, in accordance with the relevant pro
visions of the international telegraph regulations 
currently in force, the charges for telegrams sub
mitted to censorship, provided that the sender 
has cancelled the telegram before its transmis-
. " s10n. 

In answer to a question from Mr. AzKOUL 
(Lebanon), Mr. RUNDALL (United Kingdom) 
explained that in his opinion it should be left 
for the forthcoming international telegraph and 
telephone administrative conference to decide the 
time limit for reimbursement. 

He also pointed out, in answer to a question 
from the representative of MEXICO, that the only 
provisions of the Telegraph Regulations envis
aged in his amendment were those connected 
with the question of reimbursement. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) also thought that the 
indication of the six-hour time limit was impor
tant. If, however, as the ITU representative had 
stated, the provisions of the Telegraph Regula
tions provided for a still shorter time limit for 
reimbursement, he was prepared to accept the 
application of those provisions. 

The amendment proposed by the United King
dom was adopted by 34 votes to 1, 'With 9 absten
tions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of 
the second part of article 4, as amended during 
the discussions. 

The second part of article 4 was adopted by 
31 votes to 8, with 8 abstentions. 

Par 30 voix contre une, avec 11 abstentions, cet 
amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met ensuite aux voix l'amende
ment propose par Jes Philippines (A/C.3/428) tel 
qu'il a ete amende par le representant de 
I' Australie. 

M. KAYSER (France) demande s'il ne serait pas 
possible de conserver, clans le texte propose par 
Jes Philippines, le mot "immediatement" qui figure 
dans le texte initial. 

Le PRESIDENT propose d'introduire Jes mots 
"immediate et" apres le mot "remise", a la pre
miere ligne de l'alinea b). 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose par Jes Philippines, ainsi modifie. 

Par 25 voix contre 8, avec 9 abstentions, l'amen
dement ainsi modifie est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose oralement au cours de la seance par le repre
sentant de I' Australie, consistant a remplacer, clans 
le paragraphe 1, le mot "publier" par Jes mots 
"communiquer aux entreprises d'information et 
aux correspondants". 

Par 39 voix contre 4, avec 4 abstentions, cet 
amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met alors aux voix l'amendement 
propose oralement au cours de la seance par le 
representant du Royaume-Uni, consistant a rem
placer l'alinea d) du paragraphe 3 par la phrase 
suivante: 

"Rembourser, conformement aux dispositions 
applicables des reglements telegraphiques interna
tionaux en vigueur, les taxes telegraphiques per
<;ues pour les depeches soumises a la censure, lors
que l'expediteur aura annule la depeche avant sa 
transmission." 

En reponse a une question posee par M. AZKOUL 
(Liban), M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) precise 
qu'a son avis la determination du delai de rem
boursement doit etre laissee aux soins de la future 
conference administrative internationale telegra
phique et telephonique. 

I1 souligne en outre, en reponse a une question 
du representant du MEXIQUE, que les seules dis
positions du Reglement telegraphique internatio
nal visees clans son amendement sont celles qui con
cement la question du remboursement. 

M. KAYSER (France) estime egalement que !'in
dication du delai de six heures est importante. 
Mais si, conformement aux declarations du repre
sentant de l'UIT, les dispositions du Reglement 
telegraphique a cet egard prevoient un delai de 
remboursement encore plus bref, il est pret a ac
cepter que l'on applique ces dernieres dispositions. 

Par 34 voix contre une, avec 9 abstentions, 
l'amendement propose par le Royaume-Uni est 
adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux v01x !'ensemble de la 
seconde partie de l'article 4, telle qu'elle a ete 
modifiee au cours du debat. 

Par 31 voi:r contre 8, avec 8 abstentions, la 
seconde partie de l' article 4 est adoptee. 
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The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the whole 
of article 4 as amended. 

Article 4, as am.ended, was adopted by 31 votes 
to 8, with 9 abstentions. 

In conformity with the procedure adopted, the 
CHAIRMAN invited members of the Committee 
to communicate to their Governments the United 
States proposal for the addition of a new para
graph to article 9, and the Belgian representa
tive's suggestion for solving the problem raised 
by the ITU representative. 

He hoped that members of the Committee would 
have obtained the opinion of their Governments 
on those two texts, by the time article 9 of the 
draft convention came up for discussion, and 
would be in a position to make a decision. 

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY-THIRD 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Tuesday, 19 April 1949, at 3 p.ni. 

Chairnum: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 51 

The CHArnMAN announced that the basic text 
and the amendment by the Lebanese delegation 
would be found in document A/C.3/432. A fur
ther amendment submitted by the Indian delega
tion was contained in document A/C.3/438. 

Mrs. RAY (India) said that the purpose of 
the amendment submitted by her delegation was 
simply to avoid any ambiguity. She thought it 
better to tise the terminology of the definitions in 
article 1 throughout the draft convention than to 
introduce any new formula. 

In reply to a question by Mr. KAYSER (France), 
Mr. HESSEL ( Secretary of the Committee) said 
that the words "leurs droits" in the French text 
of the Indian amendment should be in the singu
lar rather than the plural. 

Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
emphasized the importance of article 5, as it was 
useless to safeguard the correspondent's right of 
entry into a country to carry out this work, unless 
some provision were also included to protect him 
from arbitrary expulsion. She was reluctant to 
depart more than necessary from the existing 
text of the article lest it should be interpreted in 
too narrow a sense. 

1 Article III in the final text of the draft convention 
on the international transmission of news and the right 
of correction (A/C.3/496). 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble de !'ar
ticle 4 tel qu'il a ete amende. 

Par 31 voix contre 8, avec 9 abstentions, !'article 
4, tel qu'il a ete amende, est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT invite les membres de la Com
mission, conformement a la procedure adoptee, a 
communiquer a leur gouvernement la proposition 
des Etats-Unis concernant !'addition d'un nouveau 
paragraphe a !'article 9, ainsi que la suggestion 
emise par le representant de la Belgique pour ap
porter une solution au probleme souleve par le 
representant de l'UIT. 

I1 espere que, lors de la discussion de l'article 
9 du projet de convention, les membres de la Com
mission auront pu obtenir }'opinion de leurs gou
vernements sur ces deux textes et seront en mesure 
de prendre une decision. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 20. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-TREIZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, Ne1.t1-York, 
le mardi 19 avril 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

128. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) ( suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L' ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION n'uN 
PAYS A L'AUTRE (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article 51 

Le PRESIDENT indique que le texte de cet article, 
ainsi que l'amendement soumis par la delegation 
du Liban, se trouvent clans le document (A/C.3/ 
432. Un. deuxieme amendement presente par la 
delegation de l'Inde figure clans le document A/C. 
3/438. 

Mme RAY (Incle) indique que l'amendement 
soumis par sa delegation a simplement pour but 
d'eviter toute ambiguite. A son avis, il serait pre
ferable de s'en tenir, dans toute la redaction du 
projet de convention, aux definitions employees a 
!'article premier plutot que de faire usage d'une 
formule nouvelle. 

Repondant a une question de M. KAYSER 
(France), M. HESSEL ( Secretaire de la Commis
sion) indique que les mots: "leurs droits", clans 
le texte fram;ais de l'amendement de l'Inde, 
devraient etre au singulier et non au pluriel. 

Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) sou
ligne !'importance de l'article 5; il serait en effet 
inutile de garantir le libre acces des correspondants 
clans un pays, pour y exercer leurs fonctions, si 
l'on ne prevoyait pas, en meme temps, une dispo
sition visant a les proteger egalement contre toute 
expulsion arbitraire. Mme Roosevelt ne voudrait 
pas s'ecarter, plus qu'il n'est strictement neces
saire, du texte actuel de cet article, afin d'eviter 
qu'il ne soit interprete clans un sens trop etroit 

1 Article III dans le texte definitif du projet de conven
tion relatif a la transmission internationale des informa 
tions et au droit de rectification (AJC.3/496). 
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She therefore suggested, to meet the point 
raised by the representative of India, that the 
words "to seek, receive or report news material" 
should be used. 

Mrs. RAY (India) preferred the wording of 
her own amendment, since it was taken from the 
definition of the word "correspondent" in para
graph 2 of article I. She felt that any departure 
from that text might be interpreted as a change 
of meaning. 

Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
withdrew her suggestion, since it had not proved 
acceptable to the Indian delegation. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Indian 
amendment (A/C.3/438) to the effect that the 
words "to seek, receive or impart information or 
opinion" should be replaced by the words "to 
collect and report news material." 

The amendment was adopted by 27 votes to 1, 
with 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Lebanese 
amendment (A/C.3/432) to the effect that the 
words "and information agencies" should be 
inserted between "correspondents" and "must 
conform." 

The amendment was adopted by 28 votes to 
none, zi>ith 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amended 
text of article 5 as a whole. 

Article 5, as amended, was adopted by 30 votes 
to 1, with 5 abstentions. 

Mr. CHANG (China), speaking in explanation 
of his vote, referred to the comments he had made 
during the discussion on article 2 at the 188th 
meeting. At that time he had pointed out that 
the wording adopted for article 2 was illogical 
and unbalanced: after the word "correspondents" 
had been used near the beginning of the article, 
meaning both the nationals and non-nationals of 
the country concerned according to the definition 
adopted in article I, there was a reference further 
on in the same sentence to "correspondents of 
other Contracting States". In his opinion the 
wording just adopted for article 5 had the same 
defects since it first mentioned "correspondents" 
and later "correspondents of other Contracting 
States". If representatives were to refer back to 
the original Conference text (E/Conf.6/79) of 
article 5, they would find the wording perfectly 
logical, since the term "foreign correspondents" 
was used throughout. Avoidance of the expres
sion "foreign correspondents" had thus made the 
article unbalanced. Moreover, the use of the 
word "correspondents", which included the 
nationals of the country concerned, destroyed the 
original meaning of the first part of the article. 
It was perfectly obvious that . nationals of a 
country would have to conform to the laws in 
force and to state that fact might imply that 
it was possible for them not to conform to those 
laws. If the word "foreign" was inserted the 
whole meaning would immediately become quite 
clear. 

Those remarks would apply equally to the 
wording adopted for article 4 and, in his opinion, 

Pour repondre a la preoccupation exprimee par 
la representante de l'Inde, Mme Roosevelt sug
gere d'employer les termes: "de rechercher, de 
recevoir des documents d'information et de les 
faire connaitre au public". 

Mme RAY ( Inde) pref ere la redaction de l'amen
dement de sa delegation, etant donne que cette 
redaction est tiree de la definition du mot "corres
pondant" telle qu'elle figure au paragraphe 2 de 
l'article premier. Elle estime qu'en s'ecartant de 
ce texte on risque d'en changer le sens. 

Mme ROOSEVELT (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) 
retire sa proposition, celle-ci ne convenant pas a 
la delegation de l'Inde. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
l'Inde (A/C.3/438) tendant a remplacer les 
termes: "de rechercher, de recevoir ou de repandre 
des informations ou des opinions" par les termes : 
"de recueillir des documents d'information et de 
les faire connaitre au public". 

Par 27 voix contre une, avec 9 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement du 
Liban ( A/C.3 / 432) tendant a inserer les mots : 
"et les entreprises d'information" entre les mots: 
"les correspondants" et: "doivent se conformer". 

Par 28 voix contre zero, avec 8 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble du texte 
de !'article 5, tel qu'il a ete amende. 

Par 30 voix contre une, avec 5 abstentions, 
!'article 5 ainsi amende est adopte. 

M. CHANG (Chine) explique son vote. II rap
pelle les commentaires qu'il a faits au cours de la 
discussion de !'article 2, lors de la 188eme seance. 
I1 a signale, ace moment-la, que la redaction de cet 
article etait mal equilibree et manquait de logique. 
En effet, apres qu'on a employe au debut de cet 
article le mot "correspondants" pour designer a 
la fois les ressortissants du pays contractant inte
resse et les correspondants etrangers, suivant la 
definition adoptee a !'article premier, la meme 
phrase mentionne plus loin les "correspondants 
d'autres Etats contractants". A son sens, la redac
tion que l'on vient d'adopter pour !'article 5 a les 
memes defauts puisque, apres avoir tout d'abord 
employe le terme "correspondants", on emploie 
plus loin terme: "correspondants d'autres Etats 
contractants". En se referant au texte de !'article 
5, tel qu'il avait ete redige a l'origine par la Con
ference (E/Conf.6/79), on verra que le libelle en 
etait tout a fait logique, puisqu'on y employait tout 
le temps le terme: "correspondants etrangers". En 
voulant eviter !'expression: "correspondants etran
gers" on a abouti a un texte mal equilibre. En 
outre, l'emploi du terme "correspondants", qui 
designe egalement les ressortissants du pays inte
resse, detruit le sens original de la premiere partie 
de cet article. Il est, en effet, tout a fait evident que 
les ressortissants d'un pays sont obliges de se con
former aux lois en vigueur clans ce pays, et le 
seul fait de le mentionner peut laisser supposer 
qu'il pourrait en etre autrement. Si l'on inserait 
dans ce texte le mot "etrangers", toute equivoque 
serait immediatement ecartee. 

Ces memes observations s'appliquent aussi au 
libelle de !'article 4. M. Chang est d'avis que la 
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the clarity of the whole draft convention was 
being jeopardized by a mistaken aversion for the 
expression "foreign correspondents". He trusted, 
however, t:mt the illogical dislike of that expres
sion would eventually be overcome and that a 
really clear text would at last emerge. 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) explained that l-1e had 
voted against article 5 because he could not see 
any valid reason for its inclusion. The first part 
of the article stated a fact that was already per
fectly obvious, namely that correspondents should 
conform to the laws in force in the countries 
in which they worked. In his opinion, the inclu
sion of such an obvious statement in the draft 
convention was quite unnecessary. 

He objected to the second part of the article 
because it seemed to imply that it would be pos
sible to expel a correspondent on account of the 
lawful exercise of his right to collect and report 
news material. It was perfectly obvious that no 
one could be expelled from a country on account 
of the lawful exercise of his rights. It would 
therefore have been better to have used the 
wording "as long as they have lawfully exercised 
their right ... ". 

Article 61 

The CHAIRMAN called attention to the amend
ments to article 6 submitted by the Philippines 
(A/C.3/428) and Indian (A/C.6/438) delega
tions. 

Mrs. RAY (India) withdrew the amendment 
submitted by her delegation. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) said that his dele
gation thought it best to replace the word "may" 
by the words "shall be accorded the right to", 
in order to make it obligatory to grant corres
pondents fae right to transmit news material 
from one territory to another. That would make 
the article stronger and provide an additional 
safeguard for the rights of correspondents. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
had some misgivings about the amendment sug
gested by the representative of the Philippines. 
Article 6 was intended to prevent discrimination 
between correspondents and the others using the 
facilities concerned. Since there was no specific 
statement granting others the right to those facili
ties, there did not seem to be any need to insert 
a statement granting that right specifically to 
correspondents and information agencies. 

Mrs. RooSEVELT (United States of America) 
supported the Philippines amendment, which she 
thought expressed the obvious intention of the 
existing text more forcibly. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment 
submitted by the Philippines delegation (A/C.3/ 
428). 

The amendment was adopted by 23 votes to 7, 
with 12 abstentions. 

1 Article VI in the final text of the draft convention on 
the internatio::ial transmission of news and the right of 
correction (A/C.3/496). 

I clarte du texte de projet de convention en general 
se trouve compromise du fait que, tout a fait a tort, 
on repugne a employer les mots : "correspondants 
etrangers". Il espere cependant qu'on arrivera a 
surmonter }'aversion injustifiee qu'on semble 
eprouver a l'egard de cette expression et qu'on 
parviendra finalement a obtenir un texte parfaite
ment clair. 

M. KAH ALI (Syrie) explique qu'il a vote contre 
!'adoption de !'article 5 parce qu'il ne voit pas de 
raison valable pour l'inclure dans le projet de con
vention. La premiere partie de cet article exprime 
une verite evidente, a savoir que les correspon
dants doivent se conformer aux lois en vigueur 
clans les pays oit ils exercent leur fonction. A son 
sens, il est tout a fait inutile d'inclure clans le 
projet de convention un fait aussi evident. 

II n'approuve pas la seconde partie de cet article 
parce qu'elle laisse supposer que les correspondants 
pourraient etre expulses pour avoir legalement 
exerce leur droit de recueillir des documents d'in
formation et de les faire connaitre au public. Il est 
tout a fait evident qu'aucun pays ne peut expulser 
un correspondant parce qu'il exerce legalement le 
droit que lui conferent ses fonctions. II aurait done 
ete preferable d'employer !'expression: "tant 
qu'ils auront legalement exerce leur droit ... " 

Article 61 

Le PRESIDENT attire !'attention sur les amende
ments soumis par les delegations des Philippines 
(A/C.3/428) et de l'Inde (A/C.3/438). 

Mme RAY (Inde) retire l'amendement soumis 
par sa delegation. 

M. M:ENDEZ (Philippines) indique que sa dele
gation estime preferable de remplacer le mot : 
"pourront" par: "seront autorises a", de fac;on 
qu'il soit obligatoire de permettre aux correspon
dants de transmettre des documents d'information 
d'un pays a l'autre. Cela renforcerait la teneur de 
}'article et constituerait une garantie supplemen
taire des droits des correspondants. 

M. van HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) entre
tient quelques doutes au sujet de l'amendement 
presente par le representant des Philippines. 
L'artide 6 a pour but d'empecher toute distinction 
arbitraire entre les correspondants et les autres 
usagers des moyens de transmission. Puisqu'il 
n'existe aucun texte formel accordant aux autres 
usagers le droit d'acces a ces moyens de transmis
sion, ii ne semble pas qu'il soit necessaire d'inserer 
un texte accordant expressement ce droit aux 
correspondants et aux entreprises d'information. 

Mme ROOSEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) sou
tient l'amendement des Philippines qui, a son avis, 
exprime plus vigoureusement !'intention evidente 
du texte initial. 

Le PRB2SIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
la delegation des Philippines (A/AC.3/428). 

Par 23 voix contre 7, avec 12 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

1 Article VI dans le texte definitif du projet de conven
tion relatif a la transmission internationale des informa
tions et au droit de rectification (A/C.3/496). 
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The CHAIRMA.N' put to the vote the amended 
text of article 6 as a whole. 

Article 6, as amended, was adopted by 38 votes 
to 6, with 1 abstention. 

Article 71 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the basic text 
of article 7 and the amendments submitted by 
Mexico, Australia, and Poland would be found 
in document A/C.3/440. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) introduced his amend
ment (A/C.3/417) and said that it was very 
important to take adequate preventive measures 
against monopolistic practices with regard to the 
projection of newsreels. In existing circumstances 
the countries which did not possess adequate 
facilities for making and projecting films found 
themselves at a disadvantage because of the power 
wielded by foreign film industries. The current 
practices were monopolistic in character and steps 
should be taken to prevent them. The situation 
was one of international importance and the adop
tion of the Mexican amendment would help to 
eliminate discriminatory practices. He felt that 
all representatives who favoured freedom for 
newspapers should agree to the amendment, which 
was intended to give the same advantages to the 
film industry. 

Mr. J OCKEL (Australia), explaining his dele
gation's amendment (A/C.3/421), said that one 
aspect of the article had been forgotten and that 
the problem of political discrimination had led 
the original drafters to overlook the commercial 
complications to which the wording might give 
rise. As had been explained in document A/C.3/ 
421, the term "news material" was too wide in 
meaning for the purposes of article 7. The term 
"news material" could cover, for example, maga
zines ready for distribution; sUICh factors as 
customs regulations and import controls had 
been overlooked. Therefore, in order to retain 
the essential idea of the article and to avoid 
the complications he had mentioned, the Aus
tralian delegation proposed that the term "news 
despatches" should be used instead. He felt sure 
that the essential purpose of the article would not 
be impaired if• that term were used and, as a 
consequential amendment, he had proposed a 
definition of the term for inclusion in article 1. 

Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) introduced his amend
ment (A/C.3/433) and said that there was no 
need to repeat all the arguments showing the 
distinction between true information and war 
propaganda. Some newspapers seemed to special
ize in spreading panic about a new war ; he 
quoted a number of typical headlines to prove his 
point. The newspapers in the USSR, on the other 
hand, placed the emphasis on peaceful subjects 
like economic development. It was essential that 
war propaganda should be eliminated and he 
therefore urged the Committee to adopt his 
amendment. 

1 Article VIII in the final text of the draft convention 
on the international transmission of news and the right 
of correction (A/C.3/4%). 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le texte de !'article 
6, tel qu'il a ete amende. 

Par 38 voix contre 6, avec une abstent-ion, 
l'a.rticle 6 ainsi amende est adopte. 

Article 71 

Le PRESIDENT tl.eclare que le texte initial de 
!'article 7 ainsi que Jes amendements proposes par 
le Mexique, I' Australie et la Pologne figurent au 
document A/C.3/44O. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) presente l'amendement 
soumis par sa delegation (A/C.3/417) et insiste 
sur la grande importance qu' elle attache a ce que 
des mesures preventives efficaces soient prises 
pour empecher toute pratique ayant un caractere 
de monopole en ce qui concerne la projection 
d'actualites cinematographiques. Dans les circons
tances actuelles, les pays depourvus des moyens 
necessaires pour tourner ou projeter des films sont 
desavantages en face des puissantes industries 
cinematographiques etrangeres. II faudrait prendre 
des mesures pour enrayer les pratiques courantes 
a tendance monopolisatrice. La situation revet une 
importance internationale et !'adoption de l'amen
dement du Mexique faciliterait !'elimination des 
pratiques discriminatoires. De l'avis de M. Norie
ga, tous les representants qui sont en faveur de la 
liberte de la presse devraient accepter cet amende
ment, dont le but est d'etendre a l'industrie cine
matographique les avantages accordes a la presse. 

M. JocKEL (Australie), expliquant l'amende
ment soumis par sa delegation (A/C.3/421), 
estime qu'on a oublie l'un des aspects de l'article 
7 et que le probleme de la discrimination arbi
traire pour raisons politiques a conduit les 
redacteurs du texte initial a negliger les difficultes 
commerciales qu'il pourrait soulever. Le document 
A/C.3/421 explique que le terme "documents 
d'information" est employe clans un sens trop large 
en ce qui concerne les fins de !'article 7. Ce terme 
peut, par exemple, s' etendre aux revues perio
diques sur le point de paraitre; or, on a perdu de 
vue l'existence de facteurs tels que les droits de 
douane ou le controle des importations. C'est pour
quoi, afin de conserver a !'article 7 son caractere 
meme et d'eviter les complications qu'il vient de 
mentionner, le representant de l'Australie propose 
d'employer les mots "depeches d'information". II 
est convaincu que cette modification n'alterera pas 
le sens essentiel de !'article. Elle entrainerait cepen
dant un amendement a !'article premier; aussi 
a-t-il propose, pour insertion clans !'article premier, 
une definition de !'expression "depeches d'infor
mation". 

M. ALTMAN (Pologne) presente l'amendement 
soumis par sa delegation ( A/C.3/433). Point n'est 
besoin, selon lui, de repeter tous les arguments 
tendant a distinguer entre !'information propre
ment dite et la propagande de guerre. Citant 
diverses manchettes typiques, ii declare que cer
tains joumaux semblent se faire une specialite de 
semer la panique a propos d'une nouvelle guerre. 
Les journaux de l'URSS, au contraire, sont con
sacres a des sujets pacifiques tels que le developpe
ment economique. II est essentiel d'eliminer la 
propagande de guerre; c'est pourquoi M. Altman 
demande avec insistance a la Commission d'adopter 
l'amendement de la Pologne. 

'Article VIII dans le texte definitif du projet de con
vention relatif a la transmission internationale des in
formations et au droit de rectification (A/C.3/496). 
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Mr. SuTCH (New Zealand) supported the 
Australian amendment as the existing text might 
be taken to invalidate tariff agreements and other 
international obligations of Contracting States. 
The wording "on conditions which are not less 
favourabl~ than those accorded to any corres
pondents or information agency of any other 
Contracting or non-contracting State", involved 
such questions as import selection and exchange 
controls. He therefore hoped that the ingenious 
solution suggested by the Australian delegation 
would be adopted. 

Mr. THE0D0R0POUL0S (Greece) said that the 
question of tariff agreements and the balance of 
payments had already been taken into considera
tion in article 4 of the third draft convention, the 
one on freedom of information. 

He therefore supported the Australian amend
ment, which he considered simply as a clarifica
tion. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) was impressed 
by the reasonable arguments used by the repre
sentative of Australia and supported his amend
ment. 

With regard to the Mexican amendment, he 
felt that it dealt with a question which should 
be incorporated in resolutions rather than in a 
convention. Such had been the opinion of the 
Conference on Freedom of Information and it 
had therefore adopted resolutions No. 17 and 27 
(E/Conf.6/79), which dealt with the question 
raised by the Mexican representative. In his 
opinion, sovereign States should not be obliged 
to take th,e measures specified in the Mexican 
amendment. The amendment was expressed in 
such general terms as to make it unsuitable for 
inclusion in a convention and it would be very 
difficult for Contracting States to decide what 
steps they should take. Moreover, the whole 
question of monopolies was included in the Havana 
Charter for an International Trade Or~aniza
tion1 and would receive further consideration. 
He wished to make it quite clear that there were 
no monopolistic practices with regard to the pro
jection of newsreels in the United Kingdom and 
his remarks were therefore quite unbiased. 

He did not think it necessarv to enter into a 
detailed discussion of the Polish amendment, 
since it was very similar to amendments that had 
been discussed previously. He would oppose it, 
as he had opposed earlier amendments of a simi
lar nature, because its adoption would give Gov
ernments the power to decide what news should 
be published. 

.. Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico), referring to the re
marks of the United Kingdom representative, 
said that there seemed to be an attempt to grant 
freedom to some media of information while 
denying it to others. If the Committee were to 
reject his amendment, it would be assuming a 
grave moral. responsibility. Such a decision would 
amount to c'iscrimination against one of the media 
of information and would be harmful to the de
velopment of the film industry in many countries 
which were contributing to international under-

1 See United Nations Conference on Trade a11d Employ
me11t, Final /let and related documents, Havana, Cuba 
(E/Conf.2/78). 

M. SuTCH (Nouvelle-Zelande) donne son appui 
a l'amendement de l' Australie; le texte original de 
!'article 7 pourrait, en effet, etre interprete comme 
annulant les accords douaniers et autres obliga
tions internationales des Etats contractants. Le 
membre de phrase "clans des conditions qui ne 
devront pas etre moins favorables que celles qui 
sont accordees a tout correspondant OU a toute 
entreprise d'information d'un autre Etat contrac
tant ou non contractant" souleve des questions 
telles que celle du choix des importations et des 
controles des changes. Aussi M. Sutch espere-t-il 
que la Commission adoptera l'ingenieuse solution 
proposee par la delegation de l' Australie. 

M. THEODOROPOULOS (Grece) signale que la 
question des accords douaniers, comme celle de 
la balance des paiements, a deja ete prise en consi
deration clans !'article 4 du troisieme projet de 
convention, projet relatif a la liberte de !'infor
mation. 

II appuie done l'amendement de l' Australie qui 
constitue, a son avis, une simple mise au point. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) trouve raisonnables 
les arguments du representant de 1' Australie et 
soutient son amendement. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement du Mexique, 
M. Davies estime que celui-ci traite d'une question 
qui devrait figurer clans des resolutions plutot que 
clans une convention. Tel fut l'avis de la Confe
rence sur la liberte de !'information qui a adopte, 
en consequence, les resolutions 17 et 27 (E/Conf. 
6/79), relatives a la question soulevee par le 
representant du Mexique. Selon M. Davies, les 
Etats souverains ne devraient pas etre obliges 
de prendre les dispositions indiquees clans l'amen
dement du Mexique. Cet amendement est redige en 
termes trop generaux pour etre inclus clans une 
convention ; ii serait tres difficile aux Etats con
tractants de determiner les mesures a prendre. 
En outre, la question generate des monopoles figure 
clans la Charte de La Havane instituant une orga
nisation internationale du commerce1 et doit etre 
examinee de nouveau. M. Davies tient a preciser 
qu'il n'existe pas au Royaume-Uni de pratiques 
monopolisatrices quant a la projection d'actualites 
cinematographiques ; ses observations sont done 
tout a fait desinteressees. 

II n'estime pas necessaire de discuter en detail 
l'amendement de la Pologne; celui-ci ressemble 
beaucoup, en effet, a des amendements examines 
auparavant. II s'y opposera, comme il s'est deja 
oppose a des amendements du meme genre, parce 
que son adoption donnerait aux gouvernements 
le pouvoir de decider quelles sont les nouvelles 
qu'il y a lieu de publier. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique), faisant allusion amc 
observations du representant du Royaume-Uni, dit 
qu'il semble qu'on tente d'accorder la liberte a 
certains moyens d'information tout en la refusant 
a d'autres. Si la Commission rejetait l'amende
ment du Mexique, elle assumerait une grave res
ponsabilite morale. U ne telle decision reviendrait 
a etablir une discrimination au detriment d'une 
des forn1es de !'information et nuirait au develop
pement de l'industrie cinematographique en de 
nombreux pays qui contribuent a !'entente inter-

1 Voir Conference des Nations Unies sur le commerce 
et l'e111t,loi . .Actc final et documents conne:i:es, La Havane, 
Cuba (E/Conf.2/78). 
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standing. He did not think much weight should be 
given to the argument that his amendment was 
covered by resolutions No. 17 and 27 of the 
Conference on Freedom of Information. The 
resolutions of the General Assembly itself were 
not always observed, so the Committee should 
not place too much faith in those of the Con
ference. The opposition to his amendment seemed 
to be based on economic rather than on political 
considerations. 

He urged the Committee to adopt his amend
ment and thus to enable the newsreel companies 
of economically weak countries . to develop un
hampered by monopolistic practices. 

Mrs. RooSEVELT (United States of America) 
supported the Australian amendment which ex
pressed the intention of article 7 more dearly 
than did the current text. 

The idea contained in the Mexican amendment 
was acceptable in principle. The United States 
had always maintained that freedom of informa
tion depended upon free access to diverse sources 
of information and had consequently opposed 
all monopolies, particularly governmental mono
polies. The drawback of the Mexican amendment 
was, however, that it dealt exclusively with news
reels ; its adoption might consequently be inter
preted to imply that monopolistic practices in 
other fields were permissible. To be fully accept
able, the amendment should be broadened to apply 
to all media of information. 

She could not accept the Polish amendment 
because its effect would be to permit Govern
ments to regard any news material which they dis
liked as not being covered by the convention. 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) agreed with the United 
Kingdom representative that the question raised 
in the Mexican amendment was covered in the 
resolutions he had mentioned. Nevertheless, she 
wished to call attention to the fact that it was 
precisely as regards newsreels that violations of 
freedom of information most frequently occurred. 
Thus, in her own country, it was frequently 
difficult or impossible to exhibit Chilean news
reels because the national companies were unable 
to compete with the powerful foreign companies. 
For the same reasons, it was even more difficult 
for Chilean newsreels to gain access abroad. That 
surely represented a grave injury to the freedom 
of information, inasmuch as it prevented the 
public from having access to many sources of 
information. There could be no doubt that foreign 
companies exercised a monopoly in that field; the 
experience of most Latin-American countries 
was proof of that. 

She consequently urged the Committee to give 
its most serious consideration to the Mexican 
amendment. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) supported the Austra
lian amendment, which clarified the text of article 
7. For reasons previously stated, he was, however, 
unable to vote in favour of the Polish amend
ment. 

He warmly supported the Mexican amend
ment. While he was prepared to vote for a more 

nationale. M. Noriega ne pense pas qu'il faille 
attacher beaucoup de poids a !'argument selon 
lequel l'objet de son amendement serait deja 
traite dans les resolutions 17 et 27 de la Confe
rence sur la liberte de l'information. Les resolu
tions de l' Assemblee generale elle-meme ne sont 
pas toujours respectees; la Commission ne devrait 
done pas trop se fier a celles de la Conference. 
L'opposition a l'amendement du Mexique est 
dictee, semble+il, par des considerations econo
miques plut6t que politiques. 

L'orateur insiste pour que la Commission adopte 
cet amendement et permette ainsi aux compagnies 
d'actualites cinematographiques des pays econo
miquement faibles de se developper sans etre 
entravees par des pratiques monopolisatrices. 

Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) ap
puie l'amendement de l' Australie, qui exprime 
l'objet de !'article 7 plus clairement que ne le fait 
le texte actuel. 

L'idee exprimee dans l'amendement du Mexique 
est acceptable en principe. Les Etats-Unis ont 
toujours considere que la liberte de !'information 
depend de la liberte d'acces aux differentes sources 
d'information: c'est pourquoi ils se sont toujours 
opposes a toutes les formes de monopole et notam
ment aux monopoles d'Etat. L'amendement du 
Mexique presente cependant un inconvenient: ii 
ne traite que de films d'actualites. Son adoption 
pourrait etre interpretee comme signifiant qu'il est 
loisible de recourir a des procedes monopolisateurs 
dans d'autres domaines. Pour rendre cet amende
ment entierement acceptable, il faudrait en etendre 
la portee a tous les moyens d'information. 

Mme Roosevelt ne peut accepter l'amendement 
de la Pologne parce qu'il permettrait aux gou
vernements de considerer tout document d'infor
mation qu'ils n'approuvent pas comme ne relevant 
pas de la convention. 

Mme FIGUEROA (Chili) pense, comme le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni, que les resolutions qu'il 
a mentionnees traitent deja de la question que 
souleve l'amendement du Mexique. Elle tient a 
signaler toutefois que ce sont precisement les 
films d'actualites qui donnent le plus souvent lieu 
a des violations de la liberte de !'information. 
Ainsi, dans son propre pays, ii est souvent difficile, 
ou meme impossible, de montrer des films d'ac• 
tualites chiliens parce que les societe cinemato
graphiques chiliennes ne sont pas en mesure de 
soutenir la concurrence des puissantes societes 
etrangeres. Pour ces memes raisons, il est encore 
plus difficile pour les films d'actualites chiliens de 
trouver des debouches a l'etranger. II est evident 
que cela compromet gravement la liberte de !'in
formation, car le public se trouve ainsi dans l'im
possibilite d'avoir acces a de nombreuses sources 
d'information. Les societes etrangeres exercent 
indubitablement un monopole dans ce domaine; 
l'experience acquise par la plupart des pays de 
l'Amerique latine est la pour le prouver. 

Mme Figueroa invite done instamment la Com
mission a examiner avec le plus grand soin l'amen
dement du Mexique. 

M. KAYSER (France) appuie l'amendement de 
1' Australie qui rend le texte de !'article 7 plus clair. 
Toutefois, les considerations qu'il a deja exposees 
l'empechent de voter en faveur de l'amendement de 
la Pologne. 

II appuie chaleureusement l'amendement du 
Mexique. Tout en etant dispose a voter pour un 
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inclusive text, he thought that the Mexican 
amendment to article 7 and the French amend
ment to the Mexican amendment to article 9 
(A/C.3/447) between them adequately covered 
the whole ground. 

He pointed out that in the French text the 
words at the end of article 7, "d'un autre Etat 
contractant" should be replaced by "de n'importe 
qi.cl autre F.tat contractan,t''. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the correction would 
be incorporated in the French text. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
thought that the Mexican amendment would read 
better if the words "or the use of parts of 
newsreels" were replaced by the words "or parts 
thereof'1 and the words "the Contracting" were 
inserted immediately before the word "States". 

To meet the point of the Untted States repre
sentative, he suggested that the Mexican amend
ment might be altered to begin: "As regards news 
material, the Contracting States shall ... " The 
words "news material" would cover all forms of 
information, including newsreels. 

He hoped that the Miexican representative 
would accept his suggestions ; as the Nether lands 
Government was firmly opposed to monopoly, 
however, he was prepared to vote for the Mexican 
amendment as it stood. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) was unable to 
understand the Mexican amendment. In his 
opinion, the problem which it raised was outside 
the scope of the draft convention, which was de
signed to facilitate the free exchange of news. 
The object of the convention was to ensure that 
a Uruguayan company, for example, would have 
the same freedom as United States companies to 
make, in the United States, newsreels intended 
for distribution in Uruguay. The convention was 
not supposed to protect national companies pro
ducing and distributing newsreels in their own 
country. The Mexican amendment, much as he 
sympathized with its sponsor's intentions, con
sequently appeared to him irrelevant. 

There was a serious procedural objection to the 
Australian amendment. The three paragraphs of 
article 1 had been adopted only after a protracted 
debate. Whenever one of the terms defined in 
that article appeared in the convention it could 
not be replaced by any other term unless the 
Committee decided, by a two-thirds majority 
vote, to reconsider those definitions. He did not 
think the Australian amendment could be enter
tained without a previous vote of reconsidera
tion. 

While he sympathized with the motives behind 
the Polish amendment, he would vote against it 
as he had voted against similar amendments in 
the past for the reason that Governments should 
not be permitted to pass judgment on news 
material. 

He consequently supported article 7 as it 
stood. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) strongly sup
ported the Mexican amendment. Foreign news
reels in his experience were often unduly critical 

texte plus complet, il estime que l'amendement du 
Mexique a !'article 7, ainsi que son amendement a 
l'article 9 tel qu'il a ete modifie par l'amendement 
de la France (A/C.3/447), traitent de fa<;on satis
faisante tous les aspects du probleme. 

II indique qu'il faudrait remplacer, a la fin du 
texte fram;ais de !'article 7, Jes mots: "d'un autre 
Etat contractant" par les mots: "de n'importe quel 
autre Etat contractant". 

Le PRESIDENT declare que cette rectification 
sera incorporee au texte fran<;ais. 

M. van HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) pense 
qu'il serait avantageux de remplacer, clans l'amen
dement du Mexique, les mots: "ou l'utilisation de 
certaines parties des films d'actualites" par les 
mots: "en tout ou en partie"; ii serait bon egale
ment de faire suivre le mot: "Etats" du mot: 
"contractants". 

Pour donner satisfaction au representant des 
Etats-Unis, ii suggere de modifier comme suit le 
debut de l'amendement du Mexique: "En ce qui 
concerne les documents d'information, les Etats 
contractants prendront ... " Les mots: "docu
ments d'information" s'appliqueraient a toutes les 
formes de l'information, y compris les films d'ac
tualites. 

II espere que le representant du Mexique accep
tera ses suggestions. Toutefois, le Gouvernement 
des Pays-Bas etant fermement oppose aux mono
poles, M. van Heuven Goedhart est pret a voter 
pour l'amendement du Mexique tel quel. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) ne comprend pas 
l'amendement du Mexique. A son avis, le probleme 
qui y est souleve est hors du cadre du projet de 
convention, lequel est destine a faciliter le libre 
echange des informations. La convention a pour 
but de garantir, par exemple a une societe uru
guayenne, le droit de tourner, aux Etats-Unis, au 
meme titre qu'une societe de ce pays, des films 
d'actualites destines a etre distribues en Uruguay. 
La convention n' est pas censee proteger les societes 
qui produisent et distribuent des films d'actualites 
clans leur propre pays. C'est pourquoi, bien qu'il 
approuve les intentions de l'auteur de l'amende
ment du Mexique, cet amendement lui parait hors 
de propos. 

L'amendement de I' Australie donne lieu a de 
serieuses objections d'ordre procedural. Les trois 
paragraphes de !'article premier n'ont ete adoptes 
qu'a la suite d'un long debat. Lorsqu'un des termes 
qui sont definis clans cet article figure clans le 
texte de la convention, ii faut, pour pouvoir lui 
substituer un autre terme, que la Commission 
decide a la majorite des deux tiers d'examiner a 
nouveau ces definitions. II ne pense pas qu'on 
puisse adopter l'amendement de I' Australie sans 
proceder au prealable a un tel vote. 

Tout en etant en sympathie avec les motifs dont 
s'inspire l'amendement de la Pologne, M. Paysse 
Reyes votera contre son adoption, de meme qu'il 
a vote contre des amendements du meme genre 
clans le passe. En effet, ii ne faut pas que les gou
vernements soient autorises a se prononcer sur 
les documents d'information. 

Par consequent, ii appuie !'article 7 sous sa 
forme actuelle. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) appuie vigou
reusement l'amendement du Mexique. D'apres son 
experience personnelle, les films d'actualites etran-
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of the customs of some countries, while glorifying 
the way of life of their own. 

He was unable to subscribe to an article which 
granted entry to all news material without some 
scrutiny by the State. True, the purpose of article 
7 was to ensure equal treatment for all corres
pon<lents and news agencies, but that article 
failed to take into account the fact that the ban 
on some agency which imported undesirable news 
material might not be discriminatory because 
there might be only one foreign agency handling 
material of that particular type, such as news
reels and documentary films designed for propa
ganda purposes. 

Mrs. RAY (India) agreed with the idea ex
pressed in the Mexican amendment. Her dele
gation was opposed to monopolistic control 
whether exercised by Governments or by vested 
interests. She thought, however, that the amend
ment should not be confined to the subject of 
newsreels. It might be preferable to add to article 
9 a general clause condemning all monopolistic 
practices. 

She warmly supported the Australian amend
ment and thanked the Australian representative 
for calling attention to a most important point. 

The Polish amendment appeared superfluous ; 
she drew the attention of the Polish representa
tive to the first paragraph of article 9 which 
surely permitted States to take any necessary 
measures whenever there was a threat to the 
peace. 

Mr. FouRIE (Union of South Africa) also 
supported the Australian amendment. 

He agreed with the Uruguayan representative 
that the question raised in the Mexican amend
ment was entirely outside the scope of the draft 
convention. Moreover, the very definite obliga
tion contained in that amendment should not be 
imposed upon Governments without first giving 
the latter an opportunity to investigate their 
present legislation on the subject and to see what 
measures they might be prepared to take. 

He was equally unable to accept the Polish 
amendment, for reasons stated on previous occa
sions when similar proposals had been made. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) said that 
his country had encountered difficulties in the 
distribution of newsreels similar to those men
tioned by the Chilean representative. Inasmuch 
as exchange of newsreels made in various coun
tries would contribute to better international 
understanding, he warmly supported the Mexican 
amendment. 

Mr. CHANG (China) remarked that the replace
ment of the term "foreign correspondent" by 
"correspondent" throughout the draft conven
tion frequently resulted in ambiguity. Rectifica
tion of terms was called for in several instances, 
including article 7, where it was not clear whether 
or not the words "of other Contracting States" 
qualified the word "correspondents". 

gers temoignent souvent d'une severite excessive a 
l'egard des coutumes de certains pays, tout en 
exaltant le mode de vie de leur propre pays. 

It ne peut approuver un article qui permettrait 
de diffuser tous documents d'information dans un 
Etat sans que celtti-ci exerce un certain controle 
a cet egard. It est exact que le but de l'article 7 
est d'assurer un traitement egal a tous Jes corres
pondants et a toutes Jes entreprises d'information; 
toutefois, cet article ne tient pas compte du fait 
suivant: l'interdiction d'une entreprise qui importe 
des documents d'information indesirables ne cons
titue pas necessairement une mesure discrimina
toire. It est possible, en effet, qu'il n'y ait qu'une 
seule entreprise etrangere qui diffuse des docu
ments d'un certain type, par exemple des films 
d'actualites OU des documentaires destines a des 
fins de propagande. 

Mme RAY (Inde) approuve l'idee exprimee par 
l'amendement du Mexique. Sa delegation s'oppose 
a tout controle ayant un caractere de monopole, 
qu'il soit exerce par un gouvernement ou par des 
inten~ts prives. Elle estime toutefois que l'amen
dement ne doit pas etre limite aux films d'actua
lites. It vaudrait mieux ajouter a l'article 9 une 
clause plus generale condamnant toutes les prati
ques monopolisatrices. 

Elle appuie chaleureusement l'amendement de 
l'Australie et remercie le representant de ce pays 
d'avoir atttire l'attention de la Commission sur 
Un probleme fort important. 

L'amendement presente par la Pologne lui parait 
superflu; elle appelle l'attention du representant 
de la Pologne sur le premier paragraphe de !'article 
9 qui autorise sans ambiguite Jes Etats a prendre 
toutes mesures necessaires chaque fois que la paix 
se trouve menacee. 

M. FouRIE (Union Sud-Africaine) soutient 
egalement l'amendement de l'Australie. 

II estime, comme le representant de !'Uruguay, 
que la question soulevee dans l'amendement du 
Mexiqtte est absolument en dehors du projet de 
convention. D'autre part, les gouvernements ne 
devraient pas etre contraints d'accepter Jes obliga
tion bien definies que renferme cet amendement 
sans avoir eu au prealable la possibilite de proceder 
a une enquete sur leur legislation en la matiere et 
d'envisager Jes mesures qu'ils 9eraient disposes a 
adopter. 

Pour les raisons qu'il a deja donnees lorsqu'ont 
ete presentees des propositions analogues, 
M. Fourie ne pourra pas non plus accepter l'amen
dement de la Pologne. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) rappelle que 
son pays s'est heurte, pour la distribution de films 
d'actualites, a des difficultes semblables a celles 
qu'a citees le representant du Chili. Etant donne 
que l'echange d'actualites cinematographiques entre 
les divers pays contribuera a ameliorer les relations 
internationales, M. Otano Vilanova soutient cha
leureusement l'amendement du Mexique. 

M. CHANG (Chine) fait observer que l'emploi 
du mot "correspondant", au lieu de "correspon
dant etranger", tout au long du projet de conven
tion prete frequemment a equivoque. II serait ne
cessaire de proceder a des rectifications a plusieurs 
endroits du texte et notamment a !'article 7, ou 
!'on ne voit pas si les mots: "d'autres Etats con
tractants" se rapportent au mot "correspondants". 
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Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) reminded the Committee that it had 
rejected every single amendment to article 1 
designed to ensure that correspondents and infor
mation agencies transmitted truthful objective 
news material and eschewed fascist and war 
propaganda. 

That action on the part of the Committee had 
confirmed the USSR delegation's suspicion that 
the real purpose of the draft convention was 
to promote the interests of the great monopolies 
in the fields of radio, cinema and the Press. No 
self-respecting Government, however, would agree 
to open its frontiers to the hostile, untrust
worthy and subversive news material with which 
those monopolies wished to flood the world, or 
permit intervention in its internal affairs under 
the pretext of freedom of information. 

Inasmuch as the Polish amendment repre
sented one more attempt to correct the glaring 
,deficiencies of the draft convention, the USSR 
delegation would vote for it. 

Mr. Tsarapkin called attention to the fact that 
article 7 would oblige the Contracting States to 
extend the same treatment to all foreign corres
pondents and information agencies. Many States, 
however, had previously concluded or might 
wish to conclude friendly agreements with those 
States with which they had particularly close 
relations. There were many agreements in exist
ence according special privileges to certain States 
for the exchange of information as well as the 
exchange of goods. Adoption of article 7 would 
necessitate revision of all those agreements by the 
Contracting States. He would consequently vote 
against that article. 

The draft convention, which would obviously 
serve the interests of the United States and the 
United Kingdom monopolies, as those were the 
largest in the world, accorded every freedom 
to them while imposing no obligations or responsi
bilities upon them. Yet the responsibility of those 
who moulded public opinion was great; a con
vention which failed to take that into account 
was plainly a monopolistic convention and should 
have been concluded by the great companies 
themselves rather than by governmental action. 

Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) remarked that he 
was unable to reject the Polish amendment as 
lightly as many previous speakers. 

He had come from a country engaged in the 
peaceful task of post-war reconstruction, a coun
try in which the Press, far from spreading war 
propaganda, informed the people of their own 
progress towards a better life. Upon arrival in 
the United States, he had been struck by the 
prevailing atmosphere of war hysteria, by the 
frequent references to the effects of the atomic 
bomb, and by such utterances as the one in the 
New York Daily Mirror of 18 April which urged 
its readers to honour those who had fought com
munism before the Potsdam Conference. Mr. 
Dedijer reminded the Committee that foremost 
among those to be so honoured would be Hitler 
and Mussolini. 

Much had been said in the Committee concern
ing the need for a variety of news and opinions. 
Yet the media of information in the United States 
were controlled by a small group which was 
deliberately whipping up public hysteria; while 

::Vi. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) rappelle que la Commission a 
rejete sans exception tous les amendements a 
!'article premier qui cherchaient a assurer !'exac
titude et l'objectivite des documents d'information 
transmis par les correspondants et les entreprises 
d'information en meme temps que la suppression 
de la propagande fasciste et belliciste. 

Cette attitude de la Commission montre que la 
delegation de l'URSS a raison de penser que le 
veritable objectif du projet de convention est de 
defendre Jes interets des grands monopoles dans 
les domaines de la radio, du cinema et de la presse. 
Toutefois, aucun gouvernement qui se respecte 
n'acceptera d'ouvrir ses frontieres aux informa
tions hostiles, indignes de foi et subversives dont 
ces monopoles cherchent a inonder le monde et 
ne permettra que, sous pretexte d'assurer la liberte 
de l'information, l'on s'immisce dans ses affaires 
interieures. 

Considerant que I'amendement de la Pologne 
represente un nouvel effort pour remedier aux 
insuffisances criantes du projet de convention, la 
delegation de l'URSS votera en sa faveur. 

M. Tsarapkine fait remarquer que !'article 7 
obligera les Etats contractants a accorder le meme 
traitement a tous les correspondants etrangers et 
a toutes les entreprises d'information. Toutefois, 
un grand nombre d'Etats ont deja contracte, OU 

peuvent desirer contracter, des accords amicaux 
avec les Etats avec lesquels ils entretiennent des 
rapports particulierement etroits. II existe un 
grand nombre d'accords qui assurent des privileges 
particuliers a certains Etats du point de vue de 
l'echange des informations comme du point de vue 
commercial. L'adoption de !'article 7 amenerait 
les Etats contractants a reviser tous ces accords. 
M. Tsarapkine votera done contre cet article. 

Le projet de convention, qui servira manifeste
ment les inten~ts des monopoles des Etats-Unis 
et du Royaume-Uni, qui sont Jes plus importants 
du monde, accorde a ces monopoles toute liberte 
sans leur imposer ni obligations ni responsabilites. 
Pourtant, la responsabilite de ceux qui fai;onnent 
!'opinion publique est immense; une convention 
qui neglige de tenir compte de ce fait a manifeste
ment Un caractere de monopole et aurait du etre 
signee par Jes grandes compagnies elles-memes et 
non sur l'initiative des gouvernements. 

M. DEDIJER (Yougoslavie) souligne qu'il lui 
est impossible de rejeter l'amendement polonais 
aussi legerement que l'ont fait beaucoup d'orateurs 
qui l'ont precede. 

II vient lui-meme d'un pays qui, au sortir de la 
guerre, poursuit sa tache pacifique de reconstruc
tion, pays ou la presse, loin de repandre une 
propagande de guerre, tient le peuple au courant 
des progres qu'il fait pour ameliorer sa condition. 
A son arrivee aux Etats-Unis, M. Dedijer a ete 
frappe par la psychose de guerre qui regne dans ce 
pays, par la frequence des allusions aux effets de 
la bombe atomique et par des declarations du 
genre de celle par laquelle le quotidien new-yorkais 
Daily Mirror du 18 avril invitait ses lecteurs a 
honorer ceux qui luttaient contre le communisme 
avant la Conference de Potsdam. M. Dedijer rap
pelle qu'au premier rang de ceux qu'il conviendrait 
d'honorer ainsi se trouveraient Hitler et Mussolini. 

On a beaucoup parle au sein de la Commission 
de la necessite de disposer d'informations et d'opi
nions diverses. Pourtant, les organes d'informa
tion aux Etats-Unis sont sous le controle d'un 
groupe restreint qui excite de propos delibere 
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war propaganda was rampant, there was no 
propaganda for peace to offset it. Mr. Dedijer 
quoted from the book Public Opinion and Foreign 
Policy a statement to the effect that, in the "cold 
war", all writing and expression of opinion should 
be weighed according to their propaganda impact; 
what had become of the concept of variety of 
news? 

Because the Yugoslav delegation wished to 
-prevent the spread of war propaganda, it would 
vote for the Polish amendment. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) remarked that, whereas 
the Polish amendment was an empty formula, the 
Mexican amendment proposed a concrete remedy 
against monopolistic practices ; he was conse
quently surprised that the USSR representative, 
who opposed monopoly, had not expressed ap
proval of the Mexican amendment. 

He called the United Kingdom representative's 
:attention to the fact that the Mexican amendment, 
far from infringing national sovereignty, would 
protect national interests by permitting the free 
<levelopment of national enterprises which might 
,otherwise have been hampered by competition on 
the part of more highly-developed foreign enter
-prises. 

Addressing the Yugoslav representative he 
remarked that, if in the eyes of that representa
tive the communist Press was truthful by defini
tion, he wondered what he thought of certain 
reports which had recently been published in the 
-communist Press concerning a country which the 
representative of Yugoslavia knew very well. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) observed that 
the support accorded to the Mexican amendment 
by some delegations had thrown into relief a 
principle with which he himself fully agreed. The 
wording of the Mexican proposal, however, was 
diffuse and vague and placed difficulties in the 
way of implementation. Throughout the conven
tion the aim had been to express the obligations 
of signatory Governments as clearly as possible; 
that the Mexican amendment failed to do. The 
measures by which monopolistic practices were to 
be prevented were nowhere specified. It was not 
dear whether those measures would imply the 
1mposition of some form of quota on film exhibi
tors ; but that was precisely the kind of dictation 
which the convention was intended to prevent 
with regard to all other media of information. 
Article 1, in any case, appeared to extend full 
µrotection to newsreels against restrictions of 
all kinds. The Mexican text as it stood could 
hardly be implemented by Governments and it 
was not nearly comprehensive enough. The solu
tion was investigation by Governments, in accord
ance with resolution 27 of the Conference on 
Freedom of Information. 

In reply to the French representative, he pointed 
out that the Mexican amendment raised doubts 
whether Governments would be able to implement 
its stipulations; they should not be asked to do 
something which might not be within their power. 

l'hysterie generale; alors que la propagande ?e 
guerre sevit, il n'existe pas de propagande de pa1x 
pour la contrebalancer. M. Dedijer cite un extrait 
du livre Public Opinion and Foreign Policy selon 
lequel, dans la "guerre froide", tout article et toute 
e.xpression d'opinion doivent etre evalues du point 
de vue de leur force de propagande. On peut se 
demander ce que devient, clans ces conditions, le 
principe de la diversite des informations. 

La delegation yougoslave, voulant s'opposer a 
la diffusion de la propagande de guerre, votera en 
faveur de l'amendement polonais. 

M. KAYSER (France) fait observer que, si 
l'amendement polonais n'est qu'une formule vide 
de sens, l'amendement mexicain propose une fai;on 
concrete de lutter contre les pratiques ayant un 
caractere de monopole ; ii est done etonne que le 
representant de l'URSS, qui s'oppose aux mono
poles, n'ait pas donne son approbation a cet amen
dement. 

M. Kayser attire !'attention du representant du 
Royaume-Uni sur le fait que l'amendement du 
Mexique, loin de porter atteinte a la souverainete 
nationale, protegera en fait les interets nationaux 
en facilitant le libre developpement des entreprises 
nationales que pourrait gener la concurrence des 
entreprises etrangeres plus developpees. 

M. Kayser, s'adressant au representant yougo
slave, fait observer que si toute presse communiste 
est veridique par definition, aux yeux de ce der
nier, il lui demande ce qu'il pense alors de certaines 
informations publiees actuellement clans une telle 
presse sur un pays que le representant de la You
goslavie connait bien. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer que 
l'appui donne a l'amendement du Mexique par 
certaines delegations a mis en relief un principe 
qu'il approuve pleinement. Toutefois, l'amende
ment du Mexique est redige de maniere vague et 
imprecise et souleve des difficultes d'application. 
Tout au long de la convention, on a cherche a 
exposer aussi dairement que possible Jes obliga
tions des gouvernements signataires. L'amende
ment du Mexique ne le fait pas. Les mesures ten
dant a empecher les pratiques monopolisatrices 
ne sont aucunement specifiees. It n'est pas precise 
si ces mesures impliqueront, sous une forme ou 
sous une autre, l'imposition d'un contingentement 
de la presentation des films; or, c'est precisement 
cette sorte de contrainte que la convention cherche 
a empecher, en ce qui concerne tous les autres 
moyens d'information. D'ailleurs, !'article premier 
semble proteger pleinement les films d'actualites 
contre les restrictions de toute nature. Le texte 
propose par le Mexique peut difficilement etre mis 
en application par les gouvernements sous sa forme 
actuelle, et les dispositions qu'il contient sont loin 
d'etre suffisantes. Pour trouver la solution du 
probleme, les gouvernements devraient proceder 
a une enquete conformement a la resolution 27 de 
la Conference sur la liberte de l'information. 

En reponse au representant de la France, 
M. Davies fait observer que I'amendement du 
Mexique fait 11aitre des doutes quant a la possi
bilite pour Jes gouvernements de mettre en appli
cation les dispositions qu'il contient; il conviendrait 
de ne pas demander aux gou vernements de prendre 
des mesures qui pourraient depasser leurs moyens. 



118 

Mr. V1LLAG6MEZ YEPEZ (Ecuador) agreed 
with the principle of the Mexican amendment 
but doubted whether it could be implemented, 
particularly in the manner in which it had been 
formulated. He agreed with the representative 
of the United Kingdom that that amendment 
would tend to restrict sovereignty because all 
States were intrinsically empowered to legislate 
against monopolies, and should not be instructed 
to do so in an international convention. Such 
conventions could include negative instructions 
aimed at preventing undesirable practices but not 
positive instructions that they should take certain 
measures to do so. The Mexican amendment was 
too vague and failed to define what measures were 
envisaged. It was, moreover, not sufficiently com
prehensive .. Had its provisions been more general, 
its appropriate place would have been in the pre
ambel rather than in article 7. 

Mr. DEMCHENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) thought that article 7 provided an 
excellent example of the way in which special 
interests were attempting to achieve their ends 
under cover of the United Nations Charter but 
in violation of it. In previous cases, States had 
attempted that policy ; now it was an effort on 
the part of private monopolies. The convention 
stipulated equal treatment for all kinds of infor
mation honest or harmful - and all informa
tion agencies, large or small. Countries such as 
the United States of America favoured the most 
powerful information agencies. A small country 
with underdeveloped information agencies might 
be reluctant to support the Polish amendment on 
the grounds that it gave Governments undue 
powers. That country would eventually find that 
it had transferred its powers to a monopolistic 
United States information agency, that its national 
agencies had been swallowed up by the intruder 
and that no national sources of information sur
vived but only United States newspapers, radio 
and films providing information of a more than 
dubious character. The quality of that informa
tion might be judged, for example, from the 
United States radio network known as the "Voice 
of America"; 90 per cent of its material was 
propaganda for the so-called "American way of 
life". 

Unless the Polish amendment were adopted, 
the convention might reflect the interests of mono
polies whose aim and practice were the dissemina
tion of warmongering material. An example of 
such material was an article in the January 1949 
issue of the magazine The Reader's Digest. In it 
readers had been told that United States pilots 
had for three years been receiving methodical 
training for the bombing of industrial cities in 
the Soviet Union. The targets. that article had 
added, could be either factories or industrial 
workers since both were equally valid for atomic 
bombing. Such news material was, in his opinion, 
tantamount to incitement to murder. That article 
would be disseminated throughout the world by 
the powerful United States information agencies 

M. VILLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Equateur) approuve 
l'idee dont s'inspire l'amendement du Mexique, 
mais se demande s'il sera possible de l'appliquer, 
etant donne notamment la maniere dont cet amen
clement est redige. Le representant de I'Equateur 
pense, ainsi que le representant du Royaume-Uni, 
que cet amendement tendrait a limiter la souve
rainete des Etats, car les Etats ont, de par leur 
nature meme, pouvoir de legiferer contre les 
monopoles; il ne faudrait pas que ce soit une con
vention internationale qui leur recommande d'agir 
clans ce sens. Des conventions de cette nature 
peuvent contenir des instructions de caractere 
negatif tendant a empecher des pratiques peu 
desirables, mais elles ne peuvent contenir de dis
positions positives recommandant que telle ou telle 
mesure soit prise clans ce but. L'amendement du 
Mexique est trop vague et ne precise pas quelles 
sont les mesures envisagees. De plus, les disposi
tions qu'il contient ne sont pas assez completes. 
Si ces disposition etaient plus generates, leur place 
aurait ete clans le preambule plutot que clans 
l'artide 7. 

M. DEMTCHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) estime que l'article 7 offre un 
exemple parfait de la maniere dont certains s'ef
forcent de servir leurs interets particuliers sous 
le couvert de la Charte des Nations Unies, tout en 
enfreignant celle-ci. Certains Etats ont deja essaye 
de pratiquer cette politique auparavant; c'est main
tenant au tour des monopoles prives. La conven
tion prevoit que le meme traitement sera applique 
aux informations de toutes sortes - honnetes ou 
nuisibles - et a toutes les entreprises d'informa
tion, grandes ou petites. Des pays tels que les 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique sont en faveur des agences 
d'information les plus puissantes. Un petit pays, 
dont les entreprises d'information ne sont pas 
suffisamment developpees, hesitera peut-etre a 
appuyer l'amendement de la Pologne en arguant 
que cet amendement confererait aux gouverne
ments des pouvoirs injustifies. Ce pays constatera, 
en fin de compte, qu'il a remis ses pouvoirs a une 
entreprise d'information americaine monopolisa
trice, que ses entreprises nationales ont ete absor
bees par le nouveau venu, que toutes les sources 
d'information nationales ont disparu et ont ete 
remplacees par des joumaux, des emissions radio
phoniques et des films americains fournissant des 
informations d'un caractere plus que douteux. On 
peut juger de la qualite de ces informations, par 
exemple, d'apres les programmes du service radio
phonique des Etats-Unis c01mu sous le nom de 
"la Voix de l' Amerique"; les neuf-dixiemes de 
ses programmes sont de la propagande pour ce 
que l'on appelle "le mode de vie americain". 

Si l'amendement de la Pologne n'est pas adopte, 
la convention risque de refleter le point de vue des 
interc~ts des monopoles dont le but et l'activite 
consistent en la diffusion d'informations incitant 
a la guerre. On trouve un bon exemple de ces 
informations clans un article paru clans le numero 
de janvier 1949 de la revue The Reader's Digest, 
et qui disait que des pilotes de !'aviation ameri
caine rei;oivent, depuis trois ans, un entrainement 
methodique en vue du bombardement des villes 
industrielles de l'Cnion sovietique. Les objectifs, 
<lit encore cet article, peuvent etre indifferemment 
des usines ou le personnel de celles-ci, car les 
unes comme l'autre sont de bons objectifs pour la 
bombe atomique. M. Demtchenko estime que la 
publication de tels documents d'information equi-
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and would intensify the threat to the maintenance 
of peace and security. 

The representatives of Australia and New Zea
land had found in the original text of article 7 
a threat to their commercial interests. Far wider 
interests were threatened by it, however - those 
of national sovereignty and international peace. 
The consistent opposition of the representatives 
of the United States, United Kingdom and France 
to the Polish amendment whenever it had been 
'presented might be interpreted as a reflection of 
the attitude of the Press monopolies under the 
pretext of safeguarding freedom of information. 

He would therefore vote against the article. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico), replying to the United 
Kingdom representative, said that he could have 
specified the measures mentioned in his amend
ment, had he not felt that it would then have 
been attacked on the grounds that it was unduly 
detailed. He did not agree that Governments 
would be unable to implement that proposal ; there 
had been instances of the suppression of indi
vidual films which had been considered harmful; 
such a practice could certainly be extended. 

With regard to his amendment, he was prepared 
to accept the Netherlands suggestion that the 
words "the use of" should be deleted before 
the word "parts", that the word "thereof" should 
be substituted for the words "of newsreels" after 
that word, and that the words "the Contracting" 
should be inserted before the word "States". 

The CHAIRMAN stated, in reply to a point 
raised by the representative of Uruguay earlier in 
the meeting, that the adoption of the Australian 
amendment (A/C.3/421) would entail a con
sequential amendment to article 1 since it intro
duced a new term, which would have to be defined. 
In his opinion, such a consequential addition did 
not call for reconsideration of the article as a 
whole. The addition could be made to other arti
cles, if the Committee desired, but article 1 ap
peared the most appropriate place. 

In reply to the representative of CHINA, he 
ruled that the adoption of the Australian amend
ment would not exclude the Mexican amendment, 
as the latter was more restricted and could be 
added to the article even if the words "news 
dispatches" were substituted for the words "news 
material". 

He put to the vote the Australian amendment 
to article 7 (A/C.3/421 ). 

The amendment was adopted by 37 votes to 3, 
·with 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN called for the vote on the 
Polish amendment to article 7 (A/C.3/433). 

The amendment was rejected by 34 votes to 6, 
with 7 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN requested the Committee to 
vote on the Mexican amendment to article 7. 

vaut a une excitation au meurtre. Cet article sera 
diffuse clans le monde entier par les puissantes 
entreprises d'information americaines, et compro
mettra encore davantage le maintien de la paix et 
de la securite. 

Les representants de l'Australie et de la Nou
velle-Zelande ont vu, clans le texte primitif de 
!'article 7, une menace a leurs interets commer
ciaux. Or, des interets bien plus grands encore 
sont menaces par cet article, a savoir la souve
rainete des Etats et la paix mondiale. La position 
hostile que Jes representants des Etats-Unis, du 
Royaume-Uni et d~ la France ont systematique
ment adoptee vis-a-vis de l'amendement de la 
Pologne, chaque fois que celuici a ete presente, 
pourrait etre interpretee comme une manifestation 
de !'attitude adoptee par les monopoles de la presse 
sous pretexte de proteger la liberte de !'informa
tion. 

En consequence, M. Demtchenko votera contre 
!'article 7. 

M. NORI EGA ( Mexique) declare, en reponse au 
representant du Royaume-Uni, qu'il aurait pu 
specifier les mesures dont ii est question clans son 
amendement, s'il n'avait pas craint d'etre critique 
pour avoir propose un texte trop detaille. Il ne 
pense pas que Jes gouvernements seraient clans 
l'impossibilite de mettre sa proposition a execu
tion. Il y a deja eu des cas OU !'on a interdit des 
films qui ont ete consideres comme nuisibles; ii 
est done possible de developper cette pratique. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement qu'il a pre
sente, M. Noriega est dispose a accepter la propo
sition du representant des Pays-Bas tendant a 
remplacer les mots: "ou !'utilisation de certaines 
parties des films d'actualites" par "en tout ou en 
partie", et a ajouter le mot "contractants" apres 
les mots "les Etats". 

Le PRESIDENT declare, en reponse a une ques
tion soulevee anterieurement au cours de la seance 
par le representant de !'Uruguay, que, au cas ou 
l'amendement de l'Australie (A/C.3/421) serait 
adopte, il faudrait modifier !'article premier en 
consequence, etant donne que l'amendement con
tient un terme nouveau qu'il y a lieu de definir. 
Le President estime que la modification qui serait 
rendue necessaire par l'amendement de I' Australie 
n'exige pas un nouvel examen de !'article tout 
entier. Cette modification pourrait etre apportee a 
d'autres articles, si la Commission en exprime le 
desir; ii semble toutefois que le mieux est de 
modifier !'article premier. 

En reponse au representant de la CHINE, le 
President decide que !'adoption de l'amendement 
de l' Australie n'elimine pas l'amendement du 
Mexique, etant donne que ce dernier est d'une 
portee plus restreinte et peut etre ajoute a !'article 
meme si les mots "documents d'information" sont 
remplaces par les mots "depeches d'information". 

II met aux voix l'arnendement de l' Australie 
(A/C.3/421) a !'article 7. 

Par 37 voix contre 3, avec 8 abstentions, l'amen
dement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pre
sente par la Pologne (A/C.3/433) a !'article 7. 

Par 34 voi.r contre 6, avec 7 abstentions, l'amen
dement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce qu'il va mettre aux voix 
l'amendement presente par le Mexique a !'article 7. 



120 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) thought that the word 
"may" might be preferable to the word "shall" 
before the words "take measures", giving his 
amendment a permissive meaning. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay), supported by 
Mrs. FIGPEROA (Chile) and Mr. CHANG (China), 
strongly objected to the permissive meaning. 
States had the obvious right to take what measures 
they thought fit ; no international convention 
could properly confer such a right upon them. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) agreed that the word 
"shall" ought to be retained in order to make 
it mandatory upon Governments to take measures 
to prevent monopolistic practices. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Mexican 
amendment (A/C.3/417) incorporating the 
Netherlands suggestion. 

The amendment was adopted by 19 votes to 
12, with 15 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the whole 
of article 7, as amended, with the Mexican 
amendment constituting a second paragraph. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) requested that 
the vote be taken by parts. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) asked that the vote 
on the article as a whole be taken by roll-call. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first para
graph of article 7, as amended. 

The first paragraph, as amended, was adopted 
by 36 votes to 6, with 2 abstentions. 

A vote on article 7 as a whole, as amended, 
was taken by roll-call, as follows: 

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

In favour·: Turkey, United States of America, 
Afghanistan, Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Chile, 
Colombia, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Egypt, France, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Hon
duras, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, Netherlands, 
Nicaragua, Panama, Philippines. 

Against : Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United King
dom, Yugoslavia, Australia, Belgium, Byelorus
sian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, 
New Zealand, Poland. 

Abstaining: Sweden, Union of South Africa, 
Uruguay, Canada, China, Denmark, India, Nor
way, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Siam. 

Article 7, as amended, was adopted by 24 votes 
to 10, with 11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Australian 
consequential amendment (A/C.3/421). 

That amendment was adopted by 22 votes to 
none, with 15 abstentions. 

Article 1 (continued) 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) said that he 
had abstained because he felt that the addition of 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) pense qu'il serait peut
etre preferable de remplacer les mots "prendront 
des dispositions" par "pourront prendre des dispo
sitions", ce qui donnerait a son amendement un 
sens facultatif. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay), appuye par 
Mme FIGUEROA ( Chili) et par M. CHANG (Chine), 
s'oppose energiquement a ce sens facultatif. I1 
va sans dire que les Etats ont le droit de prendre 
toutes dispositions qu'ils jugent utiles; aucune con
vention internationale ne saurait valablement leur 
conferer ce droit. 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique) admet qu'il importe de 
conserver le mot "prendront", de maniere a impo
ser aux gouvernements !'obligation de prendre des 
dispositions pour empecher toute pratique mono
polisatrice. 

Le PRESIDENT met au voix l'amendement du 
Mexique (A/C.3/417), modifie conformement a 
la suggestion du representar1t des Pays-Bas. 

Par 19 voix contre 12, avec 15 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce qu'il va mettre aux voix 
l'ensemble de l'article 7 ainsi amende, dont l'amen
dement mexicain constitue le second paragraphe. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) demande la divi
sion du vote. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) demande qu'il soit pro
cede au vote par appel nominal sur l'ensemble de 
l'article. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le premier para
graphe de l'article 7, tel qu'il a ete amende. 

Par 36 voix contre 6, avec 2 abstentions, le pre
mier paragraphe, tel qu'il a etf: amende, est adopte. 

ll est procede au vote par appel nominal sur 
/'ensemble de l'article 7 tel qu'il a ete amende. 

L'appel commence par la Suede, dont le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

Votent pour: Turquie, Etats-Unis d' Amerique, 
Afghanistan, Argentine, Bresil, Birmanie, Chili, 
Colombie, Cuba, Republique Dominicaine, Equa
teur, Egypte, France, Grece, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Liban, Liberia, Mexique, Pays-Bas, 
Nicaragua, Panama, Philippines. 

V otent contre : Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes so
vietiques, Royaume-Uni, Yougoslavie, Australie, 
Belgique, Republique socialiste sovietique de 
Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, N ouvelle-Zelande, 
Pologne. 

S'abstiennent: Suede, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Uruguay, Canada, Chine, Danemark, Inde, Nor
vege, Pakistan, Arabie saoudite, Siam. 

Par 24 voix contre 10, avec 11 abstentions, /'arti
cle 7, tel qu'il a ete amende, est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le second amende
ment de l' Australie, qui decoule de son premier 
amendement (A/C.3/421). 

Par 22 voix contre zero, avec 15 abstentions, 
cet amendement est adopte. 

Article pre1nier (suite) 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) explique que, 
s'il s'est abstenu, c'est parce qu'il estimait que l'ad-
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a new paragraph to article 1 would entail recon
sideration of that article. Furthermore, he did 
not think that the substance of the Australian 
consequential amendment had been fully dis
cussed. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that there had been 
ample opportunity to consider that amendment 
since its distribution on 9 April 1949 and to dis
cuss it during the current debate. The amend
ment would not entail reconsideration of article 
1. It r~mained, however, for the Committee to 
decide whether it should be appended to any 
other article. 

Mr. v AN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands), 
referring to the Chairman's suggestion at the 
192nd meeting that representatives should con
sult their Governments regarding the United 
States and Belgian observations os relations with 
the International Telecommunication Union, said 
he had ascertained that only the Plenipotentiary 
Conference of ITU could decide on the relevant 
matter and that the Conference met only once in 
five years. That might delay the operation of 
article 4. 

The CHAIRMAN asked representatives to draw 
their Government's attention to the Belgian pro
posal (A/C.3/467) and to the United States 
proposal (A/C.3/465), which would be circu
lated. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) said his delegation had 
been perfectly well aware, when it had presented 
its proposal, that the Conference would not meet 
until 1952. He did not think that three years 
was too long a period for the complete considera
tion and solution of an intricate legal problem. 
There had been no intention to postpone the 
effective action of article 4. 

The meeting rose at 6.45 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY-FOURTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Wednesday, 20 April 1949, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. H. SmittINGEBRETSEN (Norway). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 1 (continued) 

The C:a:;URMAN reopened the discussion on 
where the expression "news dispatches", adopted 
at the previous meeting, should be inserted in 
the convention. He reminded the Committee that 
it had then been proposed that it should be inserted 
as paragraph 4 of article 1. 

Mr. CHANG (China) thought that since article 
1 as a whole had already been voted upon by the 
Committee, a new paragraph could not be added 
to it. Any proposal for an additional paragraph 

dition d'un nouveau paragraphe a !'article premier 
remettrait en cause tout cet article. En outre, il 
estime que le second amendement de l' Australie 
n'a pas ete completement examine quant au fond. 

Le PRESIDENT pense que la Commission a eu 
tout loisir d'examiner cet amendement depuis le 
9 avril 1949, date a laquelle it a ete communique, 
et d'en discuter au cours du debat. Selon lui, ledit 
amendement ne remettra pas en cause l'article pre
mier. La Commission a, toutefois, toute latitude 
pour decider s'il y a lieu d'ajouter le paragraphe 
propose a Un autre article. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas), apres 
avoir rappele que le President a suggere aux re
presentants, au cours de la 192eme seance, de 
consulter leurs gouvernements au sujet des ob
servations que les Etats-Unis et la Belgique ont 
formulees a propos des relations avec l'Union in
ternationale des telecommunications, indique qu'il 
a constate que seule la Conference de plenipoten
tiaires de l'UIT avait droit de trancher la ques
tion, mais que ladite Conference ne se reunit que 
tous les cinq ans, ce qui est de nature a retarder 
la mise en vigueur de l'article 4. 

Le PRESIDENT invite les representants a attirer 
!'attention de leurs gouvernements sur la propo
sition de la Belgique (A/C.3/467) et sur celle des 
Etats-Unis (A/C.3/465) qui leur sera communi
quee incessamment. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) fait valoir que, en pre
sentant sa proposition, sa delegation n'ignorait 
nullement que la Conference ne se reunirait qu'en 
1952. A son avis, ii n'est pas trop de trois ans 
pour examiner dans le detail un probleme juridi
que complique et le resoudre. Il n'entrait pas dans 
ses intentions de retarder la mise en application 
de l'article 4. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 45. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-QUATORZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mecredi 20 avril 1949, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norvege). 

129. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) ( suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L'ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION D'UN 
PAYS A L'AUTRE (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article premier (suite) 

Le PRESIDENT rouvre le debat sur la question 
de savoir ou doit etre inseree, dans la convention, 
la definition de !'expression "depeches d'infonna
tion" adoptee a la seance precedente. Il rappelle 
qu'il avait alors ete propose de l'inserer dans 
l'article premier en ajoutant a celui-ci un para
graphe 4. 

M. CHANG (Chine) estime que }'ensemble de 
!'article premier a deja ete vote par la Commission 
et qu'on ne peut y ajouter un nouveau paragraphe. 
Toute proposition tendant a ajouter un paragraphe 
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would be equivalent to a request for a fresh dis
cussion of the article. 

Article 1 contained definitions of three expres
sions which were used several times in the con
vention. The expression "news dispatches" was 
used only once, in the article under discussion. 
There was therefore no need to insert a definition 
of it in article 1 ; it was in fact more logical to 
have it appear immediately following article 7. 
as a second paragraph to that article or as a 
footnote. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) recalled that when the 
vote had been taken on article 1 (187th meeting), 
the Chairman had stated that that decision did 
not preclude the possible inclusion in the article 
of any new definition which the Committee might, 
during its subsequent discussions, consider it use
ful to make .. The Australian delegation preferred 
that the definition should be inserted in article 1. 

:Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
also thought the definition should be included in 
article 1. He saw no reason why such an addi
tion should entail reconsideration of artide 1 ; 
if that was necessary, however, he was prepared 
to vote again on article I as a whole, after the 
insertion of the definition proposed by Australia. 

Mr. ANDREN (Sweden) shared tat view. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal 
made by the Australian representative to insert 
the definition in article 1. 

The Australian proposal was adopted by 28 
votes to none, u>ith 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then suggested that the Com
mittee should reconsider article 1 as a whole. In 
reply to the Chinese representative, he explained 
that the decision on that proposal must be taken 
by a two-thirds majority of the members present 
and voting. 

There were 23 votes in fwour, 2 against and 
15 abstentions. The proposal ttJ(1S adopted, having 
obtained the required two-thirds majority. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote article 1 as a 
whole, as amended. 

Article 1, as amended, was adopted by 24 votes 
to 6, with 9 abstentions. 

Article 81 

Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland) said that his dele
gation would vote against article 8 as that article 
discriminated against Press correspondents 
accredited to the United Nations or a specialized 
agency in relation to other correspondents. Indeed, 
article 8 excluded the former from the benefits 
conferred by the convention. 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile), nsmg to a point of 
order, said that the Spanish translation of article 
8 was ambiguous and did not specify clearly the 
activities of correspondents referred to in that 
article. 

1 Article IV in the final text of the draft convention on 
the international transmission of news and the right of 
correction (A/C.3/496). 

a cet article revient a en demander un nouvel 
examen. 

L'article premier contient Jes definitions de trois 
termes qui sont employes a plusieurs reprises 
clans la convention. L'expression "depeches d'in
formation" n'est utilisee qu'une fois, dans !'article 
en discussion. II n'est done pas necessaire d'en 
inserer la definition dans !'article premier; il 
est au contraire plus logique de la faire figurer 
immediatement a la suite de !'article 7, en ajou
tant un second paragraphe a cet article ou une 
note en bas de page. 

:\1. J OCKEL ( Australie) rappelle que, lors du 
vote sur !'article premier (187eme seance), le 
President a declare que cette decision ne prejugeait 
pas !'inclusion eventuelle clans cet article de toute 
nouvelle definition a laquelle la Commission pour
rait juger utile de proceder au cours de la suite de 
ses travaux. Pour sa part, la delegation de 1' Aus
tralie prefererait que cette definition soit inseree 
dans !'article premier. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) est 
egalement d'avis que cette definition devrait figurer 
clans !'article premier. Cette insertion ne lui parait 
pas entrainer un nouvel examen de !'article, mais 
ii est pret, s'il le faut, a voter a nouveau !'ensemble 
de !'article premier apres !'insertion dans cet 
article de la definition proposee par l'Australie. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) partage ce point de vue. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition 
tendant a !'insertion clans !'article premier de la 
definition proposee par le representant de 1' Aus
tralie. 

Par 28 voix contre zero, avec 8 abstentions, la 
proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT propose alors a la Commission 
d'examiner de nouveau !'ensemble de l'article pre
mier. II precise, en reponse au representant de 
la Chine, que la decision sur cette proposition doit 
etre prise a la majorite des deux tiers des membres 
presents et votants. 

ll y a 23 voix pour, 2 voix contre et 15 
abstentions. Ayant obtenu la majorite requise des 
deux tiers, la proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'ensemble de 
l'article premier, tel qu'il vient d'etre modifie. 

Par 24 contre 6, avec 9 abstentions, l'a.rticle 
premier ainsi amende est adopte. 

Article 81 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) declare que la dele
gation polonaise votera contre l'article 8, car cet 
article etablit une discrimination au detriment 
des correspondants de presse accredites aupres 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies ou d'une 
institution specialisee, par rapport aux autres 
correspondants. L'article 8, en effet, ote aux 
premiers le benefice des dispositions de la conven
tion. 

Mme FIGUEROA ( Chili), intervenant sur une 
question d'ordre, signale que la traduction en 
espagnol de !'article 8 est equivoque et ne fait pas 
ressortir clairement quelle est l'activite des cor
respondants visee dans cet article. 

1 Article IV dans le texte definitif du projet de conven
tion relatif a la transmission internationale des infor
mations et au droit de rectification (A/C.3/496). 
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Under article 8, the convention would not apply 
to any correspondent of a Contracting State who, 
while not otherwise entitled, under article 2, to 
enter into the territory of another Contracting 
State, was nevertheless admitted conditionally to 
that territory. The provisions of article 2 referred 
to the acceleration of the administrative formali
ties for the entry of correspondents, but not to 
their admission into the territory of a State. 
Article 2 presupposed that correspondents already 
fulfilled the conditions necessary for admission 
into the territory of a State and, as had been 
emphasized during the discussion ( 189th meet
ing). did not restrict the discretionary powers on 
the part of a State to refuse entry into its 
territory. 

Article 8 should, therefore, be amended so as 
to bring it into line with article 2. 

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of America) 
thought the purpose of article 8 was clear. Article 
2 applied to correspondents who could normally 
be admitted into the territory of a State under the 
laws and regulations of that State. Article 8, on 
the contrary, applied to correspondents who could 
not normally obtain admission into the territory 
of a State owing to its immigration laws, but 
were, nevertheless, admitted conditionally to cover 
the work of the United Nations in accordance 
with special agreements between that Organiza
tion and the State concerned. 

That article was not restrictive; it did not apply 
to all Press correspondents accredited to the 
United Nations but only to those who would not 
normally be admitted into the territory of a State 
and could not claim any rights under the pro
visions of article 2. If a correspondent were nor
mally admitted into the territory of a State, 
article 8 would not apply. If, however, the corre
spondent could not normally obtain entry into the 
territory of a State, article 8 recognized the prin
ciple of conditional admission and, by inferring 
that the imposition of certain conditions by that 
State did not constitute a violation of the con
vention, enabled that State to admit the corres
pondent without automatically according him the 
rights laid down in the convention. 

Without that prov1s1on, some States would be 
prevented by their immigration laws from admit
ting into their territory certain Press correspond
ents accredited to the United Nations. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) thought the words 
''while not otherwise admissible under article 2 
into the territory of another Contracting State" 
ambiguous. Article 2 did not provide that States 
should admit into their territory all Press corre
spondents without restriction. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) agreed with the United 
States representative. In order to satisfy the 
Chilean representative, the words, "a fin de in
Jormar sabre" in the Spanish text of article 8 
(E/1065) should be replaced by "con el fin de 
que puedan informar sabre". That modification 
did not affect either the English or the French 

Mme Figueroa fait egalement remarquer que, 
selon les termes de !'article 8, la convention ne 
s'appliquera a aucun correspondant d'un Etat 
contractant, qui, sans pouvoir reclamer le benefice 
des dispositions de !'article 2 pour obtenir l'acces 
du territoire d'un autre Etat contractant, est 
neanmoins admis sur ce territoire sous condition. 
Or, les dispositions de l'article 2 visent !'accele
ration des formalites administratives concernant 
l'entree des correspondants, mais non leur admis
sion sur le territoire d'un Etat. L'article 2 suppose 
que les correspondants remplissent par ailleurs les 
conditions necessaires pour etre admis sur le 
territoire d'un Etat et, comme on l'a souligne 
lors de la discussion ( 189eme seance), ne porte 
pas prejudice au pouvoir discretionnaire de l'Etat 
de refuser l'acces de son territoire. 

La representante du Chili estime done qu'il serait 
souhaitable d'amender l'article 8 pour en harmo
niser les dispositions avec celles de !'article 2. 

Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) 
estime que l'objectif de l'article 8 est clair. L'article 
2 vise les correspondants qui peuvent normale
ment etre admis sur le territoire d'un Etat confor
mement awe lois et aux reglements de cet Etat. 
L'article 8, par contre, envisage le cas ou des 
correspondants qui ne peuvent pas normalement 
obtenir l'acces du territoire d'un Etat, en vertu 
des lois sur !'immigration de cet Etat, sont nean
moins admis sous condition, pour suivre les tra
vaux de l'Organisation des Nations U nies en 
vertu d'accords speciaux conclus entre cette der
niere et l'Etat interesse. 

Cet article n'est pas restrictif; ii ne 'sapplique 
pas a tous les correspondants de presse accredites 
aupres de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, mais 
seulement a ceux de ces correspondants qui ne 
seraient pas normalement admis sur le territoire 
d'un Etat et ne pourraient se prevaloir des dispo
sitions de !'article 2. Si un correspondant est 
normalement admis sur le territoire d'un Etat, 
l'article 8 ne s'applique pas. Mais si ce corres
pondant ne peut pas normalement obtenir l'acces 
du territoire d'un Etat, l'article 8 reconnait le 
principe de !'admission conditionnelle et, en sous
entendant que l'imposition de certaines conditions 
par ledit Etat ne constitue pas une violation de la 
convention, ii donne a cet Etat la possibilite d'ad
mettre ce correspondant sans que celui-ci jouisse 
par la meme automatiquement des droits prevus 
clans la convention. 

Sans cette disposition, certains Etats ne pour
raient, en raison de leurs lois sur l'immigration, 
permettre l'acces de leur territoire a certains 
correspondants de presse accredites aupres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) declare que le membre 
de phrase: "sans pouvoir reclamer le benefice des 
dispositions de l'article 2 pour obtenir l'acces du 
territoire d'un autre Etat contractant" lui parait 
equivoque. En effet, !'article 2 ne stipule pas que 
les Etats doivent permettre l'acces de leur terri
toire aux correspondants de presse sans restric
tion. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) partage !'opinion exprimee 
par la representante des Etats-Unis. 11 propose, 
pour tenir compte des observations de la repre
sentante du Chili, de remplacer clans le texte 
espagnol de l'article 8 (E/1065) les mots: "a 
fin de informar sabre" par les mots: "con el fin 
de que puedan inforniar sabre". Cette modification, 
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texts, but would make it possible to specify, in 
the Spanish text, that correspondents were admit
ted only to cover the proceedings of the United 
Nations. 

Mr. STEPANENKo (Byelorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic) objected to article 8, which, in his 
opinion, discriminated against newspaper corre
spondents accredited to the United Nations. The 
real intentions of certain delegations were clear 
from the fact that, after having endeavoured in 
the course of discussion on previous articles to 
sec~re advantages for newspaper correspondents 
which ran counter to the legitimate interests of 
States, those delegations were wishing to refuse 
the same advantages to correspondents accredited 
to the United Nations, because the United Nations 
headquarters happened to be in the United States. 
The United States representatives were thus try
ing to secure a privileged position for their corre
spondents abroad, while refusing to grant the 
same privileges to foreign correspondents in their 
own country. 

The United States delegation was supporting 
article 8 because it would enable the United 
States Government to discriminate against certain 
groups of newspaper correspondents, under cover 
of the convention itself. The agreement between 
the United States and the United Nations, con
cerning free access to United States territory for 
newspaper correspondents accredited to the United 
Nations, was drawn up in such generous terms 
that it allowed the United States to put into prac
tice all forms of discrimination against such corre
spondents. 

The Byelorussian delegation would therefore 
vote against article 8. 

Mr. VAN HEDVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
agreed with the view expressed by the United 
States representative, that the reference to article 
2 should not be omitted from article 8, since the 
two articles dealt with the same question and the 
connexion between the two should be clearly 
established. 

In order to meet an objection raised by the 
Belgian representative, and to enable the Com
mittee to reach agreement, he suggested the 
following wording: "who, while not otherwise 
admissible under the laws and procedures ref erred 
to in article 2". 

Mr. A.:KoDL (Lebanon) said he would be ready 
to accept the explanation given by the United 
States representative and the suggestion made by 
the Netherlands representative if they clarified 
what was not clear in article 8. Article 2 provided 
only that the Contracting States should grant facil
ities . for residence and travel to correspondents, 
when they had been admitted into their territory. 
He did not understand why the United States 
representative considered that the suppression of 
the reference to article 2 would make article 8 
ambiguous. 

As to the suggestion put forward by the 
Netherlands representative, he thought that it 
would be better to say: "under the laws and pro
cedures of another Contracting State" instead 
of "under the laws and procedures ref erred to in 
article 2''. If that amendment were not accepted, 
he would press for the deletion of the phrase in 
question. 

qui n'affecte ni le texte anglais ni le texte fram;ais, 
permettrait de specifier clans le texte espagnol 
que les correspondants ne sont admis que pour 
pouvoir suivre les travaux de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

M. STEPANENKO (Republique socialiste sov1e
tique de Bielorussie) combat !'article 8 qui etablit 
a son avis une discrimination au detriment des 
correspondants de presse accredites aupres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. On se rend 
compte des intentions veritables de certaines dele
gations en constatant que celles-ci, apres s'etre 
efforcees, au cours de la discussion des articles 
precedents, d'accorder aux correspondants de 
presse des avantages qui vont a l'encontre des 
interets legitimes des Etats, refusent a present 
ces avantages aux correspondants accredites aupres 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, parce que 
celle-ci se trouve sur le territoire des Etats-Unis, 
Les Etats-Unis s'efforcent ainsi de donner une 
situation privilegiee a leurs correspondants a 
l'etranger, mais refusent d'accorder les memes 
privileges aux correspondants etrangers sur leur 
territoire. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis defend !'article 
8 parce qu'il permet aux Etats-Unis, sous le cou
vert de la convention, d'exercer une discrimination 
a l'encontre de certains groupes de correspondants. 
L'accord conclu entre les Etats-Unis et !'Organi
sation des Nations U nies, concernant le libre 
acces du territoire des Etats-Unis aux corres
pondants de presse accredites aupres de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies, est redige en tennes 
si generaux qu'il rend possibles toutes fonnes 
de discrimination de la part des Etats-Unis au 
detriment des correspondants. 

La delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie votera 
contre !'article 8. 

M. VAN HEDVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) estime, 
comme la representante des Etats-Unis, qu'on ne 
peut supprimer clans !'article 8 la reference a 
!'article 2 parce que ces deux articles traitent 
de la meme question et que le rapport qui existe 
entre eux doit etre clairement etabli. 

Pour repondre a !'objection du representant 
de la Belgique et permettre a la Commission d'ar
river a un accord, il suggere la redaction suivante: 
"qui, sans pouvoir obtenir l'acces du territoire 
d'un autre Etat contractant, conformement aux 
lois et reglements auxquels se ref ere !'article 2 . .. " 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) serait dispose a accepter 
les explications donnees par la representante des 
Etats-Unis et la suggestion du representant des 
Pays-Bas si elles faisaient disparaitre ce que 
l'article 8 a de confus. L'article 2 prevoit unique
ment que les Etats contractants accorderont des 
facilites de sejour et de deplacement aux corres
pondants lorsque ceux-ci auront ete admis sur 
leur territoire. Il ne comprend pas pourquoi la 
representante des Etats-Unis estime que la sup
pression de la reference a !'article 2 rendrait 
!'article ambigu. 

A propos de la suggestion du representant des 
Pays-Bas, il estime que l'on devrait dire: "aux 
lois et reglements d'un autre Etat contracta.1it'' au 
lieu de: "aux .lois et reglements auxquels se 
refere !'article 2". Si cette modification n'est pas 
acceptee, ii insistera pour obtenir la suppression 
du membre de phrase en question. 
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Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) was anxious that her 
observations on article 8 should not be inter
pretated as implying that she considered the 
article to be of no value. On the contrary, she 
considered it to be very important, and for that 
reason had urged that the wording should be 
absolutely clear. 

She accepted unreservedly the Netherlands 
amendment, which clearly defined the connexion 
between article 8 and article 2. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) thought that the objec
tions raised by the Belgian and Lebanese repre
sentatives might perhaps be met by the adoption 
of the following wording, which would have the 
advantage of rendering the text less rigid: 

"The present convention shall not apply to 
any correspondent of a Contracting State who, 
without having been the object of a normal deci
sion of admission on the part of another Con
tracting State, resides conditionally, in accordance 
with ... " 

Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
accepted the Netherlands amendment. 

As to the wording which the French representa
tive had just proposed, she pointed out that the 
question at issue concerned residence, and not 
admission. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) thought that the objec
tion of the United States representative could 
be met by replacing the word "resides" by the 
words "is admitted", in the text proposed by 
the representative of France. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) drew the attention of the members 
of the Committee to two points. First, article 8 
referred to article 2 - which simply requested 
the Contracting States to facilitate the entry of 
correspondents into their territory - as if that 
article imposed the obligation on the Contracting 
States to admit correspondents. In his opinion, 
the reference to article 2 might later give rise to 
serious misunderstandings. 

Further, he considered, in spite of the explana
tion given by the United States representative, 
that article 8 introduced an element of discrimi
nation against correspondents accredited to the 
United Nations. He recalled that on a number of 
occasions the United States had either delayed 
granting visas or refused to grant them to cor
respondents who had been appointed to cover 
the debates in the United Nations. If that cate
gory of correspondents were to be deprived of 
the privileges provided by the convention, the 
United States authorities would be able to refuse 
them a visa whenever they wished to do so. That 
would constitute discrimination against those cor
respondents, who would be placed in an unfavour
able situation in comparison with others who 
were granted extensive privileges under the con
vention. 

For those reasons, he would vote against 
article 8. 

In reply to the CHAIRMAN, who asked whether 
he maintained his amendment, Mr. VAN HEUVEN 
GoEDHART stated that he could not withdraw it, 
since he considered that the connexion between 
article 2 and article 8 should be clearly estab
lished. 

Mme FIGUEROA ( Chili) ne voudrait pas que 
les observations qu'elle a presentees au sujet de 
l'article 8 soient interpretees comme signifiant 
qu'elle juge cet article inutile. Elle y attache au 
contraire une tres grande importance, et c'est 
pour cette raison qu'elle a demande que la redaction 
de cet article soit parfaitement claire. 

Elle accepte sans reserve l'amendement des 
Pays-Bas qui etablit clairement le rapport exis• 
tant entre !'article 8 et }'article 2. 

M .. KAYSER (France) pense que l'on pourrait 
peut-etre repondre aux objections des represen• 
tants de la Belgique et du Liban en adoptant 
la redaction suivante, qui rendrait d'ailleurs le 
texte moins hermetique : 

"La presente convention ne s'appliquera a aucun 
correspondant d'un Etat contractant qui, sans 
avoir fait l'objet d'une decision normale d'admis
sion de la part d'un autre Etat contractant, y 
sejourne sous condition, en vertu ... " 

Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) 
accepte l'amendement des Pays-Bas. 

A propos du texte que vient de suggerer le 
representant de la France, elle fait observer qu'il 
y est question de sejour et non plus d'admission. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) pense que l'on pourrait 
repondre a l'objection de la representante des 
Etats-U nis en rempla<;ant, clans le texte propose 
par le representant de la France, les mots: "y 
sejourne" par: "y est admis". 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) attire !'attention des membres 
de la Commission sur deux points. Tout d'abord, 
l'article 8 renvoie a l'article 2 - qui demande 
simplement aux Etats contractants de faciliter 
I' entree des correspondants sur leur territoire -
comme si cet article imposait aux Etats contrac• 
tants !'obligation d'admettre les correspondants. A 
son avis; le renvoi a ]'article 2 pourrait donner lieu 
plus tard a de graves malentendus. 

M. Tsarapkine declare ensuite que, malgre les 
explications donnees par la representante des Etats• 
Unis, il considere que !'article 8 introduit une 
discrimination au detriment des correspondants 
accredites aupres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. II rappelle que, a plusieurs reprises, les 
Etats-Unis ont, soit retarde l'octroi de visas, 
soit refuse d'accorder un visa a des correspon
dants charges de suivre les debats de l'Organi• 
sation des Nations Unies. Si l'on denie a cette 
categorie de correspondants les privileges prevus 
par la convention, les autorites des Etats-Unis 
pourront, quand elles le voudront, leur refuser 
un visa. II y aurait ainsi discrimination au detri
ment de ces correspondants, ceux-ci se trouvant 
clans une situation defavorable par rapport aux 
autres correspondants, auxquels la presente con
vention accorde des privileges tres etendus. 

Pour ces raisons, le representant de l'URSS 
votera contre l'article 8. 

En reponse au PRESIDENT, qui lui demande s'il 
maintient son amendement, M. VAN HEUVEN 
GoEDHART declare ne pouvoir le retirer parce 
qu'il estime que le rapport entre ]'article 2 et 
l'article 8 doit etre clairement etabli. 
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Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) preferred the 
amendment proposed by the Nether lands repre
sentative, both for its conciseness and for the 
light it threw on the meaning of article 8. 

Article 8 implied no discrimination against any 
correspondents: on the contrary, its object was 
to facilitate the entry of all correspondents. 

Mr. DEMCHENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic), unlike certain representatives, con
sidered that article 8 did entail discrimination 
against correspondents accredited to the United 
Nations and the specialized agencies. If those 
correspondents were not granted the privileges 
provided in the convention, they would run the 
risk of being subjected to certain restrictions. 

He was surprised to see that some representa
tives who, when article 2 was being considered, 
had strongly opposed any restrictions of a dis
criminatory nature, were adopting a different 
attitude when correspondents accredited to the 
United Nations and required to work in United 
States territory were being discussed. 

The United States representative had insisted 
that the immigration laws of her country must 
be observed. In connexion with other articles, 
however, no importance had been attached to the 
need to conform to the laws and regulations of 
certain countries. 

He did not think that the amendments proposed 
by the Nether lands and French representatives 
changed the substance of article 8. They did not 
remove the discrimination in the article against 
certain correspondents, which would prejudice the 
free transmission of news. Under that article, 
the United States would be able to grant or refuse 
admission to certain correspondents appointed to 
cover the work of the United Nations; they 
would be free to choose the correspondents who 
suited them, to a point where all the correspond
ents accredited to the United Nations would 
defend United States interests exclusively. Article 
8 would be an obstacle to the transmission of 
objective news, since all the news would, in fact, 
be regulated by the United States. 

For the reasons he had stated, the representa
tive of the Ukrainian SSR would vote against 
article 8. 

:Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) would vote for the 
French amendment if it was put to the vote. 

He reiterated that he was unable to agree to 
the Netherlands amendment. He pointed out that 
the laws and procedures mentioned in article 2 
were administrative and did not concern the 
entry of correspondents. 

If the French amendment were not adopted, 
he would press for the following wording: "who, 
while not otherwise admissible under the laws and 
procedures of another Contracting State into the 
territory of that State". 

Mr. VILLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Ecuador) said that 
he was fully in agreement with the substance of 
the provisions of article 8. The drafting of the 
article, however, was not very satisfactory. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) estime que l'amen
dement propose par le representant des Pays-Bas 
est le meilleur, autant par sa concision que par 
la clarte qu'il jette sur le sens de !'article 8. 

L'article 8 n'introduit aucune discrimination au 
detriment de certains correspondants : il vise au 
contraire a faciliter l'admission de tous les corres
pondants. 

M. DEMTCHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) estime, contrairement a cer
tains representants, que !'article 8 introduit une 
discrimination au detriment des correspondants 
accredites aupres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies et des institutions specialisees. Si ces corres
pondants ne jouissent pas des privileges prevus 
par la convention, ils risquent d'etre soumis a 
certaines restrictions. 

Le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine s'etonne 
que certains representants qui, lors de l'examen 
de !'article 2, se sont opposes energiquement a 
toutes restrictions de caractere discriminatoire, 
adoptent une attitude differente maintenant qu'il 
s'agit de correspondants accredites aupres de !'Or
ganisation des Nations U nies et appeles a exercer 
leurs fonctions sur le territoire des Etats-Unis. 

La representante des Etats-Unis a insiste sur 
la necessite de se conformer aux lois d'immigra
tion en vigueur clans son pays. M. Tsarapkine 
constate que, a propos d'autres articles, on n'a 
pas attache d'importance a la necessite de se 
conformer aux lois et reglements de certains pays. 

A propos des amendements suggeres par les 
representants des Pays-Bas et de la France, il 
estime qu'ils ne changent pas le fond de !'article 
8. Ils laissent subsister clans cet article une discri
mination au detriment de certains correspondants, 
discrimination qui compromet la libre transmis
sion des informations. En se fondant sur cet 
article, les Etats-Unis pourraient declarer qu'ils 
peuvent ou ne peuvent pas admettre certains 
correspondants pour suivre les travaux de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies; ils seront libres de 
choisir les correspondants qui leur conviennent, 
si bien qu'on pourrait en arriver a ce que tous 
les correspondants accredites aupres de !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies defendent uniquement 
les interets des Etats-Unis. Les dispositions de 
!'article 8 generaient la transmission d'informations 
objectives puisque ces informations seraient en 
fait controlees par les Etats-U nis. 

Pour les raisons qu'il vient d'exposer, le repre
sentant de la RSS d'Ukraine votera contre !'ar
ticle 8. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) votera pour l'amendement 
de la France, si cet amendement est mis aux voix. 

11 souligne une fois de plus qu'il n'est pas en 
mesure d'accepter l'amendement des Pays-Bas. 
II fait observer que les lois et reglements men
tionnes a !'article 2 sont d'ordre administratif et 
ne concernent pas !'admission des correspondants. 

Si l'amendement fran<;ais n'est pas accepte, 
M. Azkoul insistera sur la redaction suivante: "sans 
pouvoir reclamer le benefice des lois et regle
ments d'un autre Etat contractant pour obtenir 
l'acces du territoire de cet Etat". 

M. VrLLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Equateur) declare 
que, sur le fond, il approuve entierement les 
dispositions de !'article 8. Toutefois, la redaction 
et la construction de cet article laissent beaucoup 
a desirer. 
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Article 2 stipulated that all correspondents of 
the Contracting States, once they had been admit
ted in the territory of another Contracting State, 
in accordance with the laws and regulations of 
that State, could not be discriminated against. 
Article 8, however, was drafted in such a man
ner as to appear to contradict that principle. In 
fact, it started with a negative phrase which 
appeared to deny the benefits of the convention 
to some of the correspondents of the Contracting 
States. Yet that was not true, as the denial of 
those benefits applied only to one specific cate
gory of correspondents. It was important, there
fore, that the reasons should be clearly indicated, 
and the preamble suppressed, as it only encum
bered and confused the text. 

Article 8 dealt with one specific case which 
was clearly defined; namely, newspaper corre
spondents accredited to the United Nations or 
one of its specialized agencies who might be con
sidered undesirable, under the laws and regu
lations currently in force, by the countries whose 
territory they were called upon to visit. That 
article allowed them to pursue their activities 
while respecting the clauses of the agreement 
conce;ning their admission to the country in 
quest10n. 

The purpose of that article was therefore simple 
and it should be clearly defined. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) agreed that the drafting 
of article 8 was not satisfactory. As the repre
sentative of Ecuador had just shown, the actual 
structure of the article was defective and should 
be amended if a clear and unambiguous text were 
to be obtained. Mr. Kayser thought that that task 
should be entrusted to a small informal drafting 
committee. 

Mr. ANDREN (Sweden) felt, for the same 
reasons as those expressed by the United King
dom representative, that the link which existed 
between articles 2 and 8 should be emphasized. 

He could not therefore support the amendment 
proposed by the Lebanese delegation. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) said that he would vote 
in favour of the amendment proposed by the 
Netherlands delegation, which clarified the terms 
of article 8 without changing it substance. 

He pointed out that, contrary to what had been 
implied, the provisions of article 8 did not apply 
only to correspondents who practised their pro
fession in United States territory, inasmuch as 
the United Nations and its specialized agencies 
might be called upon to meet in the territory of 
other Contracting States. 

Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
pointed out, to avoid any misunderstanding, that, 
as a general rule, the United States admitted any 
duly accredited journalist to its territory and 
granted him an unlimited residence permit. It 
would continue to do so within the framework 
of its existing laws and regulations. 

All correspondents accredited to the United 
Nations and fulfilling the conditions prescribed 
by the laws and regulations governing the admis
sion of foreigners to the United States received 
the same treatment and would enjoy the rights 
and privileges accorded to them under the con
vention on the gathering and international trans-

L'article 2 stipule que tous les correspondants 
des Etats contractants, une fois admis sur le 
territoire d'un autre Etat contractant, conforme
ment aux lois et reglements de cet Etat, ne 
peuvent faire l'objet d'aucune mesure de discri
mination. Or, l'article 8 est redige de telle 
maniere qu'il semble contredire ce principe. II 
commence, en effet, par une phrase negative qui 
parait refuser le benefice de la convention a cer
tains des correspondants des Etats contractants. 
Cela n'est pourtant pas exact: le refus ne vise 
qu'une categorie determinee de correspondants. II 
faut en indiquer clairement le motif et supprimer 
tout le preambule qui alourdit le texte et le 
rend confus. 

L'article 8 a trait a un cas particulier bien 
defini : celui des quelques correspondants de presse 
accredites aupres de l'Organisation des Nations 
Unies ou de l'une de ses institutions specialisees 
qui seraient consideres comme indesirables, aux 
termes des lois et reglements en vigueur, par 
les pays sur le territoire desquels ils sont appeles 
a se rendre. Cet article tend a leur permettre de 
poursuivre leur activite tout en respectant les 
clauses de }'accord relatif a leur admission clans 
le pays en question. 

L'intention est done tres simple et i1 importe 
de l'enoncer sans equivoque. 

M. KAYSER (France) reconnait que l'enonce 
de l'article 8 n'est pas heureux. Ainsi que vient 
de le demontrer le representant de l'Equateur, 
la structure meme de l'article est defectueuse et 
devrait etre modifiee si l'on veut arriver a un 
texte clair et ne pretant pas a equivoque. M. Kayser 
serait enclin, pour sa part, a confier ce travail a 
un petit comite de redaction officieux. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) estime, pour les memes 
raisons que celles qui ont ete exposees par le 
representant du Royaume-Uni, qu'il faut marquer 
le lien qui existe entre l'article 2 et l'article 8. 

II ne peut done approuver l'amendement pro
pose par la delegation du Liban. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) accepte, pour sa part, 
l'amendement propose par la delegation des Pays
Bas, qui apporte les precisions necessaires a l'ar
ticle 8 sans en modifier le fond. 

II fait remarquer que, contrairement a ce que 
l'on tente de laisser entendre, les dispositions 
de l'article 8 ne s'appliquent pas uniquement aux 
correspondants qui exercent leurs activites sur 
le territoire des Etats~Unis d'Amerique, etant 
donne que l'Organisation des Nations Unies et 
ses institutions specialisees peuvent etre appelees 
a sieger sur le territoire d'autres Etats contrac
tants. 

Mme Ro0SEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) 
tient a declarer, pour eviter tout malentendu, 
que les Etats-Unis, en regle generale, admettent 
sur leur territoire tout journaliste dtiment accre
dite et lui accordent un permis de sejour illimite. 
Ils continueront de le faire dans le cadre de 
leurs lois et reglements existants. 

Tous les correspondants accredites aupres de 
l'Organisation des Nations Unies et repondant 
aux conditions prescrites par les lois et reglements 
qui regissent l'entree des etrangers aux Etats
Unis beneficient du meme traitement et jouiront, 
au meme titre que les autres correspondants, 
des droits et privileges que leur reservera la 
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mission of news on the same footing as other cor
respondents. 

It was possible, however, that some of them 
might be considered undesirable for reasons per
taining to the national security of the country. 
The United States would like, however, to be in 
a position to admit such undesirable persons as 
it wished to respect the terms of the Headquarters 
Agreement which it had concluded with the 
United Nations.1 In order to do so, it would be 
forced, in certain circumstances, to impose con
ditions necessitated by the requirements of 
national security. Article 8 took that state of 
affairs into account and was intended to facilitate 
the admission to the United States of correspond
ents of that category : it was not therefore of a 
restrictive nature. Moreover, it concerned only 
a very limited number of persons as all other 
correspondents accredited to the United Nations 
would enjoy to the full extent all the rights and 
safeguards laid down in the convention. 

Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) disagreed with the 
United States representative's assertion that 
article 8 did not in any way restrict freedom of 
information. Among other things, the adoption 
of that article would result in dividing the corre
spondents accredited to the United Nations into 
two groups, one more favoured than the other. 
That was inadmissible. The Yugoslav delegation 
would therefore vote against article 8. 

He noted that for the first time certain dele
gations which claimed to be among the most 
ardent defenders of the various freedoms had just 
admitted that their national laws and regulations 
might prevent the admission of correspondents 
for reasons not connected with their professional 
duties, as, for example, reasons of a political 
nature. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) emphasized how much 
he had been struck by the comments of the rep
resentative of Ecuador. He was convinced that, 
without a more detailed study, it would be 
extremely difficult to improve the existing text 
of article 8 and he therefore withdrew the amend
ment which he had proposed to that article and 
announced that he would abstain when the other 
amendments were put to the vote. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment 
proposed by the Lebanese delegation. It con
sisted in re-drafting the beginning of article 8 
to read: 

"The present convention shall not apply to any 
correspondent of a Contracting State who, while 
not otherwise admissible under the laws and pro
cedures of another Contracting State into the 
territory of that State ... " 

The amendment was rejected by 15 votes to 
7, -with 22 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment 
submitted by the Netherlands delegation. It con
sisted in re-drafting the beginning of article 8 
to read: 

"The present convention shall not apply to 
any correspondent of a Contracting State who, 
while not otherwise admissible under the laws and 
procedures ref erred to in article 2 ... " 

' See Official Records of the s11cond session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Resolutions, No. 169 (11). 

l 
convention relative a l'acces aux informations et 
a leur transmission d'un pays a l'autre. 

Il se peut, toutefois, que certains d'entre eux 
ne soient pas consideres admissibles pour des rai-
sons interessant la securite nationale du pays. 
Les Etats-Unis veulent cependant pouvoir admet
tre ces personnes indesirables, car ils entendent 
respecter les clauses de 1' Accord relatif au siege 
qu'ils ont conclu avec !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies1 • Pour le faire, ils devront, clans certains 
cas, imposer des conditions decoulant des exi
gences de la securite nationale. L'article 8 tient 
compte de cet etat de choses et a pour but de 
faciliter l'entree aux Etats-Unis de cette categorie 
de correspondants: i1 n'a done pas de caractere 
restrictif. II ne vise, du reste, qu'un nombre tres 
limite de personnes, car tous les autres corres
pondants accredites aupres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies jouiront pleinement de tous les 
droits et garanties prevus clans la convention. 

M. DEDIJER (Yougoslavie) conteste l'affirma
tion de la representante des Etats-Unis selon 
laquelle l'article 8 n'apporte aucune restriction 
a la liberte de !'information. L'adoption de cet 
article aurait, entre autres effets, celui de diviser 
les correspondants accredites aupres de l'Organi
sation des Nations Unies en deux groupes, dont 
l'un serait plus favorise que l'autre. Cela est 
inacceptable. La delegation de la Yougoslavie 
votera done contre !'article 8. 

M. Dedijer observe que, pour la premiere fois, 
certaines delegations qui declarent etre parmi les 
defenseurs les plus zeles des Iibertes viennent 
d'admettre que leurs lois et reglements nationaux 
peuvent s'opposer a l'admission de correspon
dants pour des raisons etrangeres a leur activite 
professionnelle, pour des considerations d'ordre 
politique par exemple. 

M. KAYSER (France) souligne cornbien ii a 
ete frappe par les observations du representant 
de l'Equateur. Convaincu de la difficulte qu'il y 
aurait a ameliorer le texte actuel de l'article 8 
sans une etude plus approfondie, il retire l'amen
dement qu'il a propose a cet article et annonce 
qu'il s'abstiendra au moment ou les autres amende
ments seront mis aux voix. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose par la delegation du Liban. II consiste a 
rediger le debut de l'artide 8 de la maniere 
suivante: 

"La presente convention ne s'appliquera a aucun 
correspondant d'un Etat contractant, qui, sans 
pouvoir reclamer le benefice des lois et reglements 
d'un autre Etat contractant pour obtenir l'acces 
du territoire de cet Etat ... " 

Par 15 voix contre 7, avec 22 abstentions, 
l'amendement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pre
sente par la delegation des Pays-Bas. II consiste 
a rediger le debut de !'article 8 de la maniere 
suivante: 

"La presente convention ne s'appliquera a 
aucun correspondant d'un Etat contractant, qui, 
sans pouvoir reclamer le benefice des lois et regle
ments auxquels se refere /'article 2 ... " 

' Voir Jes Documents o/ficiels de la deu.rieme session, 
de l'Assemblee generale, Resolutions, No 169 (II). 
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The Netherlands amendment was adopted by 
25 votes to 9, u.tith 15 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote article 8 as a 
whole, as amended. 

Article 8, as amended, was adopted by 28 votes 
to 6, with 14 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY-FIFTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Wednesday, 20 April 1949, at 2.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE GATHERING AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF NEWS (E/ 
1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 9 
The CHAIRMAN pointed out that in view of the 

rapid progress of the Committee's work, dele
gations might not yet have had time to consult 
their respective Governments with regard to ques
tions arising from article 9. He therefore won
dered whether the Committee should proceed to 
the consideration of article 9, or whether it should 
postpone it to another date. 

He put to the vote a proposal submitted by 
the representative of BELGIUM to postpone con
sideration of article 9 until the following Monday. 

The proposal was adopted by 32 votes to 1, 
with 6 abstentions. 

French proposal for amalgamating the first and 
second draft conventions (A/C.3/425, A/C.3/ 
425/Corr.1 and A/C.3/425/Corr.2) 

The CHAIRMAN opened consideration of the 
principle of the French proposal for amalgamating 
the draft convention on the gathering and inter
national transmission of news and the draft con
vention on the institution of an international right 
of correction. 

After a discussion of principle, the French pro
posal, if adopted, would be considered article by 
article. 

Mr. TERROU (France), noting that the impor
tance of the proposed amalgamation of the first 
and second draft conventions had been stressed 
previously, wished to explain the nature and spirit 
of the French proposal. 

The existence of two draft conventions was 
the result of circumstance and there was no 
reason why the two interdependent texts should 
not be amalgamated to form a shorter and clearer 
document which would be easier to implement. 

The proposed amalgamated text would consist 
of a preamble and three sections; section I con
taining the substantive provisions of the first draft 
convention, section II those of the second draft 
convention, and section III dealing with meas-

Par 25 voix contre 9, avec 15 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'article 8 dans 
son ensemble, tel qu'il vient d'etre amende. 

Par 28 voix contre 6, avec 14 abstentions, 
l'article 8 ainsi amende est adopte. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

CENT QUA TRE-VINGT-QUINZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mercredi 20 avril 1949, a 14 h. 30. 
President: M. Charles MALIK ( Liban) . 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A L'ACCES AUX 
INFORMATIONS ET A LEUR TRANSMISSION D'UN 
PAYS A L'AUTRE (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article 9 

Le PRESIDENT constate qu'etant donne la rapi
dite avec laquelle les travaux de la Commission 
avancent, ii se peut que les delegations n'aient 
pas eu le temps de consulter leurs gouvernements 
respectifs au sujet des questions soulevees par 
!'article 9; aussi se demande-t-il si la Commis
sion doit aborder la discussion de cet article et 
s'il ne serait pas preferable de la remettre a un 
autre jour. 

Le President met aux voix une proposition du 
representant de la BELGIQUE tendant a renvoyer 
au lundi suivant la discussion de l'article 9. 

Par 32 voix contre une, avec 6 abstentions, 
la proposition est adoptee. 

Proposition de la France tendant a fondre eH 
un seul les premier et deurieme projets de 
convention (A/C.3/425 et A/C.3/425/Corr.1) 
Le PRESIDENT ouvre la discussion sur la propo-

sition franc;aise qui tend en principe a fondre en 
un seul le projet de convention relatif a l'acces 
aux informations et a leur transmission d'un pays 
a l'autre et le projet de convention relatif a 
!'institution du droit de rectification en matiere 
internationale. 

Si le principe de la fusion est adopte, les 
articles de la proposition de la France seront 
examines un a un. 

M. TERROU (France)' apres avoir constate qu'on 
a deja fait ressortir combien ii est important 
de reunir en un seul instrument les premier et 
deuxieme projets de convention, donne des preci
sions sur la nature et }'esprit de la proposition 
de la France. 

La coexistence des deux projets de convention 
est due uniquement a un concours de circon
stances; aussi n'y a-t-il aucune raison pour ne 
pas reunir les deux textes en un seul instrument 
plus court, plus clair et dont !'application serait 
plus aisee. 

Le texte propose en remplacement des deux 
projets comprendrait un preambule et trois sec
tions. La section I reprendrait les dispositions 
essentielles du premier projet de convention, la 
section II celles du deuxieme projet de conven-



130 

ures for the implementation of the two draft 
conventions. 

It was the purpose of the Committee to estab
lish international standards for the dissemination 
of information, and even though it might not be 
feasible at the time to establish a system of inter
national jurisdiction in that field. some inter
national measures should be adopted to safeguard 
freedom of information and to protect it against 
abuses. 

The institution of an international right of cor
rection was a corollary to the freedom of infor
mation and was indispensable for its full imple
mentation. It established the responsibility of news 
agencies without limiting their freedom in any 
way. \Vhile it had been the desire of the French 
delegation to have stronger provisions on the 
international right of correction, it felt that the 
present text represented the minimum which 
should be included in an international instrument 
on freedom of information. Mr. Terrou expressed 
the hope that all delegations would be able to agree 
to that provision which constituted the first prac
tical attempt to solve, on an international level, 
the problem of the dissemination of false and dis
torted reports. 

In conclusion, the French representative stated 
that the question of amalgamating the two draft 
conventions should be decided on its merits with
out prejudging the question of the institution of 
the right of correction. 

Mrs. RooSEVELT (United States of America) 
expressed her delegation's warm support of the 
idea of establishing a right of official correction, 
on condition that it would not involve any power 
on the part of Governments to compel information 
agencies to publish such corrections. It was the 
belief of her delegation that the right of official 
correction, as set forth in the French text, would 
afford effective protection against false or dis
torted reporting in a manner fully consistent with 
the principles of freedom of information. 

The French proposal provided an answer to 
those who felt that the only effective way of 
correcting abuses by information agencies was 
to institute governmental controls a view which 
was a denial of the very principle of freedom of 
information. On the other hand, the right of offi
cial correction, if made compulsory in respect of 
information agencies, would in itself constitute 
a very dangerous form of governmental control 
since it would permit Governments to go as far 
as to compel the Press of another country to pub
lish whatever corrections they might consider 
desirable. Although it had been much maligned by 
information agencies in other countries, the 
United States Government firmly rejected the 
power to compel a foreign Press to publish 
United States communiques, nor would it allow 
other Governments to issue orders to United 
States information agencies. 

The draft convention on the institution of an 
international right of correction provided the best 
solution to the problem by setting up machinery 

tion et la section III serait consacree aux mesures 
de mise en reuvre des deux projets de convention. 

La Commission se propose d'etablir des normes 
internationales pour la transmission des informa
tions. Quand bien meme il ne serait pas possible 
d'etablir actuellement une juridiction internatio
nale pour les faire respecter, il faudrait adopter 
sur le plan international certaines mesures des
tinees a sauvegarder la liberte de !'information 
et a la proteger contre les abus. 

L'institution du droit de rectification en matiere 
internationale est le corollaire de la liberte d'infor
mation et elle est indispensable si l'on entend en 
appliquer integralement le principe. Le droit 
de rectification etablit les responsabilites des entre
prises d'information sans pour cela limiter leur 
liberte le mains du monde. Quoique la delegation 
fram;aise soit en faveur de !'inclusion de disposi
tions plus imperatives sur l'exercice du droit de 
rectification en matiere internationale, elle estime 
que le texte actuel represente les mesures minima 
qu'un instrument international sur la liberte de 
!'information doit comporter. M. Terrou exprime 
l' espoir que toutes les delegations pourront donner 
leur approbation aux dispositions proposees puis
qu 'elles representent la premiere tentative pra
tique faite pour resoudre sur le plan international 
les problemes que pose la transmission de nou
velles fausses OU deformees. 

Le representant de la France declare pour con
clure qu'il faut juger d'apres ses merites intrin
seques la proposition de reunir en un seul les 
deux projets de convention, etant bien entendu 
que, ce faisant, on ne prejugera pas la question 
de !'institution du droit de rectification. 

Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) 
appuie chaleureusement, au nom de sa delegation, 
le projet d'instituer un droit de rectification en 
matiere internationale, a condition toutefois que 
ce droit ne confere pas aux gouvernements le 
pouvoir d'obliger les entreprises d'information 
a publier ces corrections. Sa delegation est d'avis 
que le droit d'envoyer des corrections officielles, 
prevu dans le texte frarn;ais, fournira une protec
tion efficace contre les reportages faux ou deformes 
et que cette protection est parfaitement conforme 
au principe de la liberte de l'information. 

La proposition fram;aise fournit une reponse 
a ceux qui estiment qu'on ne peut corriger effi
cacement les erreurs flagrantes des entreprises 
d'information qu'au moyen de controles gouverne
mentaux, these qui repose sur la negation meme 
du principe de la liberte de !'information. D'autre 
part, le droit d'envoyer des corrections officielles 
representerait lui-meme une forme dangereuse de 
controle gouvernemental si la publication de ces 
corrections par les entreprises d'information etait 
rendue obligatoire. Elle permettrait en effet aux 
gouvernements d'aller jusqu'a obliger la presse 
d'un autre pays a publier toute correction que ces 
gouvernements estimeraient souhaitable. Quoique 
le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis ait ete l'objet 
de bien des calomnies de la part d'entreprises 
d'information d'autres pays, it rejette l'offre d'ac
querir un pouvoir qui lui permette d'obliger la 
presse d'un pays etranger a publier ses commu
niques; de meme, it ne permettra pas a d'autres 
gouvernements de donner des instructions awe 
entreprises d'information des Etats-Gnis. 

Le projet de convention relatif a !'institution du 
droit de rectification en matiere internationale 
resout le probleme de la meilleure maniere pos-
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for the exercise of that right without involving 
compulsory publication. 

Mrs. Roosevelt called upon those who had 
insistently decried the evils of false or distorted 
reporting to support the French proposal which 
was consistent with the principles of freedom of 
information and did not involve compulsory pub
lication. The proposal would be acceptable to 
many Governments and would, at the same time, 
provide a feasible and successful protection against 
false and distorted reporting likely to injure inter• 
national relations. 

The United States delegation also supported 
the proposal of the French delegation that the 
draft convention on the institution of an inter
national right of correction should be amalgamated 
with the draft convention on the gathering and 
international transmission of news. Referring to 
the original version of the proposal for a draft 
convention on the gathering and international 
transmission of news1 which the United Statec 
had presented to the Conference on Freedom of 
Information, she pointed out that it had always 
been the view of her delegation that facilitating 
the work of foreign correspondents on the one 
hand and establishing a right of official correction 
on the other were interrelated problems. 

The chief advantage of amalgamating the two 
draft conventions was that it would make quite 
clear that the protection afforded by that right 
would be available to those States which agreed 
to facilitate the work of foreign correspondents. 
The United States would be unwilling to extend 
the right of official correction to any State which 
refused to assume the obligations arising from 
the second draft convention. 

The Committee was dealing with new aspects 
of international relations which held great promise 
for the future, but it should not go too far or 
too fast. The United States delegation believed 
that the provisions of the French proposal rep
resented the optimum step that could wisely be 
taken at the time. 

Mr. ANDREN (Sweden) stated that while some 
public authorities in his country had supported 
the second draft convention as a means of com
bating distorted reports, others had felt that it 
might endanger freedom of information. 

The Swedish Government felt that it was pos
sible to ensure reliable information as well as 
protection against false reports by providing pub
licity for corrections. 

Under the proposed provisions, Governments 
must make their corrections available to news 
agencies which might, or might not, publish them, 
thereby causing some uncertainty as to the posi
tion of the Government issuing the communique. 
On the other hand, the right of correction might 
be abused by some States to force publication of 
reports for propaganda purposes. 

In view of those considerations, the Swedish 
delegation felt that while the second draft con
vention represented a commendable attempt to 
provide protection against false reports, it did 

1 See E/Conf.6/41. 

sible puisqu'il donne le moyen d'ex_ercer ce dr?it 
sans qu'il y ait obligation de pubher Jes rectifi
cations. 

Mme Roosevelt en appelle a ceux qui se sont 
toujours eleves contre Jes effets nefastes de repor
tages faux ou deformes, pour qu'ils donnent leur 
appui a la proposition franc;aise, qui est conform~ 
au principe de la liberte de !'information et gm 
a le merite d'eviter toute obligation de pubher 
Jes rectifications. Bon nombre de gouvernements 
pourront accepter cette proposition qui fournit 
en meme temps une protection efficace et pra
tique contre Jes reportages faux ou . de 1:ature 
a porter prejudice aux bonnes relat10ns mter
nationales. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis appuie egalement 
la proposition de la delegation franc;aise tendant 
a reunir en une seule convention le projet de 
convention relatif a !'institution du droit de rec
tification en matiere internationale et le projet 
de convention relatif a l'acces aux informations 
et a leur transmission d'un pays a l'autre. Se 
reportant a la version initiale du projet de con
vention relatif a l'acces aux informations et a 
leur transmission d'un pays a l'autre1

' presente 
par Jes Etats-Unis a la Conference sur la liberte 
de !'information, Mme Roosevelt fait ressortir que 
sa delegation a toujours ete d'avis que Jes faci
lites accordees aux correspondants etrangers, d'une 
part, et !'institution du droit de rectification, 
d'autre part, etaient lies l'un a l'autre. 

L'avantage principal d'une fusion des deux 
projets de convention est de preciser que la 
protection qui decoule de c~ droi~. sera accorde~ 
aux Etats qui consentent a facihter le travail 
des correspondants etrangers. Les Etats-Unis ne 
seront pas disposes a accorder le droit d'envoyer 
des corrections officielles aux Etats qui refuseraient 
de se conformer aux obligations decoulant du 
deuxieme projet de convention. 

La Commission s'occupe d'aspects nouveaux des 
relations internationales, qui permettent d'esperer 
beaucoup pour l'avenir, mais elle ne doit aller 
ni trop loin ni trop vite. La delegation des Etats
Unis est convaincue que Jes dispositions de la 
proposition franc;aise sont les meilleures que !'on 
puisse adopter a l'heure actuelle. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) declare que certaines 
autorites de son pays ont appuye le deuxieme 
projet de convention en tant que moyen destine 
a combattre les informations deformees, mais 
que d'autres ont estime que ce projet pourrait 
mettre en danger la liberte de !'information. 

Le Gouvernement de la Suede est d'avis qu'il 
est possible d'assurer des informations dignes de 
foi et de se premunir en meme temps contre la 
diffusion de fausses nouvelles en faisant une large 
publicite aux rectifications. 

Aux termes des dispositions envisagees, les 
gouvernements doivent mettre leurs rectifications 
a la disposition des entreprises d'information qui 
ne les publient que si elles le desirent; de ce fait, 
la position des gouvernements ayant presente le 
communique est rendue tres incertaine. D'autre 
part, certains Etats pourraient abuser du droit 
de rectification pour imposer la publication d'infor
mations a des fins de propagande. 

Etant donne ces considerations, la delegation 
de la Suede estime que, tout en constituant un 
effort louable en vue d'assurer une protection 
contre les fausses nouvelles, le deuxieme projet 

1 V oir El Conf.6/ 41. 
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not present a satisfactory solution of the problem. 
His delegation therefore hoped that the two sep
arate draft conventions would be maintained, as 
it would be compelled to vote against the amalga
mated text containing the second draft conven
tion, which it opposed. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) felt that an inter
national right of correction was highly desirable. 
The second draft convention was therefore a 
welcome step towards the implementation of the 
General Assembly resolution 127 (II) adopted 
in 1947 dealing with the dissemination of false or 
distorted reports. The Australian Government had 
stated unequivocally its support of freedom of 
information, and felt that it would be only proper 
to take account of the responsibility which it 
entailed. 

The freedoms granted to information services 
under the terms of the draft convention could 
not fail to inspire them with the desire to justify 
the United Nations' confidence in them by living 
up to the highest traditions of the Press. 

Tendentious news could doubtless be harmful. 
but provided news was presented accurately no 
Government could object to its publication abroad. 

The right of correction would serve to prevent 
the dissemination of false or distorted reports as 
news organizations would soon realize that pro
tests from foreign countries based on the pro
visions of the convention must be damaging to 
the organization responsible. The Australian Gov
ernment felt that any Government receiving an 
official protest from a foreign Government should 
carry out its obligations under the conventions. 

In conclusion, Mr. Jockel stated that his dele
gation supported the two draft conventions and 
their amalgamation. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) stated that his Gov
ernment had carefully considered its position 
with regard to the three draft conventions. 

Pointing out that in Mexico national news
papers as well as foreign correspondents enjoyed 
the same freedom as in other countries, Mr. 
Noriega stated that the MexicaFI proposals did 
not tend to limit freedom of information and were 
simpler, inasmuch as they were designed to legal
ize what was already a customary practice in many 
countries. 

Mrs. Roosevelt's statement that the right of 
correction must not involve compulsory publica
tion was in complete agreement with the purpose 
of the Mexican proposal. 

Mr. Noriega wished to pay a tribute to the 
French delegation for its work at Geneva as 
well as for the proposals it had submitted to the 
Committee. The adoption of the principles 
embodied in the three draft conventions would 
constitute a great step forward by providing 
Governments with protection against defamation. 
That right was analogous to the right of the indi
vidual to ask for redress in case of defamation. 

In conclusion, the Mexican representative stated 
his delegation's support of amalgamating the two 

de convention ne constitue pas une solution satis
faisante du probleme. La delegation de M. Andren 
espere done que les deux projets de convention 
separes seront maintenus, car elle serait obligee 
de voter contre le texte unifie contenant le 
deuxieme projet de convention, projet auquel elle 
s'oppose. 

M. J 0CKEL ( Australie) estime que la reconnais
sance internationale d'un droit de rectification est 
extremement desirable. Le deuxieme projet de 
convention a le merite de constituer une tentative 
pour mettre en ceuvre la resolution 127 (II) 
adoptee par 1' Assemblee generate en 1947 et 
relative a la diffusion de nouvelles fausses ou 
deformees. Le Gouvernement australien a daire
ment specifie qu'il etait en faveur de la liberte de 
!'information, et ii estime qu'il serait approprie de 
faire entrer en ligne de compte la responsabilite 
que cette liberte implique. 

Les facilites accordees aux services d'informa
tion aux termes du projet de convention ne 
sauraient manquer d'inciter ceux-ci a justifier la 
confiance que !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
place en eux, et d'agir a cette fin, conformement 
aux traditions les plus elevees de la presse. 

Des nouvelles tendancieuses peuvent, sans aucun 
doute, etre nuisibles, mais, si les nouvelles sont 
transmises fidelement, aucun gouvernement ne 
peut s'opposer a leur publication a l'etranger. 

Le droit de rectification servira a empecher 
la diffusion de nouvelles fausses OU deformees, 
car les entreprises d'information se rendront rapi
dement compte que les protestations des pays 
etrangers, basees sur les dispositions de la con
vention, feront naturellement tort aux entreprises 
qui en seront responsables. Le Gouvernement aus
tralien estime que tout gouvernement qui aura 
re~u une protestation officielle d'un gouvernement 
etranger devra executer les obligations qu'il aura 
assumees aux termes des conventions. 

Finalement, M. J ockel declare que sa delegation 
est en faveur des deux projets de convention et 
de leur fusion en un seul texte. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) declare que !'attitude 
de son gouvernement a l'egard de trois projets 
de convention est mtirement reflechie. 

Faisant remarquer que les journaux nationaux, 
de meme que les correspondants etrangers, jouis
sent, au Mexique, de la meme liberte que clans 
les autres pays, ii fait remarquer que les proposi
tions mexicaines ne sont pas destinees a limiter 
la liberte de !'information, et qu'elles sont plus 
simples que les autres propositions, car leur but 
est de legaliser ce qui constitue deja la pratique 
suivie clans de nombreux pays. 

La declaration de Mme Roosevelt, selon laquelle 
le droit de rectification ne doit pas comporter la 
publication obligatoire, est entierement compa
tible avec la teneur de la proposition mexicaine, 

M. Noriega desire rendre hommage a la dele
gation de la France pour le travail qu'elle a 
accompli a Geneve, ainsi que pour les propositions 
qu'elle a soumises a la Commission. L'adoptioia 
des principes contenus dans les trois projets de 
convention constituerait un grand pas en avant, 
car ces conventions assureraient aux gouverne
ments une protection contre la diffamation. Ce 
droit est analogue au droit que possede l'individu 
de demander reparation lorsqu'il a fait l'objet 
d'une diffamation. 

En conclusion, le representant du Mexique 
declare que sa delegation est en faveur de la 
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draft conventions, and reserved the right to sub
mit his proposals to the draft conventions at the 
appropriate time. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Mexican rep
resentative could move his proposals during the 
discussion of the text. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands), 
recalling the more far-reaching French proposals 
made at Geneva1 stated that his delegation fully 
supported the idea of a close and clear relationship 
between the freedom of information and the 
responsibilities which it entailed. 

The Netherlands representative wished to pay 
a tribute to the French delegation for its efforts 
during the Conference to preserve as much as 
possible of its original proposal ; although he 
would have preferred a further extension of the 
right of correction, he supported the amalgamated 
text which clearly showed the close connexion 
between freedom of information and the respon
sibilities involved. He appealed to the representa
tive of Sweden to agree to the amalgamated text. 

Mr. LEBEA u (Belgium) stated that his dele
gation was opposed to the idea of amalgamating 
the two draft conventions. While it supported 
the second draft convention, it had serious doubts 
concerning the vague provisions and limited scope 
of the first. Amalgamation of the two conven
tions would prejudice their ratification by Gov
ernments which were opposed to one of them. 

The Belgian representative reserved the right 
to express his views with regard to the provisions 
of the two draft conventions. 

Mr. ANDREN (Sweden), in reply to the Nether
lands representative, stated that although the two 
draft conventions were related to the same sub
ject, there was no reason to amalgamate their 
texts. He still preferred two separate texts in 
view of his objections to the form of the second 
draft convention. 

Mr. FouRrn (Union of South Africa) sup
ported the institution of the international right 
of correction as well as the texts of the two draft 
conventions. \Vith regard to their amalgamation, 
he shared the United States representative's view 
that freedom and responsibility had to go together. 

Mr. THEODOROPOULOS (Greece) shared the 
views of previous speakers favouring amalgama
tion of the two texts. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) recalled 
that during the debate on the first draft conven
tion his delegation had supported free dissemi
nation of news and had voted against all pro
visions limiting that freedom. 

Pointing out that every right carried with it 
some obligation, the representative of Argentina 
agreed to the institution of the international right 
of correction, and supported the French proposal 
for amalgamating the two texts with a view to 
strengthening the terms of the convention. 

1 See E/Conf.6/42. 

fusion des deux projets de convention, et ii se 
reserve le droit de presenter en temps voulu ses 
propres propositions relatives a ces projets. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que le representant 
du Mexique peut presenter ses propositions au 
cours de la discussion portant sur le texte des 
projets de convention. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) rap
pelle les propositions que la France a faites a 
Geneve1 ' propositions dont la portee etait plus 
grande, et il declare que sa delegation partage 
entierement !'opinion selon laquelle il existe une 
relation etroite et precise entre la liberte de 
!'information et les responsabilites qu'elle comporte. 

Le representant des Pays-Bas desire rendre 
hommage a la delegation de la France pour les 
efforts qu'elle a deployes au cours de la Conference 
pour maintenir autant que possible sa proposition 
initiale. Bien qu'il eut prefere un droit de correc
tion plus etendu, M. van Reuven Goedhart est 
en faveur de In fusion des textes, qui indiquerait 
clairement la relation etroite qui existe entre la 
liberte de !'information et les responsabilites 
qu'elle comporte. II demande instamment au repre
sentant de la Suede d'accepter cette fusion. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) declare que sa delega
tion est hostile a l'idee de fondre les deux 
projets de convention en un seul. Si, en effet, 
elle soutient le deuxieme projet de convention, 
les dispositions vagues et la portee limitee du 
premier projet lui inspirent des doutes serieux. 
La fusion des deux conventions en generait la 
ratification par les gouvernements qui seraient 
opposes a l'une d'entre elles. 

Le representant de la Belgique se reserve le 
droit d'exprimer son opinion quant aux disposi
tions des deux projets de convention. 

M. ANDREN (Suede)' repondant au represen
tant des Pays-Bas, soutient que, bien que les deux 
projets de convention traitent du meme sujet, il 
n'y a aucune raison de fondre les deux textes en 
un seul. Les objections qu'il a contre la forme 
du deuxieme projet de convention l'obligent a 
reaffirmer sa preference pour deux textes distincts. 

M. FouRIE (Union Sud-Africaine) se prononce 
en faveur de !'institution du droit de rectification 
en matiere internationale ainsi qu'en faveur des 
textes des deux projets de convention. En ce qui 
concerne leur fusion, il pense, comme la repre
sentante des Etats-Unis, que la liberte et la res
ponsabilite doivent aller de pair. 

M. THEODOROPOULOS (Grece) est d'accord avec 
les orateurs qui ont parle en faveur de la fusion 
des deux textes. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) rappelle que, 
au cours de la discussion sur le premier projet de 
convention, sa delegation s'est prononcee en faveur 
de la libre diffusion des informations et a vote 
contre toutes les dispositions de nature a la limiter. 

Faisant remarquer que tout droit comporte un 
certain degre d'obligation, le representant de 
!'Argentine se declare d'accord sur !'institution 
du droit de rectification en matiere internationale 
et soutient la proposition frarn;aise visant a fondre 
Jes deux textes afin de renforcer les dispositions 
de la convention. 

1 Voir E/Conf.6/42. 
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Mr. ABBAS (Iraq) stated that his country, 
which had occasionally suffered from the dis
tortion of news, welcomed the institution of the 
international right of correction, and supported 
the French proposal for amalgamating the two 
conventions. 

Mr. lKGEBRETSEN (Norway) shared the 
Swedish representative's doubts concerning the 
right of correction which might raise political 
difficulties between the States concerned. He 
recalled, in that connexion, that during the occu
pation, his country had rejected nazi demands 
that it should publish certain reports, on the 
grounds that its Press was free. The representa
tive of Norway doubted the right of any Govern
ment to ask another Government to transmit 
certain communiques to its news agencies against 
its better judgment. 

His delegation therefore favoured two separate 
draft conventions. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) warmly supported the 
French proposal which brought out the close con
nexion between the two conventions. He saw no 
reason for apprehension inasmuch as the applica
tion of the two conventions was limited. 

Mr. VrLLAG6MEZ YEPEZ (Ecuador) also sup
ported the French proposal, not only for the 
reasons put forward by the French representative, 
but also because it limited the application of the 
second convention, thus making it compatible with 
full freedom of information. 

After stating that his country had always sup
ported freedom of the Press, he concluded by 
expressing the hope that in the final text the 
international right of correction would be dealt 
with in a short article. 

Mr. AzKOGL (Lebanon) said that his delega
tion had consistently advocated the dissemination 
of the widest possible variety of information. 
National frontiers had hitherto constituted an 
impediment to the free flow of news; the estab
lishment of a right of correction would assist in 
removing such barriers. He agreed with the 
United States representative that Governments 
could not compel the Press to publish the cor
rections. The very institution of that right, how
ever, might be expected to exercise a form of 
moral pressure upon the information agencies to 
abide by codes of journalistic ethics and thus to 
publish corrections. Certain States might sign the 
first convention but not the second, thus obtaining 
rights without incurring obligations. To prevent 
that the amalgamation of the two conventions 
was essential. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) agreed that the 
amalgamation might exercise a salutary influence 
upon information agencies and discourage the 
distortion of news material for political purposes. 

Mrs. RAY (India) supported the French pro
posal. The second convention was an integral part 
of the first in its implications and probable effects. 
The second convention was the best available 
method of correcting or checking the evil effects 
of the abuse of the freedom of the Press which 

M. ABBAS (Irak) declare que son pays, a 
qui il est arrive de souffrir de la deformation des 
informations, accueille avec faveur l'institution d'un 
droit de rectification en matiere internationale et 
soutient la proposition de la France visant a 
fondre en une seule les deux conventions. 

M. INGEBRETSEN (Norvege) craint, comme le 
representant de la Suede, que le droit de recti
fication ne donne naissance a des difficultes poli
tiques entre Jes Etats interesses. It rappelle a cet 
egard que, pendant l'occupation, son pays a refuse 
de publier certains rapports, comme l'exigeaient 
Jes nazis, en faisant valoir que sa presse etait 
libre. Le representant de la N orvege ne croit pas 
qu'aucun gouvernement ait le droit de demander 
a un autre de transmettre contre son gre cer
tains communiques a ses entreprises d'informa
tion. 

La delegation de la N orvege est done en faveur 
de deux projets de convention separes. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) soutient chaleureusement 
la proposition de la France et fait ressortir le 
lien etroit qui existe entre les deux conventions. 
It ne voit aucune raison d'avoir des craintes, 
d'autant que l'application des deux conventions est 
limitee. 

M. VILLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Equateur) soutient 
egalement la proposition de la France, non seule
ment pour les motifs qu'a exposes le representant 
de ce pays, mais aussi parce qu'elle limite }'appli
cation de la deuxieme convention et la rend ainsi 
compatible avec une entiere liberte de l'information. 

Apres avoir declare que son pays a toujours 
defendu la liberte de la presse, il conclut en expri
mant l'espoir que, clans le texte definitif, le droit 
de rectification en matiere internationale sera 
enonce clans un article tres bref. 

M. AZKOGL (Liban) declare que sa delegation 
a constamment milite en faveur de la diffusion de 
la plus grande variete possible d'informations. Les 
frontieres nationales ont j usqu'ici constitue une 
gene pour la libre circulation des informations, et 
l'etablissement d'un droit de rectification favori
serait la suppression de ces barrieres. De meme que 
la representante des Etats-Unis, it estime que les 
gouvernements ne sauraient contraindre la presse 
a publier les rectifications. Cependant, }'institution 
meme de ce droit exercerait sans doute une sorte 
de pression morale sur Jes agences d'information 
et les forcerait a se conformer au code de l'ethique 
journalistique, done a publier les communiques. 
Certains Etats pourraient signer la premiere con
vention mais non la deuxieme et obtenir ainsi des 
droits sans assumer des obligations, ce que l'on 
ne peut empecher qu'en fondant les deux conven
tions en une seule. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) estime egale
ment que cette fusion pourrait exercer une in
fluence salutaire sur les entreprises d'information 
et decourager la deformation des informations a 
des fins politiques. 

Mme RAY ( Inde) soutient la proposition de la 
France. La deuxieme convention fait partie inte
grante de la premiere, clans ses consequences et 
ses effets probables. La deuxieme convention four
nit la meilleure methode dont on puisse disposer 
pour corriger ou prevenir les effets regrettables 
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the Committee had fully discussed. The amalga
mation of the two texts was desirable because 
countries which signed both conventions might 
find themselves in a difficult position in dealing 
with countries which had signed only one of 
them. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) deprecated the 
fears of the Lebanese and Indian representatives. 
Governments which were prepared to sign the 
first convention would almost certainly not with
draw if the second were merged with it. In any 
case, that was a risk which must be faced in 
any such effort to ensure freedom of information. 
The United Kingdom delegation had supported 
a much stronger proposal on the subject which 
the French delegation had submitted to the Con
ference on Freedom of Information.1 That pro
posal had now been weakened in order to obtain 
the widest possible support; further dilution 
would have the contrary effect. The amalgama
tion was necessary because it counterbalanced 
freedoms with responsibilities. The inclusion of 
the second convention would in itself be a deter
rent to distortion, abuses and warmongering. 

Replying to the representatives of Sweden and 
Norway, he pointed out that no compulsion to 
publish the communiques was envisaged. Gov
ernments would not therefore be obliged or 
empowered to infringe upon the freedom of the 
Press. 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) said that he had main
tained what the Belgian representative had, at 
the 192nd meeting, called a "cold neutrality" with 
regard to the entire first convention. He was not, 
therefore, in favour of merging it with the second. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) objected that the principle enunciated 
in the preamble proposed by the French dele
gation (A/C.3/425) went too far beyond the 
intentions of the Committee. The sixth paragraph, 
in particular, not only bound Governments whose 
legislation did not provide the right of a reply 
to institute a right of correction, but sought to 
compel them to enforce such correction in all 
cases, whatever their own opinion of the news 
material concerned might be. That would not 
be conducive to the improvement of international 
relations and to the maintenance of peace. 

It was unthinkable that foreign Governments 
should be empowered to demand, on the basis of 
an international instrument, the publication of 
such corrections when there was no provision 
for such a procedure in the legislation of the 
other State concerned. That would be tantamount 
to intervention in the domestic affairs of that 
State. 

The second convention was objectionable 
because it perverted freedom of information into 
an instrument which infringed sovereign rights. 
The right of correction could be implemented only 
in accordance with the laws and regulations of 
the State concerned. 

He would therefore vote against the French 
proposal. 

Mr. TERROU (France) found it highly satis
factory that almost all representatives appeared to 

'See E/Conf.6/42. 

de cet abus de la liberte de la presse dont la Com
mission a pleinement discute. La fusion des deux 
textes est desirable, parce que les pays qui auraient 
signe les deux conventions pourraient se trouver 
dans une position delicate lorsqu'ils traiteraient 
avec des pays qui n'en auraient signe qu'une. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) ne partage pas les 
craintes des representants du Liban et de l'Inde. 
Les gouvernements qui sont prets a signer la pre
miere convention ne renonceront certainement pas 
a le faire si !'on y incorpore la deuxieme. En tout 
cas, c'est un risque a courir si l'on veut faire un 
effort pour assurer la liberte d'information. La 
delegation du Royaume-Uni a d'ailleurs deja sou
tenu une proposition beaucoup plus rigoureuse, 
que la delegation de la France avait soumise sur 
le meme sujet a la Conference sur la liberte de 
l'information1 • Cette proposition a ete maintenant 
adoucie afin de realiser !'accord le plus large pos
sible. En l'affaiblissant encore, on obtiendrait l'effet 
contraire. La fusion est necessaire, parce qu'elle 
realise un equilibre entre les libertes et les respon
sabilites. Du fait meme de !'inclusion de la 
deuxieme convention, on eviterait les deforma
tions, les abus et la propagande de guerre, 

En reponse aux representants de la Suede et 
de la Norvege, M. Davies fait remarquer qu'on 
n'envisage pas la publication obligatoire des com
muniques. Les gouvemements n'auront done ni 
!'obligation ni le pouvoir d'empieter sur la liberte 
de la presse. 

M. KAHALI ( Syrie) fait remarquer qu'il a main
tenu a l'egard de !'ensemble de la premiere con
vention une attitude que le representant beige, a 
la 192eme seance, a qualifiee de "neutralite froide". 
II n'est done pas en faveur de la fondre avec la 
deuxieme convention. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) objecte que le principe enonce 
clans le preambule que propose la delegation de 
la France (A/C.3/425) depasse par trop les in
tentions de la Commission. Le sixieme paragraphe, 
en particulier, n'impose pas seulement aux gou
vernements dont la legislation ne prevoit pas de 
droit de reponse !'obligation d'instituer un droit 
de rectification, mais tente de les forcer a rendre 
cette rectification obligatoire clans tous les 
cas, quelle que puisse etre leur propre opi
nion a l'egard des informations en cause. Cela 
n'est pas fait pour favoriser !'amelioration des rela
tions intemationales ni le maintien de la paix. 

Jl est inadmissible qu'un gouvernement etran
ger soit en mesure d'exiger, en vertu d'un instru
ment international, la publication de telles recti
fications, lorsque la legislation de l'autre Etat in
teresse ne comporte aucune disposition qui prevoie 
une telle procedure. Cela equivaudrait a une inter
vention clans les affaires interieures de cet Etat. 

La deuxieme convention ne peut que susciter 
des objections, parce qu'elle fait de la liberte d'in
formation un moyen d'empieter sur les droits sou
verains des Etats. Le droit de rectification ne peut 
s'effectuer que conformement aux lois et regle
ments de l'Etat interesse. 

II votera done contre la proposition de la 
France. 

M. TERROU (France) eprouve une vive satis
faction a constater que presque tous les represen-

1 V oir El Conf.6/ 42. 
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agree with the principle of the second conven
tion. He was surprised that the Swedish and 
Norwegian representatives should have agreed 
with the principle but not with the implementa
tion. Such an attitude with regard to an inter
national instrument appeared illogical. The 
remarks of the USSR representative had been, 
he thought, somewhat irrelevant. 

He requested that the vote should be taken by 
roll-call. 

A vote on the principle of amalgamating the 
first and second conventions was taken by roll
call, as follows: 

N on.vay, having oeen drawn by lot by the 
Chairman, was called upon to vote first. 

In favour: Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philip
pines, Saudi Arabia, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, 
Venezuela, Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, 
Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salva
dor, France, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, 
Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua. 

Against: Norway, Sweden, Syria, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics, Yugoslavia, Belgium, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Den
mark. 

Abstaining: Siam, Turkey, Burma. 
The principle was accepted by 35 votes to 10, 

with 3 abstentions. 
Article 101 

The CHAIRMAN called attention to the pro
posals concerning the new article 10 submitted 
by the delegations of Norway (A/C.3/429), the 
United Kingdom (A/C.3/435 and A/C.3/435/ 
Corr.1) and the United States (A/C.3/437). 

Mr. INGEBRETSEN (Norway), introducing his 
proposal, explained that his text for the new 
article 10 reproduced article 5 of the second draft 
convention and article 9 of the third draft con
vention. 

The draft of the first convention submitted by 
the Conference on Freedom of Information to 
the Economic and Social Council (E/Conf.6/79) 
had lacked an article dealing with the settlement 
of disputes. The Norwegian delegation had 
believed that that deficiency should be remedied 
and that all three conventions should be brought 
into conformity. It was particularly important that 
such an artide - which had been considered 
satisfactory in the other two conventions - should 
be inserted in the first convention. It established 
a normal procedure for settling disputes and 
opened the way for reference to the International 
Court of Justice, which was competent under 
the Charter and its Statutes to deal with the 
interpretation of international conventions. The 
final phrase of the proposed article, however, 
left the way open to other modes of settlement. 

To introduce any more elaborate procedure into 
the first draft convention or to establish special 
machinery, as proposed by the United Kingdom 
and United States delegations, would be undesir
able. The reference to the International Court of 

1 Article XIV in the final text of the draft convention 
on the international transmission of news and the right 
of correction (A/C.3/496). 

tants semblent d'accord sur le principe qui est a la 
base de la deuxieme convention. II est surpris, par 
contre, que les representants de la Suede et de la 
N orvege aient donne leur accord sur le principe, 
mais non sur la mise en ceuvre. Une telle attitude 
a l'egard d'un instrument international lui semble 
illogique. Quant aux observations du representant 
de l'URSS, elles lui semblent etre quelque peu 
hors de propos. 

M. Terrou demande que le vote ait lieu par 
appel nominal. 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal sur 
le principe de la fusion de la premiere et de la 
deu:rieme convention. 

L'appel commence par la Norvege, dont le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

V otent pour: Pakistan, Panama, Perou, Philip
pines, Arabie saoudite, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-U nis d' Amerique, Venezuela, 
Afghanistan, Argentine, Australie, Bresil, Canada, 
Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Republique Domini
caine, Equateur, Egypte, Salvador, France, Guate
mala, Haiti, Honduras, Inde, Iran, Irak, Liban, 
Liberia, Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, 
Nicaragua. 

V otent contre: N orvege, Suede, Syrie, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, 
Belgique, Republique socialiste sovietique de Bie
lorussie, T checoslovaquie, Danemark. 

S'abstiennent: Siam, Turquie, Birmanie. 
Par 35 voi:r contre 10, avec 3 abstentions, le 

principe est adopte. 

Article 101 

Le PRESIDENT attire l'attention sur les propo
sitions relatives au nouvel article 10 soumises par 
les delegations de la Norvege (A/C.3/429), du 
Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/435 et A/C.3/435/Corr.l) 
et des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/437). 

M. INGEBRETSEN (Norvege), presentant sa pro
position, precise que le texte qu'il suggere pour le 
nouvel article 10 reproduit l'article 5 du deuxieme 
projet de convention et !'article 9 du troisieme 
projet de convention. 

Dans le premier projet de convention presente 
au Conseil economique et social par la Conference 
sur la liberte de !'information (E/Conf.6/79), il 
manquait un article traitant du reglement des dif
ferends. La delegation norvegienne a estime ci,u'il 
convenait de combler cette lacune et d'harmomser 
les trois conventions. 11 est particulierement im
portant d'inserer dans la premiere convention un 
article de ce genre, qui a paru satisfaisant lors
qu' on a decide de l'inclure dans les deux autres 
conventions. Cet article institue une procedure nor
male pour le reglement des differends et permet 
le renvoi devant la Cour internationale de Justice, 
laquelle a competence, d'apres la Charte et d'apres 
son Statut, pour assurer !'interpretation des con
ventions intemationales. La derniere phrase de 
l'article propose laisse cependant ouverte la pos
sibilite de recourir a d'autres modes de reglement. 

II n'est pas souhaitable d'introduire dans le 
premier projet de convention une procedure plus 
complexe ou d'instituer un organisme special 
ainsi que l'ont propose Jes delegations du 
Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis. Dans tous les 

1 Article XIV dans le texte definitif du projet de con
vention relatif a la transmission internationale des in
formations et au droit de rectification (A/C.3/496). 
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Justice should in any case be included; the 
United States proposal failed to mention it. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) emphasized 
the necessity of including in the first draft con
vention, some machinery for the settlement of 
disputes. He had no objection to the Norwegian 
proposal but felt that the more specific procedure 
outlined in the United Kingdom proposal might 
be preferable. Initial negotiations were desirable, 
but some machinery would be needed if no settle
ment were reached by such means. The question 
of reference to the International Court of Justice 
had been debated at the Conference on Freedom 
of Information.1 The United Kingdom had at 
all times expressed a preference for that proce
dure, but certain countries had opposed it and, 
he understood, still did so. For that reason, the 
United Kingdom proposal included the reference 
in permissive form but also suggested a very 
simple alternative procedure involving the setting 
up of a committee of five experts. 

The United Kingdom representative admitted 
that it might be hard to define the exact implica
tions of the words "suitable publicity" in para
graph 5 of his proposal; that was a matter for 
the Secretary-General to determine and execute. 

Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
said that she would withdraw the United States 
proposal in favour of that submitted by the United 
Kingdom representative if he would accept a 
drafting change removing the uncertainty sur
rounding the words "suitable publicity". The 
words "publish its findings" should be substi
tuted for the words "give its findings suitable 
publicity" in the last sentence of paragraph 5. 

She preferred the idea of the committee pro
posed by the United Kingdom delegation to the 
procedure of reference to the International Court 
of Justice. The subject matter of the first and 
second draft conventions was such that speedy 
investigation by experts would be more appro
priate in any disputes that might arise. The 
International Court of Justice was competent 
to deal with larger juridical problems, and those 
would not be involved in case of alleged violations 
of the conventions under discussion. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) accepted the 
amendment suggested by the United States repre
sentative. 

Mr. FouRIE (Union of South Africa) expressed 
a preference for the United Kingdom proposal, 
but requested clarification on certain points. 

He wondered whether the first sentence of 
paragraph 5 might be construed to mean that the 
committee mentioned therein would investigate 
complaints at the place where violations of the 
convention had been allegedly committed. If 
so, what would be the financial implications? 

1 See E/Conf.6/C.4/SR.15. 

cas, ii convient de prevoir le renvoi devant la 
Cour internationale de Justice; or, la proposition 
des Etats-Unis n'y fait aucune allusion. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) souligne la neces
site de prevoir clans le premier projet de conven
tion une procedure pour le reglement des diffe
rends. II n'a pas d'objection contre la proposition 
norvegienne, mais il estime que la procedure plus 
precise prevue par la proposition du Royaume
Uni serait preferable. Des negociations initiales 
sont souhaitables, mais si l'on n'aboutit, par ce 
moyen, a aucun reglement, il sera utile d'avoir 
recours a quelque autre methode. La question du 
renvoi devant la Cour internationale de Justice 
a ete discutee au cours de la Conference sur la 
liberte de l'information1. Le Royaume-Uni a tou
jours manifeste sa preference pour une telle pro
cedure, mais certains pays s'y sont opposes et, 
M. Davies croit le comprendre, s'y opposent tou
jours. C'est pour cette raison que la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni prevoit le renvoi devant la Cour 
comme une possibilite, mais suggere aussi une 
autre procedure, tres simple, comportant la crea
tion d'un comite de cinq experts. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni admet qu'il 
pourrait etre difficile de preciser la portee exacte 
des termes: "publicite appropriee", qui figurent au 
paragraphe 5 de sa proposition; c'est au Secre
taire general qu'il appartiendra d'en decider et de 
prendre des dispositions pour la mise en ceuvre 
de la recommandation. 

Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) 
declare qu'elle retirerait la proposition des Etats
Unis en faveur de celle qu'a presentee le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni si ce dernier acceptait 
une modification de redaction permettant de sup
primer l'ambiguite des termes: "publicite appro
priee". Les mots "publie les conclusions qu'elle 
aura formulees" devraient, a la derniere phrase 
du paragraphe 5, remplacer les mots: "donne aux 
conclusions qu'elle aura formulees la publicite ap
propriee". 

Mme Roosevelt prefere la methode proposee 
par la delegation du Royaumc-Uni et consistant a 
creer un comite a la procedure de renvoi devant 
la Cour internationale de Justice. Les questions 
qui font l'objet des premier et deuxieme projets 
de convention sont telles que, si un differend sur
gissait, ii serait plus judicieux de recourir a une 
enquete rapide effectuee par des experts. La Cour 
internationale de Justice a competence pour traiter 
de problemes juridiques plus importants que ceux 
qui se poseraient clans le cas de violations alle
guees des conventions qu'examine la Comission. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) accepte l'amende
ment propose par la representante des Etats-Unis. 

M. FouRIE (Union Sud-Africaine) manifeste 
sa preference pour la proposition du Royaume
U ni, mais il demande des eclaircissements sur cer
tains points. 

II voudrait savoir s'il faut considerer la pre
miere phrase du paragraphe 5 comme signifiant 
que le comite auquel il est fait allusion enquete
rait sur le lieu meme OU auraient ete commises les 
violations de la convention. Dans ce cas, quelles 
seraient Jes incidences financieres? 

'Voir E/Conf.6/C.4/SR.15. 
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Furthermore, if a Government complained that 
information endangering national security had 
been transmitted from its territory, would the 
committee confine itself to hearing the testimony 
adduced by both parties, or would it investigate 
the information itself with a view to discovering 
whether national security had in fact been en
<langered? In the latter event, a State might 
be most unwilling to accord to the committee 
access to information which it regarded as secret. 

He did not fully understand, moreover, what 
was intended by the words "for its information" 
in the second sentence of paragraph 5. Would 
the Human Rights Commission merely take note 
of the matter in dispute, or would it discuss it 
and transmit its conclusions to the Economic 
and Social Council in accordance with its usual 
procedure? 

The South African representative emphasized 
that those questions were not intended as adverse 
criticism of the United Kingdom proposal but 
merely as a request for clarification. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) felt that the United 
Kingdom proposal was a considerable improve
ment over the drafts discussed at the Conference 
on Freedom of Information. He wondered, how
ever, whether the period of six months envisaged 
in the procedure described in paragraph 5 was 
not excessive. It was true that three months was 
the usual period accorded for the reception of 
complaints, but a committee of experts working 
with the facts before them should not normally 
need more than one month in which to arrive at 
a conclusion. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GOEDHART (Netherlands) 
saw no substantial difference between the Nor
wegian and United Kingdom proposals; both 
envisaged the Court of International Justice as 
a last resort. Recourse to the Court might, how
ever, be unnecessary since Contracting States 
might be expected to find for themselves some 
more immediate method of settlement without 
being subject to some specific procedure. 

That alternative was in fact provided in the 
Norwegian proposal, which he was not prepared 
to oppose at that stage. Recourse to the Secre
tary-General of the United Nations, as suggested 
in the United Kingdom proposal, appeared to 
be of dubious value; it might be neither ex
pedient nor expeditious. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) regretted that he could 
not agree with the Netherlands representative 
that the two proposals were basically similar. In 
his opinion, there was a fundamental difference 
between the two, in that the Norwegian text 
made it necessary for the parties to the dispute 
to recognize the compulsory jurisdiction of the 
International Court of Justice as a last resort, 
while the United Kingdom text did not involve 
any such recognition. 

The International Court of Justice was em
powered, under Article 36 of its Statute, to deal 
with such cases as the interpretation of treaties. 
Mr. Lebeau thought it should be possible for 
States to recognize the compulsory jurisdiction 
of the Court in the settlement of disputes which 
might arise in connexion with a convention of 

En outre, si un gouvernement se plaint de ce 
que des informations mettant en danger la secu
rite nationale ont ete transmises de son propre 
pays, le comite entendra-t-il seulement Ies temoi
gnages des deux parties, OU procedera-t-il a une 
enquete sur !'information elle-meme,' dans le but 
de savoir si elle a veritablement porte atteinte a 
la securite du pays? Dans le dernier cas, un Etat 
pourrait etre fort peu desireux de fournir au 
comite des renseignements qu'il considere comme 
secrets. 

En outre, M. Fourie ne comprend pas entiere
ment l'objet des mots: "pour information" a la 
deuxieme phrase du paragraphe 5. La Commis
sion des droits de l'homme prendra-t-elle simple
ment note de l'objet du differend, ou le mettra
t-elle en discussion et transmettra-t-elle ses con
clusions au Conseil economique et social, confor
mement a la procedure qu'elle suit habituellement? 

Le representant de !'Union Sud-Africaine sou
ligne que ces questions ne constituent nullement 
une critique a I'egard de la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni, mais qu'elles ont ete posees simple
ment pour elucider certains points. 

M. KAYSER (France) estime que la proposition 
du Royaume-Uni constitue une amelioration con
siderable par rapport aux projets discutes au 
cours de la Conference sur la liberte de ]'informa
tion. I1 se demande, cependant, si la periode de 
six mois envisagee clans la procedure exposee au 
paragraphe 5 n'est pas trop tongue. Sans doute, le 
delai ordinaire pour la reception des plaintes est 
de trois mois, mais un comite d'experts, travail
lant sur des faits, ne devrait pas, normalement, 
avoir besoin de plus d'un mois pour aboutir a une 
conclusion. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) ne 
voit pas de difference fondamentale entre la pro
position de la Norvege et celle du Royaume-Uni; 
toutes deux prevoient qu'il sera fait appel, en der
nier ressort, a la Cour intemationale de Justice. 
Cela pourrait cependant etre inutile, car il est pos
sible que les Etats contractants trouvent une 
methode plus directe de reglement, qui leur evi
terait de se conformer a une procedure speciale. 

Cette possibilite se trouve en fait prevue dans 
la proposition norvegienne, a laquelle M. van Reu
ven Goedhart ne s'opposera pas a ce stade de la 
discussion. I1 semble d'un interet douteux d'adres
ser une notification au Secretaire general de !'Or
ganisation des Nations Unies, comme it est sug
gere dans la proposition du Royaume-Uni; une 
telle procedure risque de n'etre ni pratique ni 
expeditive. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) ne peut, a son grand 
regret, admettre, comme le representant des Pays
Bas, que Ies deux propositions soient analogues 
quant au fond. Elles presentent, a son avis, une 
difference essentielle; en effet, le texte de la pro
position norvegienne oblige les parties au diffe
rend a reconnaitre, comme obligatoire, la juridic
tion de la Cour internationale de Justice, en der
nier ressort, tandis que la proposition du Royaume
Uni n'implique rien de ce genre. 

En vertu de I' Article 36 du Statut de la Cour 
internationale de Justice, la competence de la Cour 
s'etend aux questions d'ordre juridique telles que, 
par exemple, !'interpretation des traites. M. 
Lebeau pense que les Etats pourraient reconnaitre 
comme obligatoire la juridiction de la Cour sur 
les differends que peut soulever une convention 
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such limited scope as the one under discussion. 
If that could be achieved it would be a great 
step forward in obtaining general recognition of 
the Court's competence. 

With regard to the remark made by the United 
States representative that it would be better for 
experts to deal with disputes arising out of the 
convention, he pointed out that disputes would 
be most likely to arise in connexion with the legal 
interpretation of the document and the Court 
would therefore be the most competent organ to 
deal with the question. 

A further objection to the United Kingdom 
proposal was that paragraph S of the text sub
mitted by that delegation was extremely weak. 
The only sanction to be imposed upon the State 
which was pronounced guilty would be the com
munication of the fact to the Secretary-General 
and the Human Rights Commission. On the 
other hand, if the Norwegian text were adopted, 
the International Court of Justice would cer
tainly impose some reparations, which would be 
more effective. He agreed with the representative 
of South Africa that there did not seem to be 
any real reason why a report should be sent to 
the Human Rights Commission. 

For all those reasons he declared his firm 
support of the text submitted by the Norwegian 
delegation. 

Mr. ENCINAS (Peru) considered that the text 
submitted by the United Kingdom delegation had 
definite advantages over the one submitted by 
Norway, but he felt that it required some minor 
alterations. It was inclined to be lengthy and 
some of the detailed description of the procedure 
to be followed might with advantage be omitted. 

He agreed with the representative of South 
Africa that some clarification was needed as to 
the exact functions of the committee proposed 
in the United Kingdom text. 

In his opinion, paragraph 6 of that text also 
required some clarification. He wondered what 
services the Secretary-General would be required 
to furnish and what the financial implications 
would be. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) said that the repre
sentative of Belgium had very clearly pointed 
out the essential difference between the two pro
posals. If the United Kingdom text were adopted, 
one State would be able to start a dispute with 
another and then deny the other party to the 
dispute the right to take the matter before the 
International Court of Justice and insist upon 
recourse to the proposed committee. 

The draft convention had many legal aspects, so 
that the difference between the two texts was 
extremely important. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said that 
neither of the proposals made it compulsory to 
refer the dispute to the International Court of 
Justice. In his opinion, the chief difference be
tween them was that the Norwegian text did not 
provide for any final method of settlement if the 
two parties did not agree on a method. If the 
Norwegian text meant that, in such cases, the 
dispute would automatically go before the Inter
national Court of Justice, such a solution would 
not be acceptable to many States. 

d'une portee aussi restreinte que celle qui est ac
tuellement a l'etude. Si ce resultat pouvait etre 
atteint, il contribuerait beaucoup a faire recon
naitre d'une maniere universelle la competence de 
laCour. 

La representante des Etats-Unis a fait observer 
qu'il serait preferable que les differends relatifs 
a la convention soient regles par des experts; 
M. Lebeau souligne que ces differends porteront 
tres probablement sur !'interpretation juridique 
du document; la Cour sera done l'organe le plus 
competent en la matiere. 

Une autre objection peut etre faite a la propo
sition du Royaume-Uni: le paragraphe S du texte 
est d'une portee extremement faible. En effet, la 
seule sanction qui frapperait l'Etat declare cou
pable serait la transmission des conclusions du 
comite au Secretaire general et a la Commission 
des droits de l'homme. Au contraire, si l'on adop
tait la proposition de la N orvege, la Cour inter
nationale de Justice imposerait certainement aux 
Etats des reparations, ce qui aurait certainement 
plus d'effet. M. Lebeau estime, comme le repre
sentant de l'Union Sud-Africaine, qu'il ne semble 
pas y avoir de veritable raison pour envoyer un 
rapport a la Commission des droits de l'homme. 

Pour tous ces motifs, il est fermement partisan 
du texte presente par la delegation norvegienne. 

M. ENCINAS (Perou) estime que la proposi
tion du Royaume-Uni presente des avantages cer
tains sur la proposition de la N orvege, mais 
devrait subir certaines modifications, d'ailleurs peu 
importantes. Le texte contient des longueurs, et 
il pourrait y avoir interet a supprimer une partie 
de la description detaillee de la procedure a suivre. 

M. Encinas pense, comme le representant de 
l'Union Sud-Africaine, qu'il serait necessaire de 
donner des precisions sur les fonctions exactes du 
comite dont la creation est envisagee. 
· A son avis, le paragraphe 6 de la proposition 

demande egalement a etre eclairci. M. Encinas 
se demande, en effet, quels services le Secretaire 
general serait appele a fournir et quelles seraient 
les incidences financieres de la proposition. 

M. JocKEL (Australie) dit que le representant 
de la Belgique a fait ressortir avec beaucoup de 
nettete la difference essentielle qui existe entre les 
deux propositions. Si l'on adoptait la proposition 
du Royaume-Uni, un Etat pourrait provoquer un 
differend, puis refuser a la partie adverse le droit 
de saisir la Cour internationale de Justice de l'af
faire, et demander que l'on fasse appel au comite 
dont on envisage la creation. 

Le projet de convention a un caractere juri
dique tres net, si bien que la difference entre les 
deux propositions a une tres grande importance. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) fait observer qui 
ni l'une ni l'autre des propositions n'oblige les 
Etats a porter le differend devant la Cour interna
tionale de Justice. A son avis, la difference essen
tielle entre ces propositions vient du fait que la 
proposition norvegienne ne prevoit pas de methode 
permettant de donner au differend une solution 
definitive, si les parties ne conviennent pas d'un 
mode de reglement. Si cette proposition implique 
que, en pareil cas, le differend sera automatique
ment porte devant la Cour internationale de J us
tice, un grand nombre d'Etats ne pourront accepter 
pareille solution. 
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In reply to the questions asked by the repre
sentative of the Union of South Africa, he stated 
that there was nothing in paragraph 5 of his 
proposal which might he interpreted as authoriz
ing the committee to investigate disputes on the 
spot. He did not think the example given, namely, 
that a dispute might arise over a question of 
~ational security, should cause any difficulty, since 
1t was made perfectly clear in the text of the 
draft convention itself that Governments were 
entitled to decide what items of news should be 
kept secret for purposes of national security. 
Thus the committee would not be called upon to 
decide in such a matter. 

The provision that the committee should send 
its report to the Human Rights Commission had 
been inserted simply in order that the United 
Nations should have some record of the pro
ceedings. There was no intention that the Com
mission on Human Rights should discuss the 
question, nor would there be any additional work 
for the Secretary-General. 

In reply to the question asked by the repre
sentative of Peru, he said that the "necessary 
service~" mentioned i;i para~raph ~ were simply 
such thmgs as secretarial serV1ce and mterpretation. 
It seemed quite reasonable that the Secretary
General of the United Nations should provide such 
services for the committee. 

With regard to the question raised by the 
representative of France, he pointed out that the 
period of six months envisaged was a maximum 
and not a minimum period. It was important 
that a time limit should be fixed for the produc
tion of evjdence in the first place, and, after that, 
the committee would need some time to consider 
the evidence and write and publish its report. 

Mrs. RAY (India) thought that, whichever 
formula was chosen, it should be the same for 
all the conventions on freedom of information. 
It might help to solve the problem if a distinction 
were made between the various types of disputes. 
If the dispute concerned the interpretation of 
the convention, it should be taken to the Inter
national Court of Justice and the procedure 
suggested in the United Kingdom text might be 
used for disputes requiring a decision by experts 
on the subject of information. 

The question of expense should also be borne 
in mind. In the United Kingdom text, it was 
specified that the expense should be borne equally 
by the parties, but that procedure might place 
some small countries in a difficult position. It 
did not really seem fair that a country, which 
was proved innocent of any breach of the con
vention, should have to bear half the expense in
volved by a dispute which it had not provoked. 
Moreover, a powerful country might prolong the 
discussion by withholding its evidence and thus 
make the expense higher. 

She reserved her final choice between the two 
proposals until a later stage in the discussion. 

Mr. ENCINAS (Peru) supported the remarks 
made by the representative of India with regard 
to the question of expenses and explained that 
his earlier question had been concerned solely 

Repondant aux questions posees par le repre
sentant de !'Union Sud-Africaine, M. Davies de
clare que rien dans le paragraphe 5 de la propo
sition du Royaume-Uni ne peut donner a entendre 
que le comite a le droit de se livrer sur place a des 
enquetes sur Jes differends. M. Davies ne pense 
pas que l'exemple donne, a savoir le cas d'un dif
ferend qui s'eleverait a propos d'une question de 
securite nationale, puisse provoquer de difficultes, 
etant donne qu'il est nettement etabli dans le texte 
du projet de convention lui-meme que les gouver
nements ont le droit le decider des informations 
qui, pour des raisons de securite nationale, doi
vent etre tenues secretes. Le comite ne serait 
done pas invite a prendre de decision a ce propos. 

La disposition prevoyant que le comite adres
sera un rapport a la Commission des droits de 
l'homme n'a ete inseree que pour permettre a !'Or
ganisation des Nations Unies de disposer d'un 
compte rendu des travaux accomplis. On n'a 
jamais eu !'intention de charger la Commission 
des droits de l'homme d'un examen de la question, 
ni de donner un supplement de travail au Secre~ 
taire general. 

Repondant a la question du representant du 
Perou, M. Davies precise que les "services neces
saires" dont il est question au paragraphe 6 sont 
simplement les services de secretariat et d'inter
pretation. I1 semble tout a fait raisonnable que le 
Secretaire general de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies fournisse au comite ce genre de services. 

Repondant au representant de la France, 
M. Davies declare que la periode de six mois pre
vue dans la proposition represente un maximum et 
non un minimum. I1 est necessaire d'abord de fixer 
une limite de temps a la communication des temoi
gnages, et le comite aura ensuite besoin d'un delai 
pour les examiner et proceder a la redaction et a 
la publication de son rapport. 

Mme RAY (Incle) pense que la formule choisie, 
quelle qu'elle soit, devra etre la meme pour toutes 
les conventions sur la liberte de !'information. II 
serait peut-etre plus facile de resoudre le probleme 
si 1' on etablissait une distinction entre les divers 
types de differends. Si le differend touchait l'in
terpretation de la convention, il devrait etre porte 
devant la Cour internationale de Justice, tandis que 
la procedure suggeree clans la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni pourrait s'appliquer aux differends 
pour lesquels la decision d'experts en matiere d'in
formation est necessaire. 

II faut egalement tenir compte de la question 
financiere. II est precise, clans la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni, que les frais seront, a titre egal, 
a la charge des parties ; cette disposition peut 
mettre certains petits pays dans une situation tres 
difficile. 11 ne semble vraiment pas juste qu'un 
pays, reconnu innocent de toute infraction a la 
convention, ait a supporter la moitie des frais 
entraines par un differend qu'il n'a pas provoque. 
En outre, un pays puissant peut prolonger la 
discussion de la question en refusant son temoi
gnage, et contribuer ainsi a augmenter encore les 
frais. 

Mme Ray declare qu'elle ne fera de choix defini
tif entre les deux propositions qu'a un stade ulte
rieur de la discussion. 

M. ENCINAS (Perou) approuve les observations 
faites par la representante de l'Inde au sujet de 
la repartition des frais, et ii explique que la ques
tion qu'il avait lui-meme anterieurement posee se 
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with the financial implications involved m para
graph 6 of the United Kingdom text. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) agreed fully with the 
representative of Belgium's presentation of the 
case and supported the Norwegian text. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) said that the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom appeared to 
have misunderstood the meaning of the Nor
wegian text, since he had said that it did not 
provide for any. final method of settlement if 
the parties concerned could not agree to a method. 
The Norwegian text did, in fact, specify quite 
clearly that if the parties could not agree to another 
mode of settlement the dispute should be referred 
to the International Court of Justice. If the Nor
wegian text were adopted, then the Contracting 
States would automatically recognize the com
pulsory jurisdiction of the Court in the last resort. 

Mr. INGEBRETSEN (Norway) said that the in
terpretation of his proposal given by the repre
sentative of Belgium was perfectly correct. 

Mr. Tm:oooROPOULos (Greece) thought that 
the adoption of the United Kingdom text would 
place the Secretary-General in an awkward posi
tion. The convention might be signed by States 
which were non-members of the United Nations 
and it might not be signed by all those States 
which were Members. It would therefore seem 
difficult for the Secretary-General to furnish 
services to the committee, as provided in para
graph 6 of the United Kingdom text. 

Mr. ABBAS (Iraq) did not think that there 
was much difference in substance between the 
two proposals. The N orwegfan text provided 
for recourse to the International Court of Justice 
as a last resort, but it did not exclude the use of 
other methods. The United Kingdom text pro
vided for recourse to the proposed committee, 
but did not exclude the possibility of referring 
the dispute to the Court. 

In his opinion, the Norwegian text was the 
better, especially where questions of interpreta
tion were concerned. He also felt that the Court 
should be competent to deal with any other dis
putes which might arise. With regard to ex
penses, he noted that if the dispute were referred 
to thi Court, then the whole question was al
ready settled in the Court's Statute. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) preferred the Nor
wegian text to the one submitted by the United 
Kingdom delegation, since disputes would be 
most likely to arise in cases which would require 
the jurisdiction of a legal body. The provision 
in paragraph 5 of the United Kingdom text that 
the committee should hold public hearings might 
give rise to difficulties if the dispute concerned 
an item of news withheld for the sake of national 
ddence. 

Moreover, all procedural questions, such as the 
apportionment of costs, had already been settled 
as far as the International Court of Justice was 
concerned, so it would be simpler to have re-

rapportait surtout aux incidences financieres que 
peut entrainer le paragraphe 6 du texte soumis 
par le Royaume-Uni. 

M. PENTEADO (Bresil) approuve la fa<;on dont 
le representant de la Belgique a presente la ques
tion et soutient egalement la proposition norve
gienne. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) fait observer que le 
representant du Royaume-Uni semble ne pas avoir 
bien compris le sens de la proposition norve
gienne s'il croit que cette proposition ne fournit 
pas le moyen de regler definitivement les differends 
au cas ou les parties interessees ne pourraient s'en
tendre au sujet d'une methode de reglement. Le 
texte soumis par la N orvege precise en fait claire
ment que, si les parties interessees ne peuvent 
tomber d'accord sur aucun autre mode de regle
ment, le differend doit etre porte devant la Cour 
internationale de Justice. Si l'on adopte la propo
sition norvegienne, les Etats contractants recon
naitront automatiquement la competence obliga• 
toire de la Cour en dernier ressort. 

M. INGEBRETSEN ( N orvege) declare que !'inter
pretation que le representant de la Belgique a don
nee de sa proposition est parfaitement juste. 

M. THEODOROPOULOS (Grece) estime que 
!'adoption de la proposition du Royaume-Uni pla
cerait le Secretaire general clans une position diffi
cile. La convention pourrait etre signee par des 
Etats qui ne sont pas membres de !'Organisation 
des Nations U nies et ne pas etre signee par tous 
les Etats Membres. 11 pourrait done etre difficile 
pour le Secretaire general de fournir au comite les 
services prevus au paragraphe 6 de la proposition 
du Royaume-Uni. 

M. ABBAS (Irak) ne croit pas qu'il y ait une 
grande difference de fond entre les deux proposi
tions. La proposition norvegienne prevoit que le 
differend sera porte devant la Cour internationale 
de Justice en dernier ressort, mais n'exdut pas 
!'utilisation d'autres methodes. La proposition du 
Royaume-Uni prevoit que le differend sera porte 
devant le comite envisage, mais n'exclut pas la 
possibilite de le soumettre a la Cour. 

A son avis, le texte norvegien est preferable, 
particulierement en ce qui concerne les questions 
d'interpretation. M. Abbas estime aussi que la 
Cour devrait etre competente pour juger de tout 
autre differend qui pourrait surgir. En ce qui con
cerne la question des frais, i1 remarque que si l'on 
porte le differend devant la Cour, toute la ques
tion est deja reglee clans le Statut de cette derniere. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) prefere le texte pro
pose par la Norvege a celui qu'a soumis la delega
tion du Royaume-Uni; selon toute apparence, en 
effet, des differends naitront surtout dans des cas 
oit il sera necessaire de faire appel a la competence 
d'un organisme juridique. La disposition du para
graphe 5 du texte du Royaume-Uni tendant a ce 
que le comite se reunisse en seances publiques 
pourra soulever des difficultes, si le differend a 
trait a un element d'information garde secret pour 
des raisons de securite nationale. 

D'autre part, toutes les questions de procedure, 
telles que la repartition des frais, ont deja ete 
reglees en ce qui concerne la Cour internationale 
de Justice; ii serait done plus simple d'avoir 
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course to that body than to set up a special 
committee as suggested in the United Kingdom 
proposal. 

The United Kingdom representative seemed to 
think that some countries might object to the 
Norwegian text because it involved recognition 
of the compulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice. Some countries might, however, 
equally well object to the procedure followed 
by the proposed committee. Moreover, the adop
tion of the Norwegian text would not involve 
recognizing the jurisdiction of the Court over a 
very wide field, but only over disputes arising 
out of one particular convention. 

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) thought that the pro
cedure suggested in the United Kingdom pro
posal might enable the guilty party to delay in
definitely the settlement of the dispute. The 
provisions for the composition of the committee 
would make it possible to delay the designation 
of its members. Moreover, countries which were 
unwilling to accept the jurisdiction of the Inter
national Court of Justice would be unlikely to 
agree to the provision that the President of that 
Court should designate persons for the committee, 
in the event of disagreement on the subject be
tween the parties. Thus the United Kingdom text 
did not really seem to fulfil its own purpose. 

Finally, Mr. Azkoul considered that the sen
tence imposed by the Court would be more severe 
than any action which the committee could take. 
Thus, if the United Kingdom proposal were 
adopted, the guilty party might deliberately re
fuse to agree to any other method of settlement 
precisely in order to have recourse to the com
mittee. 

He therefo::-e supported the Norwegian text. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) thought tbat 
botb proposals might involve a great deal of ex
pense for poor countries. He suggested tbat, until 
some less expensive machinery for the settlement 
of disputes could be found, it would be best simply 
to resort to a mild warning of retaliation as a 
means to discourage breaches of the convention. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said that the 
distinction between the two proposals had been 
made clear during the discussion. If the Nor
wegian text were adopted, it would mean that 
Contracting States would have to recognize the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice. The United Kingdom delegation 
had submitted its proposal especially to avoid 
such a situation, since many countries were not 
prepared to recognize the compulsorv jurisdic
tion of the Court. His country was not' personally 
conceri:ied in t~e gue_sti_on as it had alway? fully 
recogmzed tht Junsd1ct10n of the Court. His onlv 
purpose in submitting the proposal had been t~ 
enable as many States as possible to sign the 
convention. 

He did not think there was any way of solving 
the question of expenses which had been raised 
by several representatives. Whatever method was 
chosen, expenses would still have to be borne. 
With regard to the remarks of the representative 

recours a cet organisme que d'instituer un comite 
special comme le suggere la proposition du 
Rovaume-Uni. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni semble penser 
que certains pays s'opposeraient a la proposition 
norvegienne du fait qu'elle entraine la reconnais
sance de la competence obligatoire de la Cour inter
nationale de Justice. Toutefois, ii se peut tout aussi 
bien que certains pays soulevent des objections 
contre la procedure que suivrait le comite dont la 
creation est proposee. D'ailleurs, !'adoption du 
texte de la Norvege n'impliquerait pas qu'on recon
naitrait la competence de la Cour clans un tres 
grand nombre de cas, mais seulement lorsqu'il 
s'agirait de differends s'elevant a propos d'une 
convention donnee. 

De l'avis de M. AzKOUL (Liban) la procedure 
suggeree aux termes de la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni risquerait de permettre a la partie 
coupable de retarder indefiniment le reglement du 
differend. Les dispositions relatives a la compo
sition du comite laisseraient la possibilite de 
retarder la designation de ses membres. En outre, 
ii est peu probable que des pays qui ne sont pas 
disposes a accepter la competence de la Cour 
internationale de Justice approuveront une dispo
sition habilitant le President de ladite Cour a 
designer certains membres du comite, au cas oit 
les parties ne seraient pas d'accord pour les desi
gner elles-memes. Dans ces conditions, il semble 
que le texte du Royaume-Uni n'atteint pas reelle
ment le but qu'il vise. 

Enfin, M. Azkoul estime que le jugement rendu 
par la Cour serait plus severe que toute mesure 
que pourrait prendre le comite. De la sorte, 
si la proposition du Royaume-Uni etait adoptee, 
la partie coupable pourrait a dessein ecarter toute 
autre methode de reglement, clans !'intention pre
cise de n'avoir a faire qu'au comite. 

C'est pour ces raisons qu'il appuie le texte de 
la Norvege. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) est d'avis que 
les deux propositions risquent d'entrainer des 
depenses considerables pour les pays pauvres. Si 
!'on ne peut trouver une procedure moins couteuse 
pour regler les differends, il vaudrait mieux sim
plement, a son avis, indiquer en termes moderes 
la possibilite de represailles, afin de decourager les 
violations de la convention. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) declare que la 
distinction entre les deux propositions a ete net
tement etablie au cours de la discussion. Si le 
texte de la N orvege etait adopte, cela voudrait 
dire que Jes Etats contractants devraient recon
naitre la competence obligatoire de la Cour inter-

. nationale de Justice. C'est surtout afin d'eviter 
cette consequence que la delegation du Royaume
Uni a soumis sa proposition; en effet, de nombreux 

, pays ne sont pas disposes a reconnaitre la compe
tence obligatoire de la Cour. Le Royaume-Uni 
n' est pas directement interesse, puisqu'il a tou
jours pleinement reconnu la competence de la 
Cour. Sa seule intention en soumettant cette pro
position a ete de permettre au plus grand nombre 
possible d'Etats d'adherer a la convention. 

M. Davies ne voit aucun moyen de resoudre la 
question des frais, qui a ete soulevee par plusieurs 
representants. Quelle que soit la methode choisie, 
il y aura toujours des frais a supporter. En ce qui 
concerne les observations presentees par le repre-
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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 'WW 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 Coun
cil ( A/ 631) (continued) 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION1 (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) ( 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 (A/C.3/425) 
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. 

' 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 195th 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 regle plus rapidement les differends qu'en sui
vant la procedure suggeree clans sa proposition. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que, comme ii n'y a pas 
de texte de base, ii mettra d'abord aux voix la 
proposition de la Norvege, 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 ii 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 fut saisie la Commission, ii 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 avril 1949, a, 11 heures. 

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

131. Liberte de l'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 (£/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 clans l'obligation de reserver leur position en 
la matiere. 

Article A (A/C.3/425) 
Le PRESIDENT ouvre le debat sur !'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 est d'accord pour intituler cette 
partie de la convention: "Section II: Droit de rec
tification en matiere internationale". 

Jl en est ainsi decide. 
1 Titre definitif du texte qui reunit 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 l'autre, l'autre 
a !'institution du droit de rectification en matiere inter
nationale. 

Le principe de la fusion a ete adopte par la Troisieme 
Commission a sa 19Seme seance; le titre definitif du 
projet a ete arrete a la 208eme seance. 
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Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that the amendments proposed by his delegation 
(A/C.3/450) 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 mi,ght lead to disagreement later on. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba), Mrs. RAY (India), Mr. 
ANDREN (Sweden), Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil), 
~fr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina), Mr. BA
ROODY (Saudi Arabia) and Mr. DEDIJER (Yuga-

:.\L 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 clans 
la definition de l'entreprise d'information figurant 
a !'article premier de la convention, la delegation 
britannique retire la demande de suppression les 
concernant. 

7vf. TERROU (France) accepte les modifications 
de redaction suggerees par la 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 fram;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@
Uni) 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 clans !'article 
premier doit done s'appliquer a l'ensemble du docu
ment. Le contraire serait inadmissible: en effet, en 
cas de contestation en ce qui concerne l'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 !'article A clans 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 contro
verse. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba), Mme RAY (Inde), 
M. ANDREN (Suede), M. PENTEADO (Bresil), 
M. OTANO VILANOVA (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 United 
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 possijgle 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 queation 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 la 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 la 
France, Jes conditions d'interpretation et d'appli
cation ne seront pas forcement les memes pour 
les deux sections de la convention, ce qui explique 
Jes differences qui peuvent exister clans les deux 
series de definitions. C'est ainsi que les entreprises 
de cinematographie, qui figurent dans la defini
tion donnee a !'article premier, n'apparaissent pas 
dans l'enumeration des differentes entreprises 
d'information auxquelles s'appliquera la section II 
de la 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 clans 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 
la 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 la Commission de tenir 
compte des importantes observations formulees 
par la representante des Etats-U nis. II 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 pro jet 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 la 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. II pense qu'on ne saurait sous
estimer leur importance en ce qui concerne la dif
fusion d'informations tendancieuses. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) est d'avis que la 
Commission reste libre d'amender ou de com
pleter des articles deja adoptes si le cours de ses 
debats en demontre la necessite. Rien ne l'empeche 
done d'adopter la suggestion de la delegation de 
la. Fr<;1nce et d'in:ierer une _r~sei::ve relative a l'ap
phcat10n du dro1t de rect1f1cat10n aux actualites 
cinematographiques, a !'article premier par 
exemple. 

D'autre part, la representante des Etats-Unis 
a souleve un point important en signalant la neces
site de faire en sorte que le droit de rectification 
puisse jouer meme au cas ou un Etat non contrac
tant participerait a la diffusion de nouvelles con
siderees comme tendancieuses. A ce sujet egale
ment, ii y aurait lieu d'inserer un article clans le 
projet 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 (A/C.3/425) 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 ( A/ 
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 (A/C.3/ 
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 clans la presente Convention ne limitera 
le droit d'un Etat d'invoquer le droit de rectifica
tion qui lui est confere clans 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 Ies deux sections 
signalee par la representante des Etats-Unis, d'em
ployer clans la section II !'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 ~t 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 Iese 
renoncera de lui-meme a invoquer le benefice d'une 
disposition inacceptable. II faut cependant Iui 
laisser la possibilite d'obtenir la rectification par 
les moyens qu'il juge bons. 

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

Article B (A/C.3/425) 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 ii 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 
l'article A. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) souligne que 
l'amendement propose par sa delegation (A/C.3/ 
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 Ja discussion sur la convention: com
battre l'activite des fauteurs de guerre. 

Or, cette activite <lure encore. L'emprise des 
monopoles sur la presse, la radio et 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-G ni. On comprend clans 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 Ieur <lignite 
ont ete leses par des informations fausses OU 

mensongeres. 

'Article IX clans le texte definitif (A/C.3/496 et A/ 
C.3 / 496/ Add.1). 
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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
tioIJ- 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 clans les pays 
democratiques, pourquoi ne pas donner aux Etats 
le droit de rectification lorsque leur prestige ou 
leur <lignite 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. 

II 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 <lignite nationale et ont entraine 
des troubles politiques serieux. C'est pourquoi ii 
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 l'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 
l'on ne peut prejuger !'inexactitude de !'informa
tion avant de l'avoir prouvee. Enfin le dernier 
amendement, tendant a remplacer les mots: "d'un 
pays a l'autre" par: "de l'etranger", a pour but 
de preciser !'intention initiate de la Conference sur 
la tiberte de !'information qui etait de mettre 
l'accent sur le fait qu'il s'agit la 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 ?i des fins de propa
gande. I1 faut limiter le droit de rectification a des 
faits precis dont !'inexactitude a ete demontree. 

Malgre le respect que la delegation du Royaume
Uni eprottve 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 tiberte d'expression 
de la presse et entrainerait un nombre trop grand 
de rectifications. 
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Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) favoured the French 
amendment which proposed that the sentence: 
"As far as possible the comnrnnique 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 
which 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) 
fullv understood the motives for the Mexican 
amendment (A/C.3/417) but thought, never-

M. AzKOUL (Liban) est partisan du texte pro
pose par la France, qui remplace, clans le texte 
primitif de l'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 la phrase: "Ils [les communiques] ne 
devront pas etre plus longs qu'il n'est necessaire 
pour rectifier l'inexactitude qui aurait ete com
mise ... " Mais, a son avis, cet amendement risque 
encore d'etre interprete clans un sens trop restrictif. 
C'est pourquoi i1 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 fram,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 <lignite nationale". 
La delegation du Liban a combattu cet amende
ment quant i1 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 
<lignite nationale, en raison du risque d'abus que 
presentait cette proposition. Mais, dans le cadre 
du droit de rectification, la proposition du Mexique 
est une mesure necessaire pour proteger les pays 
qui sont victimes de campagnes de presse hostiles. 

La seconde partie de l'amendement 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 d'information. De 
plus, I' enumeration de la fin de cette seconde partie 
lui parait trop !imitative. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) pro
pose de remplacer le mot "informations" par les 
mots "depeches d'information", afin d'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 clans !'article premier sur 
la proposition du representant de I' Australie 
( 194eme seance), on respecterait exactement le 
sens que la Conference sur la liberte de !'informa
tion avait entendu dormer 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 ou d'entreprises d'in
formation d'Etats non contractants. 

Mme ROOSEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) 
comprend parfaitement les motifs de l'amendement 
du 11exique (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
tige 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 
only 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 
,country 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 
'°µposed 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, however, 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 Jes infor
mations de nature a nuire au prestige et a la dignite 
d'un Etat, on elargirait la portee de la proposition 
franc;aise d'une fac;on tout a fait inopportune. Elle 
considere qu'il faut envisager avec realisme !'ins
titution du droit de rectification. Pour prevenir 
tout abus, ii est necessaire de delimiter etroite
ment l'etendue de ce droit, qui ne devrait etre 
exerce que clans 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, clans tous les cas ou des informations 
fausses portent atteinte a la <lignite nationale 
d'un pays de fac;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 a la proposi
tion de la France, ii 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. 

Apropos de l'amendement presente par la dele
gation de la Pologne, la representante des Etats
U nis declare qu'il etendrait egalement d'une fac;on 
injustifiee le droit de rectification propoee par la 
delegation franc;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, clans 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 (Incle) 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 l'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 domne 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 journaux 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, clans 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. 

\Vith reference to the Mexican amendment, 
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. OTANO 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.3/452), 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. Otano 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 l'entreprise d'infor
mation soient en possession de ce communique 
afin de savoir quelles sont Jes informations qui ont 
ete rectifiees. 

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

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

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) appuie le 
texte propose par la delegation frarn;aise ainsi que 
les modifications que le 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 
la 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 la possibilite d'appliquer ce principe. 
Pour pouvoir appliquer le droit · de rectification 
sur le plan international, il faut en delimiter 
l'etendue, et l'amendement polonais irait a l'en
contre de l'objectif que la Commission s'efforce 
d'atteindre. 

M. Otano Vilanova appuie sans reserve l'amen
dement du Mexique (A/C.3/417) qui vise a 
sauvegarder le prestige et la <lignite des Etats. Si 
la 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 le plan diplomatique. 
II serait bon cependant de leur assumer toute la 
publicite necessaire. M. Otano Vilanova ne craint 
pas, comme le representant du Royaume-Uni, que 
cela donne lieu a une profusion de communiques, 
ce qui serait defavorable a l'application du droit 
de rectification. 

M. TERROU (France) accepte Jes 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, <l'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 la base de !'information fausse OU deformee, est 
de caractere subjectif et plus difficile a determiner. 
Or l'amendement polonais se fonde sur ce second 
element et elargit la portee du droit de rectifica
tion de fa<;on telle qu'il rend !'institution de ce 
droit impossible. 

Il en est de meme pour l'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. ZAYDfN (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 
communique 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 Sitccess, New York, 
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 (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) ( CON
TINUED) 

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

discussion of the French proposal for the in-

d'un pays. Toutefois, pour pouvoir realiser !'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 traps 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. II 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 me:ine 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'infonna
tion", au debut de !'article B. 

A propos de l'amendement polonais, i1 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. 11 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. II 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 me:ine 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. 11 votera 
egalement pour la seconde partie de l'amendement 
mexicain. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 5. 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-DIX-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

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

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

132. 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 RECTIFICATION (E/1065 ET 
A/C.3/425) (SUITE) 

Article B (A/C.3/425) (suite) 
Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a pour

suivre la discussion de la proposition de la France 
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sertion of a section incorporating the draft con
vention on the institution of an international right 
of correction into the draft convention on the 
gathering and international transmission of news 
(A/C.3/425). The Committee would take as its 
basic text document A/C.3/468, which was a 
recapitulation of amendments to the French pro
posal. Explaining that article A of the original 
text proposed by France had been withrawn, he 
pointed our that a revised version of the text 
of article B as proposed by France had been 
circulated in document A/C.3/W.14. 

Mr. DAvrns (United Kingdom) was prepared 
to accept the suggestion made by the Nether
lands representive at the 196th meeting to the 
effect that the words "news dispatches" should 
be substituted for the words "news reports" 
and that the words "of a Contracting or non
contracting State" should be inserted after the 
words "information agencies" in the French pro
posal. He would accept the insertion of the words 
"or distortion" after the words "alleged inac
curacy" proposed by the Indian representative 
at the previous meeting as in effect an amendment 
to the United Kingdom amendment (A/C.3/450). 

With regard to the Indian proposal that a 
final sentence should be added, reading as fol
lows : "A copy of such communique shall be 
forwarded to the correspondent or the informa
tion agency at the same time as to the Contract
ing States", he would accept it on the under
standing that the communiques would be sent 
only to the agency or correspondent responsible 
for originating the offending item, not to all the 
bureaux of the agency or correspondents of 
the newspaper; that would be too complicated. 
He suggested the insertion of the word "con
cerned" after the word "agency" in the additional 
sentence. 

Mrs. RAY (India) accepted that suggestion. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
thought it inadvisable to substitute the words 
"news material" for the words "news reports" 
in the first sentence. If the definition which the 
Committee had adopted ( 187th meeting) in arti
cle 1 were applied, the right of correction might 
be extended indefinitely to cover political car
toons, caricatures, pictures and matrices as well 
as newsreels. Such an extension, while excellent 
in principle, would prove impossible in practice. 

With regard to the first Mexican amendment 
to the second draft convention (A/C.3/417), 
Mexico might have a clear and concrete idea 
of what constituted national prestige and dignity; 
his own country had not. If such a concept were 
included, the way might be opened to all kinds of 
complaints, the airing of which might have most 
undesirable consequences. 

The proposed French text (A/C.3/W.14) 
was therefore preferable. 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) supported the French 
and United Kingdom texts and opposed the 
Polish amendment to article 1 of the second 
draft convention (A/C.3/452) on the same 
grounds as those on which she had opposed 

(A/C.3/425); celle-ci tend a inserer une section 
incorporant le projet de convention relatif a !'ins
titution du droit de rectification en matiere inter
nationale clans le projet de convention relatif 
a l'acces aux informations et a leur transmission 
d'un pays a l'autre. La Commission prendra comme 
texte de base le document A/C.3/468, qui con
tient la proposition frarn;aise et les amendements 
qui y ont ete proposes. I1 precise que !'article 
A du texte propose primitivement par la France 
a ete retire et indique qu'une version revisee du 
texte de !'article B, proposee par la France, a 
ete distribuee sous la cote A/C.3/W.14. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) est dispose a accep
ter les suggestions formulees par le representant 
des Pays-Bas a la 196eme seance, tendant a 
remplacer le mot "informations" par les mots 
"depeches d'information", et a inserer clans la pro
position de la France les mots "d'un Etat con
tractant ou non" apres les mots "entreprises d'in
formation". I1 accepte d'inserer les mots "ou. 
la deformation" apres "l'inexactitude", comme l'a 
propose le representant de l'Inde a la derniere 
seance; cela constituerait en effet un amendement 
a celui qu'a propose le Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/ 
450). 

I1 est pret a accepter la proposition de l'Inde 
tendant a ajouter in fine la phrase suivante: "Un 
exemplaire de ce communique sera envoye au 
correspondant ou a l'entreprise d'information en 
meme temps qu'aux Etats contractants"; il doit 
toutefois etre entendu que les communiques seront 
envoyes seulement a l'entreprise ou au correspon
dant, qui aura repandu la fausse information en 
question, et non a tous les bureaux de l'entre
prise ou a tous les correspondants du journal, 
ce qui serait trap complique. I1 propose d'inserer, 
clans la phrase qu'il est question d'ajouter, le 
mot "interesses" apres le mot "entreprise d'infor
mation". 

Mme RAY (Incle) accepte cette suggestion. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) ne 
croit pas qu'il soit utile de remplacer clans la 
premiere phrase le mot "informations" par les 
mots "documents d'information". Si l'on accep
tait la definition que la Commission a adoptee 
( 187eme seance) aux termes de !'article premier, 
le droit de rectification pourrait etre etendu inde
finiment, de maniere a s'appliquer aux dessins 
satiriques, aux caricatures, photographies et cli
ches tout aussi bien qu'aux films d'actualites. Bien 
que cela soit fort souhaitable en soi, il serait 
impossible de le realiser en pratique. 

Pour ce qui est du premier amendement pro-
pose par le Mexique au deuxieme projet de 
convention (A/C.3/417), il se peut que ce pays 
ait une idee claire et nette de ce qui constitue le 
prestige et la <lignite nationale; les Pays-Bas ne 
l'ont pas. En introduisant cette notion, on ren
drait possibles des plaintes de toutes sortes, dont 
l'examen en public risquerait d'avoir des conse
quences fort peu souhaitables. 

I1 prefere done le texte propose par la France 
(A/C.3/W.14). 

Mme FIGUEROA ( Chili) appuie les textes soumis 
par la France et le Royaume-Uni et se declare 
opposee a l'amendement de la Pologne a l'article 
premier du deuxieme projet de convention (A/C. 
3/452), pour les memes raisons qui l'ont amenee 
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similar Polish proposals whenever they had been 
submitted. 

\Vith regard to the Mexican amendment, the 
principle was excellent; many countries had ex
perienced real damage to their prestige as a 
result of distorted information. The problem 
was not, however, that of defining prestige 
that was perfectly possible but the practical 
application. Certain countries might identify their 
national policies with their prestige and thus use 
the convention for political ends. The aim of the 
section under review was rather to give journa
lists a sense of responsibility than to defend the 
prestige of States. She would therefore reserve 
her opinion on that amendment. 

Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) believed that the 
article could not constitute a guarantee against 
false and distorted information, as had been 
asserted, so long as it left a loop-hole for the 
propagation of warmongering. The Ukrainian 
representative at the 193rd meeting had cited an 
article in the magazine The Reader's Digest in 
which it had been stated that United States 
pilots were being methodically trained for the 
atomic bombing of industrial cities in the USSR. 
That publication appeared in a large number of 
languages and enjoyed a circulation of 4,200,000 
copies. The information which he had cited would 
be circulated throughout the world. The article 
under discussion could do nothing to prevent 
the circulation of such deleterious news material ; 
the only way to do so was to forbid warmonger
ing at the source, before publication. The Polish 
amendment took such a situation into account ; he 
would therefore support it. 

The Yugoslav representative could not agree 
that the substitution of the words "news dis
patches" for the words "news reports" could 
be accepted as a mere drafting change. That 
change excluded newsreels, which had an audience 
of millions. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
assured the Yugoslav representative that no sub
stantive change had been intended. The words 
"news reports" did not cover newsreels, and in
troduced a term which had not been defined in 
article 1. 

Mr. AzKoUL (Lebanon) thought that distor
tions originating in the central offices of infor
mation agencies should receive the same treatment 
as those transmitted to them from abroad. Re
striction of foreign news dispatches might stultify 
the whole section under discussion. To avoid 
that, he proposed that the phrase beg1inning 
"transmitted" and ending with the words "State 
and" should be deleted from the first sentence of 
the revised version of article B (A/C.3/W.14); 
the phrase beginning with the words "and by 
evidence" and ending "information agency" could 
then also be deleted. 

He objected, furthermore, to a certain vague
ness about the length of the communique referred 
to in the text. The French proposal accorded the 

a s'opposer aux propositions du meme ordre que 
la Pologne a deja soumises. 

Pour ce qui est de l'amendement du Mexique, 
le principe en est excellent; les nouvelles deformees 
ont cause un tort considerable au prestige de 
nombreux pays. Toutefois, ii ne s'agit pas de 
donner une definition de ce qui constitue le 
prestige, bien que ce soit parfaitement possible; 
il s'agit de problemes d'application pratique. Cer
tains pays pourraient fonder leur politique sur 
des considerations de prestige, et utiliser ainsi 
la convention a des fins politiques, Or, la section 
que la Commission est en train d'examiner a pour 
but d'inculquer aux journalistes le sens de leur 
responsabilite plutot que de defendre le prestige 
des Etats. Mme Figueroa reserve done son avis 
sur cet amendement. 

M. DEDIJER (Yougoslavie) estime que cet 
article ne saurait, comme on l'a pretendu, consti
tuer une garantie contre les informations fausses 
et deformees ; en effet, ii comporte une echappatoire 
qui permet de propager des nouvellees incitant 
a la guerre. Lors de la 193eme seance, le repre
sentant de la RSS d'Ukraine a cite un article 
paru dans la revue The Reader's Digest, et qui 
affirmait que les pilotes des Etats-Unis recevaient 
un entrainement methodique en vue du bombarde
ment atomique des centres industriels de l'URSS. 
Cette publication, qui parait dans un grand nombre 
de langues, a un tirage de 4.200.000 exemplaires. 
L'information en question sera diffusee clans le 
monde entier. L'article en discussion ne peut nulle
ment empecher la diffusion de ces informations 
pernicieuses; la seule fa<;on d'y parvenir con
siste a interdire les nouvelles de nature a inciter 
a la guerre, a leur source meme, c'est-a-dire 
avant publication. L'amendement de la Pologne 
tient compte de cette situation; aussi M. Dedijer 
l'appuiera-t-il. 

Pour le representant de la Y ougoslavie, on ne 
saurait pretendre que la substitution des mots 
"depeches d'information" au mot "informations" 
constitue un simple changement de redaction. Ce 
changement ne tient pas compte des films d'actua
lites que voient des millions de personnes. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) assure 
au representant de la Y ougoslavie qu'il n'a voulu 
introduire aucun changement de fond. Le mot 
"informations" ne s'applique pas aux films d'actua
lites, et constitue un terme qui n'a pas ete defini 
a !'article premier. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) estime qu'on doit proceder 
de la meme fai;on, tant a l'egard des nouvelles 
deformees provenant des bureaux centraux des 
entreprises d'information, qu'a l'egard de celles 
que ces entreprises rei;oivent de l'etranger. En 
restreignant ces dispositions aux depeches d'infor
mation en provenance de l'etranger, on risque 
d'enlever toute valeur a !'ensemble de la section 
que la Commission est en train d'examiner. Pour 
l'eviter, il propose de supprimer dans la premiere 
phrase de la version revisee de !'article B (A/C.3/ 
W .14) le membre qui commence par le mot 
"transmises" et se termine par les mots "ou non"; 
on pourrait alors egalement supprimer le membre 
de phrase qui commence par les mots "et de la 
preuve", et qui se termine par les mots "entre
prise d'information". 

En outre, ii estime qu'on devrait preciser 
davantage la question de la longueur du commu
nique dont ii est question dans le texte. La 
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State concerned no right to determine the amount 
of space it might need for the correction. The 
essential aim was to provide for an adequate 
presentation of the facts involved; the question 
of length was purely subsidiary. With regard 
to the objection to the Mexican amendment that 
the words "false or distorted" were broad enough 
to cover injuries to national prestige, the article 
merely referred to injuries to relations between 
States; that objection was not, therefore, valid. 

Mr. TERROU (France), replying to the Leba
nese representative, explained that his delegation 
believed that some sort of restriction both as 
to length and as to matter must be imposed upon 
the communiques. Otherwise, facts might be in
cluded which information agencies would refuse 
to publish for reasons normally regulating the 
profession. The subject matter must be restricted 
because the convention was an international in
strument dealing with the relations between 
States and could not, therefore, be concerned 
with libellous matter which came within domestic 
jurisdiction. 

He was prepared to accept the suggestion made 
by the Indian representative at the 196th meet
ing. 

The Polish amendment was, in his opinion, 
irrelevant, tainted with political implications and 
likely to damage the article. 

The Yugoslav representative had been in error; 
the Netherlands amendment should be regarded 
as merely a drafting change. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) sympathized with 
the principles of the Polish and Mexican amend
ments but thought that they should be incor
porated in the preamble. The effect of the Polish 
amendment might be to increase governmental 
dictation to the Press. The Mexican amendment 
was too restrictive, as any form of enumeration 
was bound to be. If a State felt that its dignity 
had been impaired, it should protest through the 
regular diplomatic channels. In almost all cases, 
such questions could be safely left to the sense 
of responsibility and observance of journalistic 
ethics characteristic of the free Press, as the Cuban 
representative had asserted at the 196th meeting. 

Because it balanced rights with responsibilities 
he would support the French proposal. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the representative of Cuba, 
when attacking the Polish amendment, had 
claimed that the Press was free in many coun
tries which supported the United Kingdom and 
United States delegations' objections to that 
amendment, including Cuba itself. In Cuba, 
radio material and films were all imported ; news
papers bought their newsprint in the United 
States; 90 per cent of their news material was 
supplied by United States information agencies; 
no national agencfos could develop owing to the 
pressure of foreign competition; films were either 
of United States origin or distributed by United 
States agencies. That could not be regarded as 
full national freedom. 

proposition de la France ne permet pas a l'Etat 
interesse de determiner la longueur du communi
que dont il pourra avoir besoin pour la recti
fication. 11 s'agit essentiellement de permettre une 
presentation exacte des faits ; la question de la 
longueur du texte est tout a fait secondaire. 
L'amendement du Mexique a donne lieu a une 
objection selon laquelle les mots "fausse ou erro
nee" ont une portee suffisamment large pour 
s'appliquer aux atteintes infligees au prestige 
national. Or ii n'est question, dans cet article, 
que d'informations de nature a nuire aux relations 
entre Etats. Cette objection n'est done pas fondee. 

M. TERROU (France), repondant au represen
tant du Liban, declare que, de l'avis de sa dele
gation, ii faut imposer certaines restrictions aux 
communiques, tant en ce qui concerne leur lon
gueur que leur contenu. Autrement, on pourrait 
y inclure des elements que les entreprises d'infor
mation refuseraient de publier pour des raisons 
de pratique professionnelle. L'objet meme du 
communique doit etre reglemente, car la con
vention est un accord international traitant de 
relations entre Etats; elle ne doit done pas s'appli
quer aux informations diffamatoires qui tombent 
sous le coup de la legislation nationale. 

II est pret a accepter les suggestions faites par 
la representante de l'Inde a la 196eme seance. 

Par contre, a son avis, l'amendement polonais 
n'est pas pertinent, comporte des incidences poli
tiques et peut nuire a cet article. 

Le representant de la Y ougoslavie est dans 
l'erreur; l'amendement des Pays-Bas doit etre 
considere comme purement redactionnel. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) approuve les idees 
dont s'inspirent les amendements polonais et mexi
cain, mais estime qu'ils doivent etre incorpores 
dans le preambule. L'amendement polonais peut 
avoir pour resultat de permettre plus facilement 
aux gouvernements de faire la loi ii. la presse. 
L'amendement mexicain est trop restrictif, comme 
!'est necessairement toute enumeration. Si un Etat 
estime que sa <lignite a ete outragee, il doit 
protester par la voie diplomatique normale. Dans 
presque tous les cas, de telles questions peuvent 
etre reglees grace au sens de la responsabilite 
et au respect des regles professionnelles du journa
lisme qui, comme l'a declare le representant de 
Cuba a la 196eme seance, caracterisent une presse 
libre. 

M. Mendez soutient la proposition fran~aise, 
qui etablit un equilibre entre les droits et les 
responsabilites. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que le representant de 
Cuba, lorsqu'il a critique l'amendement polonais, 
a pretendu que la presse etait libre dans · de 
nombreux pays qui ont soutenu les objections 
faites par les delegations du Royaume-Uni et 
des Etats-Unis a cet amendement, et notamment 
a Cuba meme. En ce qui concerne Cuba, tous 
ses films et toutes ses emissions radiophoniques 
viennent de l'etranger; ses journaux achetent leur 
pa pier aux Etats-U nis ; 90 pour 100 de tous les 
documents d'information publies a Cuba sont four
nis par Jes entreprises d'information des Etats
Unis; la concurrence de l'etranger n'a pas permis 
la formation d'une agence nationale. Les films 
sont, soit d'origine americaine, soit distribues par 
des maisons americaines. On ne peut considerer 
que ce soit la une liberte nationale complete. 
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Mr. Tsarapkin took issue with arguments that 
the Polish amendment was not sufficiently con
crete, that the inclusion of a ban on threats to the 
peace would undermine the convention and that 
foll reliance could be placed upon journalistic 
ethics. The daily papers showed that the last 
-point was not accurate; the whole convention 
had in fact been rendered necessary by that fact. 

The article dealt with the correction of alleg
•edly inaccurate facts. Such correction, however, 
would not prevent the dissemination of warmon
gering material, for the simple reason that it was 
not based upon facts. The prevention of warmon
gering and thereby the prevention of widespread 
suffering was far more important than the mere 
correction of inaccuracies ; that was the intention 
of the Polish amendment. It had been argued that 
the prevention of warmongering was implicit in 
the French proposal; but the French representa
tive himself had said that that was not so. 

The USSR delegation, furthermore, objected 
in principle to the inclusion of any part of the 
second convention in the first. The legislation 
of certain States contained no provision for ac
cordin,g the right of correction to non-nationals. 
The authors of the convention appeared to be 
attempting to compel those States to revise their 
national legislation by means of an international 
instrument. That was a clear infringement of 
sovereign rights. The purpose of the convention 
was to strengthen friendly relations between na
tions; the article under discussion would have 
the contrary effect. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) observed that the re
presentatives of the United Kingdom and Uru
guay had argued that risks had to be taken to 
ensure the freedom of the Press and that the 
publication of inaccuracies would rebound upon 
their authors. In some cases, however, where no 
powerful friendly agency was at hand, the effects 
might go as far as revolution. The United States 
representative had argued that to require the 
correction of affronts to national dignity and 
prestige might endanger the machinery of the 
convention. That danger was very slight, since 
information agencies were not bound to publish 
the communiques ; their action or inaction was 
irrelevant to the machinery of the convention. 
On the other hand, the sense of responsibility in
herent in the Press would provide a reasonable 
likelihood of publication. 

Mr. Noriega pointed out that the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights spoke of human 
dignity and the right to a hearing by a public 
tribunal ; similar rights should be accorded to 
States. He regarded the vote on the Mexican 
amendment, therefore, as of historic importam:e. 

He agreed with the Indian amendment. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba), replying to the repre
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics, rebutted the statement that information 
agencies in his country were not completely free. 
There were newspapers of all shades of political 
opinion in Cuba, including communism. The radio 
was not controlled by the Government; there 

M. Tsarapkine s'eleve contre les arguments 
de ceux qui affirment que l'amendement polonais 
n'est pas suffisamment concret, que !'inclusion de 
l'introduction des menaces contre la paix compro
mettra la valeur de la convention et qu'on peut 
avoir une entiere confiance dans le respect des 
regles professionnelles du journalisme. La lecture 
des journaux montre que ce dernier point n'est 
pas exact, et c'est precisement ce fait qui rend 
la convention necessaire. 

L'article traite de la rectification d'informa
tions portant sur des faits pretendument inexacts. 
Cette rectification n'empechera pas cepen<lant la 
propagande belliciste parce que celle-ci n'est pas 
basee sur des faits. II est plus important, comme le 
propose l'amendement polonais, d'empecher la pro
pagande belliciste et les souffrances immenses 
qui peuvent en resulter que de rectifier simplement 
des inexactitudes. On a pretendu que le texte 
propose par la delegation fram;aise permet impli
ci tement d'empecher la propagande belliciste; mais 
le representant de la France a <lit lui-meme qu'il 
n' en est pas ainsi. 

D'autre part, la delegation de l'URSS eleve 
des objections de principe contre !'inclusion d'une 
partie quelconque de la deuxieme convention dans 
la premiere. La legislation de certains Etats ne 
contient pas de dispositions accordant le droit de 
rectification aux etrangers. Les auteurs de la 
convention paraissent s'efforcer d'obliger ces Etats, 
par !'adoption d'un instrument international, a 
reviser leur legislation nationale. C'est la une 
violation manifeste de leur souverainete. Le but 
de la convention est de renforcer les relations ami
cales entre les nations; !'article en discussion 
produirait l'effet contraire. 

M. NORIEGA ( Mexique) rappelle que les repre
sentants du Royaume-Uni et de !'Uruguay ont 
dit que, pour assurer la liberte de la presse, il 
fallait courir certains risques, et que la publi
cation de fausses nouvelles nuirait a leurs auteurs 
eux-memes. Dans certains cas cependant, lorsqu'on 
ne dispose pas d'une entreprise d'information 
importante et bienveillante, les effets de ces 
fausses nouvelles pourront aller jusqu'a une revo
lution. Le representant des Etats-Unis a declare 
qu'en exigeant la rectification des offenses a la 
dignite et au prestige nationaux, on pourrait com
promettre le fonctionnement de la convention. 
Ce danger est minime etant donne que les entre
prises d'information ne sont pas obligees de publier 
les communiques; qu'elles le fassent ou non, le 
fonctionnement de la convention n'en sera pas 
atteint. Ceependant, etant donne le sens de la 
responsabilite que possede la presse, on peut 
raisonnablement esperer que ces communiques 
seront publies. 

M. Noriega souligne que la Declaration uni
verselle des droits de l'homme mentionne la <li
gnite de l'homme et le droit d'etre entendu devant 
un tribunal public. Des droits semblables doivent 
etre accordes aux Etats. II considere par conse
quent que le vote sur l'amendement du Mexique 
aura une importance historique. 

II accepte l'amendement de l'Inde. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba), repondant au represen
tant de !'Union des Republiques socialistes sovie
tiques, clement que les entreprises d'information 
dans son pays ne soient pas entierement libres. 
II existe a Cuba des journaux de toute nuance, 
y compris un quotidien communiste. La radio 
n' est pas sous la domination du gouvernement ; il 
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were many stations, of sufficient power for the 
reception of news from all over the world. Some 
newspapers were served by the large United 
States news agencies, as papers were in all coun
tries; but they were also served by United King
dom, French and other agencies. Cuban papers 
had correspondents stationed in all countries, 
from which they could transmit news without 
personal jeopardy. 

The amount of newsprint imported from the 
United States was a result of wartime conditions. 
During the war, the United States had supplied 
it without imposing any conditions - as he knew 
personally - about its distribution; the Cuban 
Government had distributed it without regard to 
the ideologies of the newspapers. The current 
tendency was to return to Swedish sources for 
that commodity. 

Cinemas were in the hands of Cubans; even the 
agents of United States producers were Cuban 
nationals. Moreover, Argentine, French, United 
Kingdom, Mexican and even USSR films were 
freely exhibited. The USSR films had been pro
vided through the Soviet Union Embassy in 
Havana; and the only reason why more such films 
were not exhibited was that they were difficult to 
obtain. 

The progress which Cuba had made in popula
tion and industry had been striking. He could not 
permit his country to be maligned on the basis 
of inaccurate information. 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to be
gin voting on the revised version of article B 
(A/C.3/W.14) submitted by the French dele
gation and the various amendments thereto. 

He ruled that the suggestion made by the 
Indian representative at the 196th meeting that 
the term "news reports" (in document A/C.3/ 
W.14 "news dispatches") should be replaced by 
"news material" was a question of substance. A 
two-thirds majority would therefore be needed 
if the Committee wished to reverse its previous 
decision about substantive amendments and de
cide to consider the Indian representative's 
amendment. 

He put to the vote the proposal that the sub
stantive amendment submitted by the Indian 
delegation should be considered by the Commit
tee. 

The result of the •vote was 12 votes in favour, 
14 against, and 19 abstentions. The proposal 
was rejected. 

The Indian representative's suggestion was 
therefore ruled out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the Polish 
amendment to article 1 of the second draft con
vention (A/C.3/452). 

Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland) requested that his 
amendment should be put to the vote by roll-call. 

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

man, wa;s called upon to vote first: 
In favour: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 

Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re
public, Czechoslovakia. 

existe de nombreuses stations qui ont une puis
sance suffisante pour capter les nouvelles du monde 
entier. Certains journaux rei:;oivent les services 
des grandes agences d'information americaines, 
comme le font les journaux clans tous les pays, 
mais elles utilisent egalement les services d'agences 
britanniques, frarn;aises et autres. Les joumaux 
cubains ont des correspondants clans tous les pays 
du monde, d'ou ii leur est loisible de transmettre 
des nouvelles sans courir de risques personnels. 

La quantite de papier-joumal importee des 
Etats-Unis est une suite des conditions du temps 
de guerre. Pendant la guerre, les Etats-U nis ont 
fourni le papier sans poser aucune condition au 
sujet de sa distribution; M. Zaydin le sait par 
experience personnelle. Le Gouvernement de Cuba 
l'a distribue sans tenir compte de l'opinion poli
tique des journaux. Actuellement, on tend a 
reprendre les achats de papier-journal en Suede. 

Les cinemas sont la propriete de Cubains, et 
meme les agents des firmes de cinema americaines 
sont des citoyens cubains. De plus, on montre a 
Cuba en toute liberte des films argentins, fran
<;ais, britanniques, mexicains et meme sovietiques. 
Les films sovietiques sont fournis par l'interme
diaire de l'ambassade a La Havane, et si on n'en 
presente pas un plus grand nombre c'est unique
ment a cause de la difficulte que l'on rencontre 
a se les procurer. 

Les progres de Cuba en ce qui concerne sa 
population et son industrie ont ete frappants. 
M. Zaydin ne peut permettre que son pays fasse 
l'objet de diffamations fondees sur des informa
tions inexactes. 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a passer au 
vote sur la version revisee de l'article B ( A/ 
C.3/W.14) soumise par la delegation de la 
France, et sur les divers amendements a cette 
version. 

II decide que la proposition presentee a la 
196eme seance par la representante de l'Inde 
et visant a remplacer le terme "informations" 
( dans le document A/C.3/W.14: "depeches d'in
formation") par le terme "documents d'informa
tion" est une question de fond. Une majorite des 
deux tiers sera done necessaire si la Commission 
veut revenir sur sa decision anterieure concernant 
les amendements de fond et decider d'examiner 
l'amendement de la representante de !'Incle. 

II met done aux voix la proposition tendant 
a faire examiner par la Commission l'amende
ment de fond soumis par la delegation de l'Inde. 

Il y a 12 voix pour, 14 voix contre et 19 
abstentions. La proposition est rejetee. 

En consequence, l'aniendement de l'Inde est 
considere comme irrecevable. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
la Pologne a !'article premier du deuxieme projet 
de convention (A/C.3/452). 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) demande que le 
vote ait lieu par appel nominal. 

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

tire au sort par le President. 
Votent pour: Pologne, Republique socialiste 

sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique socia
liste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie. 
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Against: Lebanon, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Peru, J?hilippi~es, 
Sweden, Turkey, Union of South Africa, Umted 
Kingdom United States of America, Venezuela, 
Australia'. Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, France, Greece, Honduras. 

Abstaining: India, Iran, Mexico, Pakistan, 
Saudi Arabia, Siam, Syria, Afghanistan, Argen
tina, Burma, Egypt, Guatemala, Haiti. 

The amendment was rejected by 28 votes to 
6, with 13 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the Mexi
can amendment (A/C.3/417) to the effect that 
the words "or its national prestige and dignity" 
should be inserted after the word "States" at 
the beginning of article 1 of the second draft 
convention. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) requested that his 
amendment should be put to the vote by roll
call. 

A vote was taken by roll-call as fallows: 
The Union of South Africa, having been drawn 

by lot by the Chairman, voted first: 
In favour : Venezuela, Afghanistan, Argentina, 

Brazil, China, Cuba, Egypt, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, India, Iran, Lebanon, Mexico, Nicara
gua, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Saudi Arabia, 
Siam. 

Against: Union of South Africa, United King
dom, United States of America, Australia, Bel
gium, Denmark, France, Greece, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Sweden. 

Abstaining : Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics, Yugoslavia, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Canada, Chile, Colombia, 
Czechoslovakia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Liberia, Poland, Syria, Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic. 

The amendment was adopted by 20 votes to 
13, with 15 aibstentions. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) withdrew his dele
gation's second amendment (A/C.3/417) to arti
cle 1 of the second draft convention, since the 
point had already been covered. 

The CHAIRMAN ruled that the Indian repre
sentative's proposal at the 196th meeting to de
lete, in the text of article B, the words "published 
in one or more newspapers or periodicals or 
disseminated by radio" (in document A/C.3/ 
W.14: "or by a broadcasting organization") and 
to replace them by the words "published or dis
semi1;2ated" was simply a question of drafting. 

The amendment was therefore in order and 
he put it to the vote. 

The amendment was adopted by 33 votes to 
none, with 11 abstentions. 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) supported the sugges
tions made by the representative of Lebanon at 
the current meeting and requested that they 
should be put to the vote. 

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) said that his point 
would be met if the text of the article were put 
to the vote in parts, so that those representa-

Votent contre: Liban, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Nicaragua, N orvege, Panama, Perou, 
Philippines, Suede, Turquie, Union Sud-Afri
caine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d' Amerique, 
Venezuela, Australie, Belgique, Bresil, Canada, 
Chile, Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, Repu
blique Dominicaine, Equateur, France, Grece, 
Honduras. 

S' abstiennent: Inde, Iran, Mexique, Pakistan, 
Arabie saoudite, Siam, Syrie, Afghanistan, Argen
tine, Birmanie, Egypte, Guatemala, Haiti. 

Par 28 voix contre 6, avec 13 abstentions, 
l'amendement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement du 
Mexique (A/C.3/417), tendant a inserer, apres 
le mot "Etats", les mots "a son prestige OU a 
sa <lignite nationale", au debut de l'article premier 
du deuxieme projet de convention. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) demande que le vote 
ait lieu par appel nominal. 

II est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par l'Union Sud-Africaine, 

dont le nom est tire au sort par le President. 
V otent pour: Venezuela, Afghanistan, Argen

tine, Bresil, Chine, Cuba, Egypte, Guatemala, 
Haiti, Honduras, Incle, Iran, Liban, Mexique, 
Nicaragua, Pakistan, Panama, Perou, Arabie saou
dite, Siam. 

V otent contre: Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d' Amerique, Australie, Belgique, 
Danemark, France, Grece, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, N orvege, Philippines, Suede. 

S'abstiennent: Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Y ougoslavie, Birmanie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Canada, Chili, 
Colombie, Tchecoslovaquie, Republique Domini
caine, Equateur, Liberia, Pologne, Syrie, Turquie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine. 

Par 20 voiz contre 13, avec 15 abstentions, 
l' amendement est adopt e. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) retire le second amen
clement (A/C.3/417) presente par sa delegation 
a !'article premier du deuxieme projet de con
vention, le point ayant deja ete traite. 

Le PRESIDENT decide que la proposition faite 
par la representante de l'Inde a la 196eme seance 
et visant a supprimer clans le texte de !'article B 
Jes mots: "publiees par un ou plusieurs joumaux 
ou periodiques ou diffusees par la radio" ( dans 
le document A/C.3/W.14: "ou diffusees par une 
organisation de radiodiffusion") et a les rem
placer par: "publiees OU diffusees", est d'ordre 
purement redactionnel. 

L'amendement est done recevable et ii le met 
aux voix. 

Par 33 voix contr# zero, avec 11 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

M. KAHAL! (Syrie) soutient les propositions 
soumises au cours de la seance par le representant 
du. Liban et demande qu'elles soient mises aux 
VOlX. 

M. AzKouL (Liban) precise qu'il suffit de 
voter par division sur l'article, de fa<;on que les 
representants qui partagent ses vues puissent voter 
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tives who shared his views could vote against the 
two phrases to which he objected. 

The CHAIRMAN agreed to follow that proce
dure and accordingly called for a vote on the 
first two lines of the text, as amended: 

"In cases where a Contracting State alleges 
that news dispatches capable of injuring its re
lations with other States, or its national prestige 
and dignity ... " 

That te~'.t was adopted by 38 votes to none, 
with 7 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then called for a vote on the 
following words : " ... transmitted from one coun
try to another by correspondents or information 
agencies of a Contracting or non-contracting State 
and ... " 

Those words were adopted by 34 votes to 3, 
with 8 abstentions. 

As the result of that vote had made it un
necessary to vote separately on the other phrase 
referred to by the representative of Lebanon, 
the CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the remainder 
of the text from the words "disseminated abroad" 
to the end. 

That text was adopted by 40 votes to 6. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the 
amended text of the article as a whole. 

Mr. TERRou (France) requested that the arti
cle as a whole should be put to the vote by roll
call. 

A v<>te was taken by roll-call as follows: 
B1;1-r100, haiving been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Burma, Canada, Chile, Colombia, 

Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Egypt, France, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Hon
duras, India, Iran, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Saudi Ara
bia, Siam, Sweden, Turkey, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States of Amer
ica, Venezuela, Afghanistan, Argentina, Aus
tralia, Belgium, Brazil. 

Against: Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re
public, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Syria, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics, Yugm1lavia. 

Abstaining: China. 
Article B was adopted by 40 votes to 7, with 

1 abstention. 

Mr. Charles Malik (Lebanon) took the chair. 

Article C (.A/C.3/425) 1 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the basic text 
submitted by the French delegation (A/C.3/425) 
and the amendments submitted by Mexico (A/ 
C.3/417) and the United States (A/C.3/455) 
would be found in document A/C.3/468. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) accepted the French 
proposal and withdrew his own amendment to 

'Article X in the final text (A/C.3/496 and A/C.3/496/ 
Add.l). 

contre Jes deux membres de phrase auxquels il 
objecte. 

Le PRESIDENT accepte cette fa<;on de proceder 
et met en consequence aux voix les trois premieres 
lignes du texte, qui, apres amendement, se lisent 
comme suit: 

"Dans le cas oit un Etat contractant pretendrait 
fausses OU deformees les depeches d'information 
capables de nuire a ses relations avec d'autres 
Etats, a son prestige OU a sa <lignite nationale ... " 

Par 38 voix contre zero, avec 7 abstentions, ce 
texte est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met alors aux voix Jes mots sui
vants : ". . . transmises d'un pays a un autre par 
des correspondants ou des entreprises d'informa
tion d'un Etat contractant ou non et . . ." 

Par 34 voix contre 3, avec 8 abstentions, ce 
texte est adopte. 

Le resulat du vote ayant fait disparaitre la 
necessite de voter par division sur l'autre membre 
de phrase auquel le representant du Liban a fait 
allusion, le PRESIDENT met aux voix le reste du 
texte, depuis Jes mots: "diffusees a l'etranger" 
jusqu'a la fin. 

Par 40 voix contre 6, ce texte est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met alors aux voix !'ensemble du 
texte amende de !'article. 

M. TERRou (France) demande que le vote sur 
!'ensemble de !'article ait lieu par appel nominal. 

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

est tire au sort par le President. 
Votent pour: Birmanie, Canada, Chili, Colombie, 

Cuba, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Equa
teur, Egypte, France, Grece, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Inde, Iran, Liban, Liberia, Mexique, 
Pays-Bas, .Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, 
Pakistan, Panama, Peron, Philippines, Arabie 
saoudite, Siam, Suede, Turquie, Union Sud-Afri
caine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
Venezuela, Afghanistan, Argentine, Australie, 
Belgique, Bresil. 

V otent contre: Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, Pologne, Syrie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union 
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Y ougo
slavie. 

S' abstient : la Chine. 
Par 40 voix contre 7, avec une abstention, 

l' article B est adopte. 

M. Charles Malik ( Liban) prend place au 
fauteuil presidentiel. 

Article C (A/C.3/425) 1 

Le P:ttESIDENT indique que l'on trouvera le 
texte de base soumis par la delegation fran<;aise 
(A/C.3/425), ainsi que les amendements presentes 
par le Mexique (A/C.3/417) et les Etats-Unis 
(A/C.3/455), dans le document A/C.3/468. 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique) se rallie a la proposi
tion fram;aise et retire son propre amendement 

1 Article X dans le texte definitif (A/C.3/496 et A/ 
C.3/ 496/ Add.1). 
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article 2, paragraph 1 of the second draft con
vention (A/C.3/417), since it no longer applied. 

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of America) 
explained that her amendment (A/C.3/455) to 
the text submitted by the representative of France 
was really only a question of translation. The 
word "release" was the current technical term 
and if the word "transmit" was used, it might 
imply that the Government would actually have 
to send copies of the communique to all the 
information agencies in its territory. 

Mr. TERROU (France) accepted the United 
States amendment on the understanding that it 
affected only the English text. 

Mrs. RAY (India) proposed that the word 
"Within" at the beginning of the text submitted 
by the French delegation should be replaced by 
the words: "With the least possible delay and 
in any case not later than". In that way the need 
for speed would be additionally stressed. 

Mr. TERROU (France) accepted that drafting 
change. 

He also accepted a suggestion by Mr. THEO
DOROPOULOS (Greece) that the word "communi
ques" should be in the singular instead of the 
plural in paragraph 2. 

In reply to a question by Mr. OTANO VILA
NOVA (Argentina), Mr. Terrou explained that, 
in the event of any dispute arising out of the 
provisions of paragraph 2, it would be possible 
to have recourse to the arbitration of the Inter
national Court of Justice in accordance with the 
adopted text of article 10. 

At the request of Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ 
(Colombia), the CHAIRMAN put the two para
graphs of the French proposal, as amended, to 
the vote separately. 

Paragraph 1 -was adopted by 32 votes to 4, with 
4 abstentions. 

Paragraph 2 was adopted by 26 votes to 6, wi-th 
5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put article C to the vote as 
a whole. 

Article C was adopted by 32 votes to 6, with 
3 abstentions. 

Article D (A/C.3/425) 1 

The CHAIRMAN ruled that as the United States 
amendment ( A/C.3 /455), proposing tha't the 
words "Such State" should be replaced by "The 
latter State", represented a drafting change which 
affected only the English text, it would be duly 
incorporated in the French proposal (A/C.3/425) 
for article D. 

Mr. TERROU (France) pointed out that his pro
posal was, in the main, a re-phrasing of article 3 
of the second draft convention, with the addi
tion only of a provision to the effect that the State 
complained against should be notified and given 
an opportunity to state its side of the case to the 

'Article XI in the final text (A/C.3/496). 

a !'article 2, paragraphe 1, du deuxieme projet 
de convention (A/C.3/417) puisqu'il n'a plus 
de raison d'etre. 

Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) 
explique que son amendement (A/C.3/455) au 
texte propose par le representant de la France ne 
porte en fait que sur une question de traduction. 
Le mot release est le terme technique courant en 
anglais, et l'emploi du mot transmit pourrait don
ner a penser que le gouvemement devrait envoyer 
effectivement des exemplaires du communique a 
toutes les entreprises d'information sur son terri
toire. 

M. TERROU (France) accepte l'amendement des 
Etats-Unis, etant entendu qu'il n'affecte que le 
texte anglais. 

Mme RAY (Incle) propose que, au debut du 
texte propose par la delegation de la France, les 
mots: "Dans les cinq jours" soient remplaces 
par : "Dans le plus court delai possible et en tout 
cas clans les cinq jours". On soulignerait ainsi 
encore davantage la necessite de faire vite. 

M. TERROU (France) accepte cette modification 
de redaction. 

II accepte egalement une suggestion presentee 
par M. THEODOROPOULOS (Grece) tendant a ce 
que le mot "communiques" soit employe au singu
lier clans le texte du paragraphe 2. 

En reponse a une question de M. OTANO 
VILANOVA (Argentine), M. Terrou explique que, 
au cas ou les dispositions du paragraphe 2 donne
raient lieu a un differend, it serait possible d'avoir 
recours a l'arbitrage de la Cour internationale de 
Justice, conformement au texte adopte pour !'ar
ticle 10. 

A la requete de M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ 
( Colombie)' le PRESIDENT met aux voix separe
ment les deux paragraphes ainsi amendes de la 
proposition de la France. 

Par 32 voix contre 4, avec 4 abstentions, le 
paragraphe 1 est adopte. 

Par 26 voix contre 6, avec 5 abstentions, le 
paragraphe 2 est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble de 
l'article C. 

Par 32 voir contre 6, avec 3 abstentions, l'a-rticle 
C est adopte. 

Article D (A/C.3/425) 1 

Le PRESIDENT decide qu'etant donne que l'amen• 
clement des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/455) proposant 
de remplacer les mots: Such State par: The latter 
State constitue une modification de redaction n'in
teressant que le texte anglais, cet amendement sera 
incorpore clans le texte anglais de la proposition 
de la France (A/C.3/425) relative a l'article D. 

M. TERROU (France) souligne que la proposi
tion qu'il a presentee consiste essentiellement 
en une version remaniee du texte de l'article 3 
du deuxieme projet de convention, auquel elle 
n'ajoute que la disposition prevoyant que l'Etat 
qui a fait l'objet d'une plainte sera avise de ce 

1 Article XI dans le texte definitif (A/C.3/4%). 



160 

Secretary-General of the United Nations. That 
procedure would be fair to both parties. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) called attention to the 
fact that article D would directly affect the United 
Nations by entrusting the Secretary-General with 
a new function, that of dealing with complaining 
States and States complained against and of giving 
"appropriate publicity" to the original dispatch, 
the co1n1nuni'.que and the comments submitted to 
him by the State complained against. 

While Mr. Lebeau did not object to such a pro
cedure in principle, he feared that the words 
"appropriate publicity" might be given a very 
wide interpretation by the Department of Public 
Information of the United Nations. and that both 
undesirable publicity and additional costs might 
result. 

The convention would be an agreement between 
States; it would suffice for the Secretary-General 
to transmit, in writing, the relevant documents to 
the Governments of those States. Mr. Lebeau 
would suggest an amendment to that effect if, in 
the Chairman's opinion, it could be considered a 
drafting amendment. If not, he wished a part of 
the French proposal containing the words "ap
propriate publicity" to be put to the vote sep
arately, so that he might vote against it. 

The CHAIRMAN ruled that the Belgian amend
ment was one of substance and therefore could 
not be entertained. 

The vote would be taken in parts, as the Bel
gian representative had requested. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) was grateful to the 
Belgian representative for calling attention to an 
important point. \Vhile he could not agree with 
Mr. Lebeau's comments regarding the Depart
ment of Public Information, which supplied the 
only fully impartial information currently avail
able, he thought that the Belgian representative's 
poi~t. would be m~t - at least so far as avoiding 
additional expenditure was concerned - if the 
phrase "through the information channels at his 
disposal" were inserted after the words "appro
priate publicity". No extra costs would then be 
incurred. 

Mrs. RoosEvELT (United States of America) 
and Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) supported 
the Mexican amendment, and stressed the fact 
that the Secretary-General should make the cor
rection of an inaccuracy or distortion known to 
the public rather than to Governments. 

Mr. TERRou (France) agreed with the three 
preceding speakers. The whole purpose of the 
articles dealing with the right of correction would 
be defeated if corrections did not receive the 
widest possible publicity. It was the general pub
lic, who had presumably read the original dis
patch, that should be made aware of the true facts 
in the case, and not merely the Governments. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
fully shared that view. He pointed out that, in 

fait et pourra presenter sa version de l'affaire au 
Secretaire general de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. Cette procedure serait equitable pour les 
deux parties. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) souligne que }'article 
D interesserait de fa~on directe }'Organisation des 
Nations U nies, puisqu'il confierait a son Secre
taire general une fonction nouvelle : celle de 
traiter avec les Etats qui deposent des plaintes 
et les Etats qui font l'objet de ces plaintes, et 
de donner "la publicite appropriee" a !'informa
tion primitivement publiee, au communique, ainsi 
qu'aux observations qui auront pu Jui etre sou
mises par l'Etat qui a fait l'objet de la plainte. 

Tout en ne s'opposant pas en principe a cette 
procedure, M. Lebeau craint que les mots "publi
cite appropriee" ne soient interpretes dans un 
sens tres large par le Departement de l'informa
tion de !'Organisation des Nations Unies et qu'il 
n'en resulte une publicite regrettable, en meme 
temps qu'un supplement de depenses. 

La convention sera un accord entre Etats ; ii 
suffirait done que le Secretaire general transmit 
par ecrit aux gouvernements de ces Etats les 
documents qui se rapportent a la question. 
M. Lebeau desirerait presenter un amendement a 
cet effet, si le President estime que cet amendement 
pourrait etre considere comme redactionnel. Au 
cas contraire, M. Lebeau aimerait que la partie 
de l'amendement de la France dans laquelle 
figurent les mots "publicite appropriee" fasse l'ob
jet d'un vote separe, de fa~on qu'il puisse s'opposer 
a son adoption. 

Le PRESIDENT decide que la proposition belge 
porte sur le fond de la question et ne peut done 
etre examinee par la Commission. 

II sera procede au vote par division, conforme
ment a la demande du representant de la Belgique. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) remercie le represen
tant de la Belgique d'avoir attire !'attention de 
la Commission sur un point important. II ne 
partage pas l'opinion de M. Lebeau sur le Departe
ment de !'information, qui fournit les seules infor
mations entierement impartiales dont on dispose ; 
cependant, il serait possible de repondre a !'objec
tion soulevee par le representant de la Belgique -
du moins en ce qui concerne les frais supplemen
taires a eviter - en inserant a la suite des mots : 
"publicite appropriee" !'expression: "par les 
moyens de diffusion dont il dispose". Ainsi, il 
n'y aurait pas de frais supplementaires. 

Mme ROOSEVELT (Etats Unis d'Amerique) et 
M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) appuient la proposi
tion du Mexique et soulignent que c'est le public, 
plutot que les gouvernements, que le Secretaire 
general devra informer des rectifications apportees 
a des informations fausses OU deformees. 

M. TERROU (France) partage l'avis des trois 
orateurs precedents. Les articles relatifs au droit 
de rectification manqueraient entierement leur 
but si Jes rectifications ne faisaient pas l'objet de 
la publicite la plus large. C'est au grand public 
qui, sans doute, a pris connaissance des informa
tions primitivement publiees, et non aux gouverne
ments seuls, que la verite sur Jes faits doit etre 
communiquee. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) est 
entierement de cet avis. II souligne que, pour se 
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order to conform with previously adopted termi
nology, the word "report", whenever it occurred 
in the English text of article D, should be replaced 
by "dispatch". 

The CHAIRMAN stated that that change would 
be made. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) maintained his view. 
The convention would be concluded between Gov
ernments; complaints would be made with re
spect to dispatches which were presumably in
jurious to Governments; it should therefore be 
sufficient to notify Governments of any action 
taken under article D. 

The purport and the exact application of the 
second paragraph of the French proposal, reading 
as follows: 

"This paragraph shall come into force as soon 
as the General Assembly has instructed the Sec
retary-General to perform this duty", were not 
clear to him. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
remarked that the paragraph had originally been 
adopted by the Conference on Freedom of Infor
mation, 1 which had not had the power to confer 
a new function upon the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations. The General Assembly did not, 
however, need to adopt that paragraph; by ap
proving the preceding paragraph of the French 
proposal, it would automatically empower the Sec
retary-General to discharge the new duties in 
question. 

Mr. TERRou (France)· accordingly withdrew 
the second paragraph of his proposal. 

Mr. RAO (India) proposed the addition, in 
article D, after the words "to fulfil its obligations 
under article 2" of the phrase, "but may include 
the explanation of the correspondent or the in
formation agency responsible for the original 
dispatch". Inasmuch as, under article B, a copy 
of the communique would he sent to the corre
spondent or the information agency in question, 
it seemed proper to provide for a possibility of 
explanation on their part. If a complaining State 
issued a correction which was either technical in 
character or of minor importance, the State com
plained against might wish to avail itself of such 
material to explain its position. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) and Mr. TER
ROU (France) supported the Indian amendment. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) thought that the In
dian amendment might open the door to further 
controversy by permitting the correspondent or in
formation agency to make a statement containing 
additional inaccuracies or distortions, which 
would once more be challenged by the complaining 
State. Moreover, as no action would be taken 
against the correspondent or information agency 
concerned beyond the rectification of the original 
dispatch, there seemed to be no good reason for 
permitting them to have the last word. 

1 See document E/Conf.6/C.1/SR.28. 

conformer a la terminologie adoptee anterieure
ment, ii conviendrait de remplacer le mot report, 
chaque fois qu'il figure clans le texte anglais de 
!'article D, par dispatch. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que cette modification 
sera effectuee. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) maintient son point de 
vue. La convention sera conclue entre des gou
vernements ; les plaintes deposees concerneront 
des informations considerees comme diffamantes 
a l'egard des gouvernements; ii suffirait done d'in
former les gouvernements de toute mesure prise 
en application de !'article D. 

M. Lebeau ne discerne pas le but et la portee 
exacte du second paragraphe de l'amendement 
de la France, dont voici le texte : 

"Le present paragraphe entrera en vigueur des 
que l' Assemblee generate des Nations Unies aura 
donne au Secretaire general le mandat de s'acquit
ter de cette tache." . 

M. VAN. HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) fait 
observer que ce paragraphe a ete primitivement 
adopte par la Conference sur la liberte de l'infor
mation1, qui n'etait pas habilitee a conferer une 
nouvelle fonction au Secretaire general de l'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. I1 n'est toutefois pas 
necessaire que 1' Assemblee generate adopte ce 
paragraphe; !'adoption du premier paragraphe de 
la proposition de la France permettra automatique
ment au Secretaire general de s'acquitter des nou
velles fonctions en question. 

M. TERROU (France) retire le second para
graphe de sa proposition. 

M. RAO (Inde) propose d'ajouter dans le 
texte de l'article D, apres les mots: "des obliga
tions qui lui incombent en vertu de !'article 2", les 
mots: "ces observations peuvent toutefois conte
nir les explications du correspondant ou de l'entre
prise d'information responsables de la publication 
de !'information primitive". Etant donne que, en 
vertu de !'article B, un exemplaire du communique 
sera envoye au correspondant ou a l'entreprise 
d'information en question, il semble normal d'assu
rer a l'interesse la possibilite de fournir une 
explication. Si l'Etat qui a depose une plainte 
publie une rectification qui presente un caractere 
technique ou n'a qu'une importance secondaire, 
l'Etat qui fait l'ohjet de la plainte peut desirer 
utiliser de telles explications pour justifier sa 
position. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) et M. TERR0U 
(France) appuient l'amendement de l'Inde. 

Seton M. AzKOUL (Liban), l'amendement pro
pose par la delegation de l'Inde pourrait ouvrir 
la porte a de nouvelles controverses, en permet
tant au correspondant ou a l'entreprise d'informa
tion de faire une declaration contenant de 
nouvelles inexactitudes ou deformations, qui sou
leveraient une fois de plus les protestations de 
l'Etat plaignant. En outre, comme ni le correspon
dant ni l'entreprise d'information interessee ne 
feront l'objet de sanctions autres que !'obligation 
de rectifier la depeche initiale, ii semble qu'il 
n'y ait aucune raison valable de leur permettre 
d'avoir le dernier mot. 

• Voir le document E/Conf.6/C.1/SR.28. 
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Mr. FoURIE (Union of South Africa) asso
ciated himself with that view. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) thought that the In
dian amendment introduced a change of substance 
and was therefore not acceptable. 

Mr. RAO (India) pointed out that the words 
suggested in his amendment would be governed 
by the preceding clause which made it dear that 
the suggested explanation could refer only to the 
precise subject uncler consideration. Neverthe
less. in order to expedite the Committee's work, 
he withdrew his amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Mexican 
amendment proposing the insertion, after the 
words "appropriate publicity" in article D, of the 
phrase, "through the information channels at his 
disposal". 

The amendment 'Was adopted by 32 votes to 
5, with 1 abstention. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that, as requested by 
the Belgian and Lebanese representatives, article 
D would be put to the vote in parts. 

He put to the vote the first part of article D, 
from the beginning up to and including the words 
"after receiving the communique". 

That part tt'aS adopted by 31 votes to 4, with 
2 abstentions. 

He put to the vote the words "give appropriate 
publicity through the information channels at his 
disposal". 

That part was adopted by 39 votes to 5, with 
2 abstentions. 

He put to the vote the words "to the original 
dispatch". 

Those words were adopted by 37 votes to 3, 
with 2 abstentions. 

He put to the vote the words "the comm.unique, 
and the comments, if any, submitted to him by 
the State complained against". 

Those words were adopted by 30 votes to 4, 
'With 2 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amended 
text of article D as a whole. 

Article D was adopted by 31 votes to 4, with 
2 abstentions. 

Mr. TERROU (France) withdrew his proposed 
article E ( A/C.3/425), inasmuch as its sub
stance was fully covered in article 11 of the first 
draft convention (E/1065). 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) withdrew his amend
ment (A/C.3/456) to the original article 4 of 
the draft convention on the institution of an 
international right of correction, on the same 
grounds. 

The meeting rose at 6.40 p.m. 

M. FouRrn (Union Sud-Africaine) se range a 
cette opinion. 

M. J OCKEL ( Australie) estime que l'amende
ment de l'Inde constitue une modification de fond 
et n'est done pas recevable. 

M. RAO (Incle) fait valoir que les mots que 
propose son amendement dependraient de la pro
position grammaticale precedente, qui etablit in
contestablement que l'explication proposee ne peut 
se rapporter qu'a la question precise qui est en 
cours d'examen. Neanmoins, afin d'accelerer les 
travaux de la Commission, it retire son amende
ment. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement du 
Mexique visant a inserer dans l'article D, apres 
les mots: "publicite appropriee", la formule: "par 
les moyens de diffusion dont it dispose". 

Par 32 voix contre 5, avec une abstenti-On, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que, conformement a 
la demande des representants de la Belgique et 
du Liban, il sera procede au vote par division 
sur !'article D. 

II met aux voix la premiere partie de l'article 
D, c'est-a-dire du debut jusques et y compris 
les mots: "qui suivront la date de reception du 
communique". 

Par 31 voix contre 4, avec 2 abstenti.ons, cette 
partie de !'article est adoptee. 

I1 met aux voix les mots: "donner la publicite 
appropriee par les moyens de diffusion dont il 
dispose". 

Par 39 voix contre 5, avec 2 abstenti.ons, cette 
partie de l'article est adoptee. 

I1 met aux voix Ies mots : "a !'information 
primitivement publiee". 

Par 37 voix contre 3, avec 2 abstenti.ons, ces 
mots sont adoptes. 

I1 met aux voix les mots : "au communique, 
ainsi qu'aux observations qui auront pu lui etre 
soumises par l'Etat qui a fait l'objet de la plainte". 

Par 30 voix contre 4, avec 2 abstentions, ces 
mots sont adoptes. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble du texte 
amende de l'article D. 

Par 31 voix contre 4, avec 2 abstentions, ['article 
D est adopte. 

M. TERROU (France) retire son projet de !'ar
ticle E (A/C.3/425), car celui-ci fait double 
emploi, quant au fond, avec l'article 11 du premier 
projet de convention (E/1065). 

Pour des raisons analogues, M. SULTAN 
(Egypte) retire son amendement (A/C.3/456) 
au texte initial de !'article 4 du projet de con
vention relatif a !'institution du droit de rectifi
cation en matiere internationale. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 40. 
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HUNDRED AND NINETY-EIGHTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Friday, 22 April 1949, at 10.55 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

133. 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 (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) (CON
TINUED) 
The CHAIRMAN considered that as a result of 

the adoption at the 197th meeting of the text pro
posed by the French delegation, which woulcl be 
included in the first draft convention, the Com
mittee no longer had before it articles 4 to 6 of 
the second draft convention. He also thought that 
it no longer had to deal with the Polish amend
ment to article 9 and the Egyptian amendments to 
articles 6 to 9. 

It was so agreed. 

Additional article proposed by Mexico (A/C.3/ 
470) 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) said that the new text 
of the additional article, the inclusion of which 
his delegation proposed, was so drafted that the 
scruples expressed by certain delegations concern
ing the original text were no longer justified, and 
he hoped those delegations would find it possible 
to accept the new text. 

At the 195th meeting, the representatives of 
the United. Kingdom and the United States had 
signified their acceptance of the right of correc
tion which would not imply the obligation to 
publish corrections. The Mexican delegation, 
which had at first proposed that corrections should 
be compulsory so that information agencies could 
not by virtue of their contract with newspapers, 
force the latter to publish anything, realized the 
technical difficulties that would entail, and had 
limited the obligation to publish corrections to 
correspondents and information agencies of the 
State in the territory of which the false news 
had originated. 

He thought the scruples of certain representa
tives were no longer justified. His amendment was 
very precise; it set forth very simple conditions 
and provided a well-defined legal basis for a 
practice which had long been in existence. Gov
ernments frequently sent notes of corrections 
through information agencies. Any criticisms 
which might have been raised in connexion with 
the Mexican proposal were certainly due to an 
erroneous interpretation of the text and, if the 
new text were carefully analysed, it would be 
realized that there was no reason for not adopt
ing it. 

His Government knew that it was absolutely 
necessary to safeguard freedom of information 
and to ensure the Press complete independence 
from the State. It thought, however, that peo
ples were entitled to enjoy the advantages of free
dom of information and that the latter should not 
be the prerogative of big information agencies. 

Mr. GoNzALEz FERNANDEZ (Colombia) under
stood the Mexican representative's motive and 
thought his initiative commendable. However, in-

CENT QUA TRE-VINGT-DIX-HUITIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le vendredi 22 avril 1949, a 10 h. 55. 

President: M. Charles MALIK ( Liban). 

133. Liberte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economiqne et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

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

Le PRESIDENT considere qu'a la suite de l'adop
tion, a la 197eme seance, du texte propose par la 
delegation franc;aise qui sera insere clans le premier 
projet de convention, la Commission n'est plus 
saisie des articles 4 a 6 du deuxieme projet de 
convention. 11 estime egalement qu'elle n'est plus 
saisie de l'amendement de la Pologne a l'article 9 
et des amendements de l'Egypte aux articles 6 a 9. 

ll en est ainsi decide. 

Article additionnel propose par la delegation du 
Mexique (A/C.3/470) 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) declare que le nouveau 
texte de l'article additionnel dont sa delegation 
propose l'insertion est redige de telle fac;on que 
les scrupules qu'avaient exprimes certaines dele
gations au sujet du texte initial n'ont plus de raison 
d'etre, et i1 espere qu'il leur sera possible d'accepter 
le nouveau texte. 

A la 195eme seance, les representants du 
Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis ont marque leur 
acceptation du droit de rectification qui n'implique
rait pas !'obligation de publier des rectifications. 
La delegation du Mexique, qui avait d'abord pro
pose que les rectifications soient obligatoires parce 
que, en raison des contrats qui les lient aux jour
naux, Jes entreprises d'information ne peuvent 
obliger ceux-ci a publier quoi que ce soit, se rend 
compte des difficultes techniques que cela entrai
nerait, et a maintenant limite aux correspondants 
et aux entreprises d'information de l'Etat sur le 
territoire duquel a pris naissance l'information 
fausse !'obligation de publier les rectifications. 

M. Noriega estime que les scrupules qu'avaient 
certains representants ne se justifient plus. Son 
amendement est tres precis, it expose des moda
lites tres simples et fournit une base juridique bien 
definie a une pratique qui e:xiste depuis longtemps. 
En effet, les gouvernements envoient frequemment 
des notes de rectification par l'intermediaire des 
entreprises d'information. Toutes les critiques que 
l'on a soulevees a propos de la proposition mexi
caine etaient certainement dues a une interpreta
tion erronee du texte. En analysant soigneuse
ment le texte actuel, on se rendra compte qu'il n'y 
a aucun obstacle a son adoption. 

Le Gouvernement mexicain sait qu'il est absolu
ment necessaire de sauvegarder la liberte de l'in
formation et d'assurer a la presse une indepen
dance complete a l'egard de l'Etat. Il estime cepen
dant que les peuples ont le droit de jouir des 
avantages de la liberte de l'information, et que 
celles-ci ne doit pas etre l'apanage des grandes 
entreprises d'information. 

M. GoNzALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) com
prend le mobile qui inspire le representant du 
Mexique et pense que son initiative est louable. 
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stead of banishing the fears of certain representa
tives, the new text confused those who were in 
favour of establishing the right of correction. In 
spite of the technical difficulties which the original 
proposal of the Mexican delegation would entail, 
he preferred it to the new text and hoped that 
those difficulties might be overcome. The original 
text not only stressed the necessity of ensuring 
the correspondent's freedom, but also laid empha
sis on his responsibility. In the opinion of the 
Colombian representative, the State should guar
antee all possible facilities to correspondents and 
information agencies, but it could not be· held 
responsible for the transmission of false news. 
The idea of direct responsibility contained in the 
original text had disappeared in the new one. 

Mr. Gonzalez Fernandez, who unreservedly 
supported the right of correction, remarked that 
the articles proposed by the French delegation 
took into account the fact that that right was an 
innovation and that, for that reason, the utmost 
prudence would have to be shown. If that right, 
which was already applied nationally, were one 
day to be applied internationally, its scope would 
have to be limited for the time being. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) had certain difficulties 
in understanding the true scope and meaning of 
the new Mexican proposal. He wished to know 
whether the publication of corrections affected 
all correspondents and all information agencies 
in the territory of the State requesting the cor
rection, or merely those who or which had trans
mitted false or distorted news. He also asked to 
whom the corrections would be distributed and 
remarked that, in the French text, the expression 
par leurs moyens d'information respectifs was 
not appropriate, in view of the fact that news 
was not distributed by moyens d'information but 
by moyens de diffusion. 

If it were to be understood that correspondents 
on foreign territory were obliged to distribute any 
corrections which were requested, he thought it 
was not necessary to say so. The Committee had 
already adopted provisions to the effect that 
the State wronged was entitled to send correc
tions to the State in the territory of which the 
false news had been published. It was not suffi
cient for the corrections to be distributed ; they 
must be published. Unless further clarification 
was forthcoming from the Mexican representa
tive, he thought that there was no reason for 
making that proposal an additional article. 

However, if it were retained, the following 
alterations should be made: the word "their" 
should be inserted before "information agencies" 
and "correspondents" and the phrase "who were 
originators of news considered false or erroneous 
by a Contracting State" should be inserted after 
the word "correspondents". 

Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
thought that it was clear from the Lebanese and 
Colombian representatives' statements that there 
was still some confusion concerning the original 
Mexican proposal, and she asked for some clarifi
cation from the Mexican representative. 

The French delegation's proposals represented 
something positive and real that might be de
stroyed if the Mexican proposal were adopted. 

Cependant, au lieu de dissiper les craintes qu'e
prouvaient certains representants, ce nouveau 
texte deroute ceux qui sont en faveur de !'insti
tution du droit de rectification. Malgre les diffi
cultes techniques qu'entrainerait la proposition 
initiale de la delegation mexicaine, M. Gonzalez 
Fernandez la prefere au texte actuel, et espere 
que l'on pourra surmonter ces difficultes. Le texte 
initial ne souligne pas seulement la necessite d'as
surer la liberte du correspondant, mais insiste 
aussi sur sa responsabilite. De l'avis du represen
tant de la Colombie, l'Etat doit garantir toutes les 
facilites possibles aux correspondants et aux en
treprises d'information, mais ne peut etre tenu 
responsable de la transmission d'informations 
fausses. La notion de la responsabilite directe, qui 
figurait dans le texte primitif, a disparu dans le 
texte actuel. 

M. Gonzalez Fernandez, qui appuie sans reserve 
le droit de rectification, fait observer que les 
articles proposes par la delegation de la France 
tiennent compte du fait que ce droit est une 
innovation et qu'il faut, pour cette raison, faire 
preuve de la plus grande prudence. Si l'on veut 
que ce droit, deja applique sur le plan national, le 
soit un jour sur le plan international, ii faut pour 
le moment en limiter l'etendue. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) eprouve certaines diffi
cultes a comprendre la portee et le sens veritable 
de la nouvelle proposition mexicaine. II voudrait 
savoir si la publication de rectifications concerne 
tous les correspondants et toutes Jes entreprises 
d'information qui se trouvent sur le territoire de 
l'Etat qui demande la rectification, ou simplement 
ceux ou celles qui auraient transmis des informa
tions fausses OU deformees. II demande aussi a 
qui les rectifications seront transmises et fait 
observer que l'expression: "par leurs moyens d'in
formation respectifs" n'est pas appropriee, etant 
donne qu' on ne transmet pas quelque chose par 
des moyens d'information mais par des moyens de 
diffusion. 

S'il faut entendre que les correspondants se 
trouvant sur un territoire etranger ont l' obligation 
de transmettre les rectifications qui leur sont 
demandees, M. Azkoul estime qu'il n'est pas 
necessaire de le dire. En effet, la Commission a 
deja adopte des dispositions prevoyant que l'Etat 
Iese a le droit d'envoyer des rectifications a l'Etat 
sur le territoire duquel des informations fausses 
ont ete publiees. II ne suffit pas que Jes rectifica
tions soient transmises, ii faut qu'elles soient 
publiees. A moins d'edaircissements de la part du 
representant du Mexique, M. Azkoul pense qu'il 
n'y a pas de raison de faire de cette proposition un 
article additionnel. 

T outefois, s'il etait retenu, ii y aurait lieu d'y 
apporter les modifications suivantes : le mot : 
"leurs" devrait etre employe au lieu de: "les" 
avant: "entreprises d'information" et: "corres
pondants", et le membre de phrase: "auteurs d'in
formations considerees fausses OU erronees par un 
Etat contractant" devrait etre insere apres le mot : 
''correspondants". 

Mme ROOSEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) 
pense que les declarations des representants du 
Liban et de la Colombie montrent que la confusion 
qu'avait provoquee la proposition initiate du 
Mexique n'a pas disparu, et elle voudrait des 
eclaircissements de la part du representant du 
Mexique. 

Mme Roosevelt considere que les propositions 
de la delegation franc;aise representent quelque 
chose de positif et de reel que !'on risquerait de 
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The Mexican proposal would make it impossible 
for the delegations favouring the right of correc
tion to accept the convention. It introduced an 
idea of compulsion and considerably extended the 
right of correction, whereas the French proposals 
conferred that right only in very specific cases. 
The Mexican proposal stipulated that a Contract
ing State could require a correspondent or an 
information agency to accept and distribute any 
corrections communicated by a State; there was 
no mention of false or distorted information. If 
such an amendment were accepted, correspondents 
and information agencies might be used by another 
State for propaganda purposes and the free dis
tribution of information might thus be impaired. 

A State should not have the right to exercise 
such a power over correspondents and informa
tion agencies. The great advantage of the French 
proposals was that they were moderate ; in order 
to avoid any abuse they laid down clearly in which 
cases the right of correction could be exercised. If 
that right were used too frequently, it would 
become an instrument of propaganda and com
muniques would become so numerous that they 
would no longer be taken seriously. 

The Constitution of the United States did not 
allow the Government to impose on correspond
ents and information agencies the obligation re
ferred to in the Mexican proposal, and she was, 
therefore, unable to accept that amendment. 

It might be argued that the proviso "in accord
ance with their laws and regulations" made the 
obligation imposed on Contracting States some
what less categorical ; her Government could not, 
however, in any circumstances accept such an 
obligation. 

The convention should be accepted by as many 
States as possible, and she therefore asked the 
Committee to give the Mexican proposal due 
consideration before taking any decision on it. 
The United States could not accept a convention 
which would turn correspondents and informa
tion agencies into the propaganda agents of 
another State. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium), speaking of the French 
translation of the Mexican proposal, thought that 
it would certainly be in line with the sponsor's 
intention to say pour faire en sorte que in
stead of pour s'assurer que, and to use the 
words faire connaitre or diffuser instead of 
publier which had a much narrower meaning. 

He thought that the substance of the proposal 
implied an order, an injunction, by public author
ities of a Contracting State binding on corre
spondents and information agencies, and that in 
spite of the proviso "in accordance with their laws 
and regulations" it was not a simple recommenda
tion but an executive order. 

He was in complete agreement with the United 
States representative on that point. His Govern
ment did not have the power to force corre
spondents and information agencies to distribute 
corrections and it had no intention of asking for 
such powers. He wondered whether the Mexican 
representative intended calling on Contracting 
States to change their laws so as to give them that 

detruire en adoptant la propos1t1on du Mexique, 
qui rendrait la convention inacceptable pour les 
delegations qui se prononcent cependant pour le 
droit de rectification. En effet, cette proposition 
introduit une idee d'obligation et elargit conside
rablement la portee du droit de rectification, alors 
que Ies propositions fram;aises ne prevoient !'ap
plication de ce droit que clans des cas bien precis. 
La proposition mexicaine stipule qu'un Etat con
tractant peut exiger qu'un correspondant ou une 
entreprise d'information accepte de transmettre 
toute rectification qui lui serait communiquee par 
un Etat; il n'y est nullement question d'informa
tions fausses ou deformees. Si !'on acceptait pareil 
amendement, Mme Roosevelt craindrait que les 
correspondants et les entreprises d'information ne 
soient mis au service de la propagande d'un autre 
Etat et que la libre transmission d'informations 
ne soit ainsi compromise. 

La representante des Etats-Unis ne peut accep
ter que l'Etat exerce un tel pouvoir sur Jes corres
pondants et les entreprises d'information. Le grand 
merite des propositions frarn;aises est qu'elles con
tiennent un element moderateur; pour eviter tout 
abus, elles fixent de fai;on precise les cas ou le 
droit de rectification pourra s'exercer. Si !'on fait 
de ce droit un usage trop frequent, il deviendra 
un instrument de propagande et les communiques 
seront si nombreux qu'on ne les prendra plus au 
serieux. 

Mme Roosevelt declare que la Constitution des 
Etats-Unis n'autorise pas son gouvernement a 
imposer aux correspondants et aux entreprises 
d'information !'obligation prevue dans la proposi
tion mexicaine, et qu'elle ne peut, en consequence, 
accepter cet amendement. 

On pourrait penser que la clause: "conforme
ment a leurs lois et reglements" assouplit quelque 
peu !'obligation imposee aux Etats contractants; 
son gouvernement ne peut cependant accepter en 
aucune circonstance pareille obligation. 

II importe que la convention soit acceptee par 
le plus grand nombre d'Etats possible et, pour 
cette raison, Mme Roosevelt demande a la Com
mission de reflechir murement avant de prendre 
une decision au sujet de la proposition mexicaine. 
Les Etats-Unis, pour leur part, ne pourront accep
ter une convention qui ferait des correspondants 
et des entreprises d'information des agents de 
propagande au service d'un autre Etat. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique), parlant d'abord de la 
traduction frani;aise de la proposition mexicaine, 
pense qu'il serait certainement conforme a l'inten
tion de !'auteur de dire: "pour faire en sorte que" 
au lieu de: "pour s'assurer que", et d'employer les 
mots: "faire connaitre" ou: "diffuser", au lieu de: 
"publier", qui a un sens beaucoup plus restreint. 

A propos du fond de cette proposition, 
M. Lebeau estime qu'elle contient un ordre, une 
injonction de la part des autorites publiques d'un 
Etat contractant aux correspondants et aux entre
prises d'information et que, malgre la reserve 
"conformement a leurs lois et reglements", ii ne 
s'agit pas d'une simple recommandation mais d'un 
acte d'autorite. 

Le representant de la Belgique est complete
ment d'accord sur ce point avec la representante 
des Etats-Unis. Le Gouvernement beige n'a pas 
pouvoir d' obliger les correspondants et les entre
prises d'information a transmettre des rectifica
tions, et ii n'a pas l'intention de demander ce 
pouvoir. Peut-etre le representant du Mexique 
a-t-il !'intention d'inviter les Etats contractants 
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right. Belgium would not agree to do so, because 
the obligation provided for in the Mexican pro
posal was contrary to the freedom of information 
which the convention was intended to guarantee. 

His delegation was, therefore, opposed to the 
amendment. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GOEDHART (Netherlands) 
realized that the purpose of the Mexican proposal 
was to ensure the effective publication of correc
tions and, together with other representatives, he 
agreed with the Mexican representative on that 
need. The proposal, however, went much too far; 
it failed to limit the right of correction to the 
cases provided for in the French proposals. Even 
if the Mexican representative agreed to interpret 
his text in that way, Mr. van Heuven Goedhart 
would be unable to accept it. 

If a Contracting State were able to take action 
to ensure that a correspondent would agree to 
distribute corrections, freedom of information 
would still be affected. The Mexican representa
tive had overlooked the fact that if a paper refused 
to publish corrections, rival papers would not 
fail to do so. In a country in which the Press was 
free, the right of correction was exercised auto
matically. 

He was, therefore, opposed to the Mexican pro
posal, which would make the convention unac
ceptable as a whole. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) said that his delegation 
had supported ( 189th meeting) the first part of 
the Mexican proposal in its original form as it 
appeared in document A/C.3/431/Corr.1. It had 
serious doubts, however, about the merits of the 
new wording. The additional article which the 
Mexican delegation proposed for inclusion in the 
convention would actually permit inadmissible in
terference in the activities of information agencies 
and corresponents ; furthermore, its adoption 
would lead to the introduction of national legis
lation which a number of States would be reluc
tant or would refuse to do. The new text ,vent 
too far and might make the convention unac
ceptable. 

While realizing the high motives which had 
inspired the Mexican delegation, his delegation 
could not, however, vote for the proposal. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) said that his dele
gation thought the Mexican amendment altogether 
unacceptable. The Philippine Constitution forbade 
any restriction of the freedom of the Press and 
his Government would never agree to assume an 
obligation such as the one implied in the Mexican 
amendment. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) emphasized 
that the new wording of the Mexican proposal 
merely crystallized the misgivings it had origi
nally aroused in the minds of several delegations. 
The United Kingdom delegation thought that the 
proposal went beyond the purpose which the draft 
convention under consideration was trying to 
achieve. 

Basically the right of correction was intended 
to give Governments an opportunity of correcting 
news reports published abroad, if they considered 
that such reports were false or distorted and 
prejudicial to their honour or national prestige 
or likely to impair good international relations. 

a modifier leur legislation de maniere a y inclure 
ce droit? La Belgique, pour sa part, n'acceptera 
pas de le faire parce que I' obligation prevue clans 
la proposition mexicaine va a l' encontre de la 
liberte de !'information que la convention vise a 
garantir. 

La delegation beige est done opposee a cet 
amendement. 

M. van HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) recon
nait que la proposition mexicaine vise a assurer la 
publication effective des rectifications et, comme 
d'autres representants, ii est d'accord avec le 
representant du Mexique sur cette necessite. II 
estime cependant que cette proposition va beau
coup trop loin; elle ne limite pas !'application du 
droit de rectification aux cas prevus dans les 
propositions frarn;aises. Cependant, meme si le 
representant du Mexique acceptait d'interpreter 
son texte dans ce sens, M. van Heuven Goedhart 
se verrait clans l'impossibilite de !'accepter. 

Le representant des Pays-Bas estime que si un 
Etat contractant peut prendre des mesures pour 
assurer que le correspondant acceptera de trans
mettre des rectifications, ii portera atteinte a la 
liberte de !'information. II pense que le represen
tant du Mexique a perdu de vue le fait que si un 
journal refuse de publier des rectifications, des 
journaux rivaux ne manqueront pas de le faire. 
Dans un pays ou la presse est libre, le droit de 
rectification joue de lui-meme. 

Le representant des Pays-Bas est done oppose 
a la proposition du Mexique qui, a son avis, ren
drait inacceptable l'ensemble de la convention. 

M. PENTEADO (Bresil) rappelle que sa delega
tion avait donne son approbation ( 189eme seance) 
a la premiere partie de la proposition mexicaine 
initiale qui figurait clans le document A/C.3/ 
431/Corr.1. Elle entretient cependant des doutes 
serieux quant au bien-fonde de sa redaction ac
tuelle. L'article additionnel dont la delegation du 
Mexique propose aujourd'hui !'insertion permet
trait en effet une ingerence inadmissible dans les 
activites des entreprises d'information et des cor
respondants de presse; d'autre part, son adoption 
entrainerait !'obligation de prendre des mesures 
legislatives sur le plan national, ce que de nom
breux Etats hesiteront ou se refuseront a faire. Le 
texte actuel va trop loin et risque de rendre la 
convention inacceptable. 

C'est pourquoi la delegation du Bresil ne pourra 
voter en sa faveur, bien qu'elle comprenne le 
mobile eleve qui inspire la delegation du Mexique. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) declare que sa dele
gation juge l'amendement du Mexique tout a fait 
inacceptable. La Constitution des Philippines in
terdit de limiter de quelque fa<;on que ce soit la 
liberte de la presse, et le Gouvernement philippin 
n'acceptera jamais d'assumer une obligation comme 
celle que comporte l'amendement du Mexique. 

NL DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) souligne que la 
proposition mexicaine, sous sa nouvelle forme, ne 
fait que preciser les inquietudes qu'elle avait fait 
naitre a l'origine dans !'esprit de plusieurs dele
gations. Pour sa part, la delegation du Royaume
U ni estime que cette proposition depasse l'objectif 
que le projet de convention a l'etude s'efforce 
d'atteindre. 

Le fondement du droit de rectification est de 
donner aux gouvernements la possibilite de corri
ger une information publiee a l'etranger s'ils con
siderent que cette information est fausse ou de
formee et de nature, soit a porter atteinte a leur 
honneur ou a leur prestige national, soit a nuire 
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The three articles proposed by the French dele
gation and adopted by the Committee, set up 
the machinery for the establishment and imple
mentation of that right and contained the neces
sary guarantees against any abuse of the freedom 
of information. Provision was even made for the 
State exercising the right of correction to have 
recourse. in the last resort. to the means of dis
semination at the disposal of the United Nations. 

The Mexican delegation went further and 
wished to impose on States the obligation of en
suring the dissemination of corrections by infor
mation agencies, without even touching on the 
question whether the State receiving the request 
for a correction considered it justified or not. 
The Mexican proposal did not contain any safe
guard against unjustifiable requests; constrained 
by their own Governments to publish all the cor
rections transmitted to them, information agencies 
would be speedily transformed into instruments of 
propaganda for foreign Governments, a com
pletely inadmissible state of affairs. 

Faithful to the principle of absolute freedom of 
information, the Government of the United King
dom would never think of impairing the freedom 
of its Press agencies and journalists by compelling 
them to publish its own corrections; still less was 
it able to accept that principle on the international 
plane. 

Like the United States and Belgian representa
tives, he wondered whether one of the conse
quences of the adoption of the Mexican proposal 
might not be to oblige States to modify their 
national legislation. In that case, the United King
dom would be constrained to reconsider its 
attitude with regard to the whole draft conven
tion, if the Mexican proposal were adopted. 

He noted that the free Press of the democratic 
countries came to publish the corrections re
quested of it by the very play of the processes 
of freedom of information. In his opinion, the 
guarantees provided for in the text drafted by the 
French delegation and the sense of responsibility 
of journalists worthy of the name would be enough 
to ensure full application of the right of correc
tion, a right which the United Kingdom stoutly 
defended, provided always that it was exercised 
within the limits prescribed by the three articles 
which the Committee had already adopted. 

He asked the representative of Mexico to yield 
to the arguments so eloquently expressed at the 
196th meeting by the representative of France. 
As matters stood, the Committee had gone as 
far as it could; any wish to do more might mean 
compromising all the work it was trying to carry 
out. 

Mr. INGEBRETSEN (Norway) said that his Gov
ernment could not accede to the convention, if 
it included the supplementary article proposed by 
the Mexican delegation. 

Norway had a free and independent Press and 
was deeply attached to the principle of the free
dom of information. The Norwegian delegation 
felt some hesitation with regard to the draft con
vention because of certain limitations which it 
made on the freedom of information, in particular 
the establishment of censorship in time of peace. 
If the Mexican amendment were adopted, the 
draft convention would become wholly unac
ceptable. 

aux bonnes relations internationales. Les trois 
articles proposes par la delegation de la France et 
adoptes par la Commission prevoient le mecanisme 
d'institution et d'application de ce droit et con
tiennent les garanties necessaires contre tout abus 
de la liberte de l'information. Il y ost meme prevu 
que l'Etat qui exerce son droit de rectification 
pourra, en dernier ressort, avoir recours aux 
moyens de diffusion dont dispose !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. 

La delegation mexicaine va plus loin et veut 
imposer aux Etats !'obligation d'assurer la diffu
sion des communiques rectificatifs par les entre
prises d'information, sans se preoccuper de savoir 
si l'Etat qui re<;oit la demande de rectification la 
juge fondee ou non. La proposition mexicaine ne 
contient en effet aucune sauvegarde contre les 
demandes injustifiees; obligees par leur propre 
gouvernement de publier tous les communiques 
rectificatifs qui leur seraient transmis, les entre
prises d'information seraient rapidement trans• 
formees en instruments de propagande des gou
vernements etrangers, ce qui est absolument 
inadmissible. 

Le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni, respec
tueux du principe de la liberte absolue de l'infor
mation, ne songerait jamais a porter atteinte a 
la liberte de ses entreprises de presse et de ses 
journalistes en les obligeant a publier ses propres 
mises au point; il peut d'autant moins accepter ce 
principe sur le plan international. 

M. Davies se demande, apres la representante 
des Etats-Unis et le representant de la Belgique, 
si l'une des consequences de l'adoption de la pro
position mexicaine ne serait pas d'obliger les 
Etats a modifier leur legislation nationale. S'il en 
etait ainsi, le Royaume-Uni se verrait contraint 
de reconsiderer son attitude a l'egard de !'ensemble 
du projet de convention au cas ou la proposition 
mexicaine serait adoptee. 

M. Davies fait remarquer que la presse libre des 
pays democratiques, de par le jeu meme de la 
liberte de !'information, est amenee a publier les 
corrections qui lui sont demandees. A son avis, 
les garanties prevues dans le texte redige par la 
delegation de la France et le sens des responsa
bilites des journalistes dignes de ce nom suffisent 
pour assurer une pleine application du droit de 
rectification, droit dont le Royaume-Uni est un 
defenseur ardent, a condition toutefois qu'il 
s'exerce clans les limites definies par les trois 
articles que la Commission a deja adoptes. 

M. Davies demande au representant du Mexique 
de bien vouloir se rendre aux raisons si eloquem
ment exposees a la l 96eme seance par le repre
sentant de la France. En l'etat actuel des choses, 
la Commission est allee aussi loin qu'elle le pou
vait; vouloir faire mieux risquerait de compro
mettre tout l'reuvre qu'elle s'efforce de realiser. 

M. INGEBRETSEN (Norvege) declare que son 
gouvernement ne pourra pas adherer a la conven
tion si celle-ci comporte l'article additionnel pro
pose par la delegation du Mexique. 

La N orvege a une presse libre et independante 
et est profondement attachee au principe de la 
liberte de !'information. Sa delegation a quelques 
doutes au sujet du projet de convention en raison 
de certaines limitations qu'il apporte a la liberte 
de !'information, notamment l'etablissement de 
la censure en temps de paix. Si l'amendement 
mexicain etait adopte, le projet de convention de
viendrait tout a fait inacceptable. 
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Mr. ANDREN (Sweden) recalled that during 
the discussion on the amalgamation of the two 
draft conventions (195th meeting), the Swedish 
delegation had said that its Government had raised 
certain objections to the second draft. Sweden, 
where freedom of information had reigned since 
1766, could never accept a convention containing 
so serious a limitation of that principle as the 
one proposed by the Mexican delegation. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) said that his country con
sidered the right of correction to be essential and 
fundamental; Egyptian laws and regulations 
granted it even to private persons. 

The representative of the United States had 
explained the reasons for her Government's oppo
sition to the Mexican proposal. The Government 
of the United States feared that the right of cor
rection might be used as an instrument 0£ propa
ganda; it was true that it could be used in that 
way, but the three articles already adopted1 con
tained the necessary guarantees in that respect, 
since they established that the right of correction 
could be exercised only when the news reports 
considered to be false or tendentious were detri
mental to the legitimate interests of States. The 
Government of the United States was also opposed 
to the Mexican proposal because it imposed an 
obligation on Contracting States regarding the 
publication of corrections by information agen
cies: yet the draft convention under discussion 
contained many other obligations for Contracting 
States. 

No State could renounce full and complete en
joyment of its right of correction with respect to 
false or tendentious news reports published 
abroad. 

The Egyptian delegation therefore most whole
heartedly supported the proposal put forward by 
the Mexican delegation. 

Mr. FouRIE (Union of South Africa) remarked 
that the Mexican proposal raised a fundamental 
problem which might prejudice the very existence 
of the convention. If that proposal were adopted, 
few countries could accede to the convention with
out first modifying their national legislation. Mr. 
Fourie doubted whether the delegations repre
sented in the Third Committee could take a deci
sion on such an important point without referring 
to their respective Governments. 

To the comments made by the representatives 
of the United States and the United Kingdom, 
he added a new consideration to which he drew 
the attention of the Committee: the financial impli
cations which the eventual adoption of the Mexi
can proposal would have for information agencies. 
Being obliged to publish all the corrections sub
mitted to them, some information agencies might 
encounter serious financial difficulties. 

Finally, Mr. Fourie did not think a Govern
ment could oblige an information agency to pub
lish a correction when it related, for instance, to 
opinions expressed by the agency or to comments 
published by that agency. The Mexican proposal, 
in its new form, seemed to provide for such re
tractions, whereas articles B, C and D already 
adopted, only gave each Contracting State which 
considered itself wronged by the publication of 

1 Articles B, C and D (A/C.3/425 and A/C.3/W.14) 
adopted by the Committee at its 197th meeting. In the final 
text (A/C.3/496 and A/C.3/496/ Add.I) : articles IX, 
X and XI. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) rappelle qu'au cours de la 
discussion relative a la fusion des deux projets de 
convention (195eme seance), la delegation de la 
Suede a dit que son gouvernement formulait des 
objections a l'egard du deuxieme projet. La Suede, 
ou la liberte de !'information regne depuis 1766, ne 
pourra jamais accepter une convention contenant 
une limitation aussi grave de ce principe que celle 
que propose la delegation du Mexique. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) declare que son pays con
sidere le droit de rectification comme un droit 
essentiel et fondamental ; les lois et reglements 
egyptiens l'accordent meme aux particuliers. 

La representante des Etats-Unis a expose les 
raisons pour lesquelles son gouvernement s'oppose 
a la proposition du Mexique. Le Gouvernement 
des Etats-Unis craint, d'une part, que le droit de 
rectification ne soit employe comme instrument 
de propagande; il est vrai qu'il peut etre utilise 
clans ce sens, mais les trois articles deja adoptes1 

contiennent a cet egard les garanties necessaires, 
puisqu'ils etablissent que le droit de rectification 
ne pourra etre exerce que lorsque les informations 
considerees fausses ou tendancieuses portent at
teinte aux interets legitimes des Etats. Le Gouver
nement des Etats-Unis s'oppose, d'autre part, au 
fait que la proposition mexicaine impose aux Etats 
contractants une obligation en ce qui concerne la 
publication des rectifications par les entreprises 
d'information: le projet de convention a l'etude 
contient cependant de nombreuses autres obliga
tions pour les Etats contractants. 

M. Sultan declare ace propos qu'aucun Etat ne 
peut renoncer a la jouissance pleine et entiere de 
son droit de rectification a l'egard de nouvelles 
fausses OU tendancieuses diffusees a l'etranger. 

Pour les raisons qu'elle vient d'exposer, la 
delegation de l'Egypte donne son appui le plus 
chaleureux a la proposition du Mexique. 

M. FoURIE (Union Sud-Africaine) fait remar
quer que la proposition du Mexique pose un pro
bleme fondamental qui pourrait avoir pour effet de 
mettre en question l'existence meme de la con
vention. Si cette proposition etait adoptee, en 
effet, peu de pays pourraient adherer a la con
vention sans modifier au prealable leur legislation 
nationale. M. Fourie doute que les delegations 
representees a la Troisieme Commission puissent 
prendre une decision sur un point aussi important 
sans en referer a leurs gouvernements respectif. 

Aux observations pr~sentees par les represen
tants des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni, le repre
sentant de !'Union Sud-Africaine ajoute une nou
velle consideration sur laquelle il attire !'attention 
de la Commission : les incidences financieres, pour 
les entreprises d'information, de !'adoption even
tuelle de la proposition mexicaine. Contraintes de 
publier toutes les rectifications qu'on leur adresse
rait, certaines entreprises d'information pourraient 
se voir aux prises avec de graves difficultes finan
cieres. 

Enfin, M. Fourie ne pense pas qu'un gouverne
ment puisse obliger une de ses entreprises d'infor
mation a publier une rectification lorsque celle-ci 
porte, par exemple, sur des opinions exprimees 
par l'entreprise ou sur des commentaires publies 
par elle. La proposition mexicaine, sous sa forme 
actuelle, semble envisager la possibilite de telles 
retractations, alors que les articles B, C et D deja 
adoptes donnent seulement a tout Etat contrac-

1 Articles B, C et D (A/C.3/425 et A/C.3/W.14) 
adoptes par la Commission a sa 197eme seance. Dans le 
texte definitif (A/C.3/496 et A/C.3/496/ Add.I) : articles 
IX, X et XI. 
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false or distorted news the possibility of correcting 
that news by issuing its own version. 

The delegation of the Union of South Africa 
would therefore have to vote against the Mexican 
proposal. 

Mr. MAYRAND (Canada) emphasized the fact 
that to establish an international right of correc
tion was an innovation. The Committee should 
therefore proceed very slowly. Canada wished 
even greater prudence to be exercised, because it 
was opposed in principle to the dictatorial inter
vention of the State in the activity of the Press. 

The delegation of Canada thought that the 
Mexican proposal went too far and it would there
fore vote against its adoption. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) noted with regret that the Mexican 
delegation had entirely changed its original draft. 
In the new text there was no longer any trace 
of the first part, which laid down the lofty objec
tives to which the international dissemination of 
news should aspire (A/C.3/431/Corr.1). 

The new proposal was purely technical in char
ac~er and no longer contained any principle. It 
might seem at first sight that that gap was filled 
by the introduction of the phrase "in accordance 
with their laws and regulations". However, the 
wording was not clear and the delegation of the 
USSR was not sure it could be interpreted as 
meaning that the publication of corrections should 
be made in accordance with the laws and regu
lations of the country. 

In those circumstances, the delegation of the 
USSR could not vote for the Mexican proposal. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) stated that his 
delegation would support the amendment sub
mitted by the Mexican delegation. 

It thought that the correction of all false or 
distorted reports should be ensured and that such 
corrections should not be left to the discretion of 
correspondents. The adoption of the Mexican pro
posal would certainly result in making correspond
ents more conscious of their responsibilities. The 
proposal was in fact directed not at those corre
spondents whose activities were honest but at 
those who were wont to fish in troubled waters 
or who worked for doubtful interests. 

The Arab countries had unfortunately experi
enced disappointments in the field of international 
information during the preceding two years. They 
had been subjected to systematic campaigns of 
slander, certain of which imperilled their very 
existence as a nation. 

It had been said that the price of freedom of 
information had to be paid. The price, for certain 
small countries, was too high. Those countries did 
not possess the necessary means for replying to 
slanderous attacks; their only arm was to be found 
in the proposed convention and the Mexican pro
posal was the only one likely to protect them 
against the abuses which were committed in the 
name of information. 

tant qui se considere Iese par la publication d'in
formations fausses OU deformees la possibilite de 
rectifier ces informations en donnant sa propre 
version. 

La delegation de l'Union Sud-Africaine se verra 
done obligee de voter contre la proposition du 
Mexique. 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) souligne que !'institu
tion du droit de rectification sur le plan interna
tional est une innovation ; i1 convient done de 
proceder tres lentement dans ce domaine. Le 
Canada voudrait que l'on agisse avec d'autant plus 
de prudence qu'il est oppose en principe a l'inge
rence autoritaire de l'Etat dans l'activite de la 
presse. 

La delegation du Canada estime que la propo
sition du Mexique va trop loin et elle votera done 
contre son adoption. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) constate avec regret que la dele
gation du Mexique a entierement modifie son 
projet initial. Le texte actuel ne porte plus trace 
de la premiere partie, qui etablissait les objectifs 
eleves vers lesquels devrait tendre la diffusion 
internationale des informations (A/C.3/431/
Corr.1). 

La proposition actuelle a un caractere purement 
technique et elle n'a plus aucune teneur de prin
cipe. Cette lacune pourrait paraitre compensee, 
a premiere vue, par l'introduction du membre de 
phrase: "conformement a leurs lois et reglements". 
Toutefois, la redaction n'est pas claire, et la dele
gation de l'URSS n'a pas la certitude de pouvoir 
!'interpreter comme signifiant que la publication 
des rectifications doit etre faite conformement aux 
lois et reglements du pays. 

Dans ces conditions, la delegation de l'URSS ne 
po_urra pas voter en faveur de la proposition mexi
came. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) declare que sa 
delegation donnera son appui a l'amendement pre
sente par la delegation du Mexique. 

Elle estime en effet qu'il faut assurer la rectifi
cation de toutes informations fausses ou defor
mees et ne pas laisser cette rectification au bon 
plaisir des correspondants. L'adoption de la pro
position mexicaine aura certainement pour effet 
de rendre les correspondants plus conscients de 
leurs responsabilites. Cette proposition vise, en 
effet, non pas les correspondants qui exercent leur 
activite en toute probite, tnais ceux qui font pro
fession de pecher en eau trouble ou qui travaillent 
pour le compte d'interets mal intentionnes. 

Les pays arabes ont malheureusement eprouve 
des deboires clans le domaine de !'information inter
nationale au cours des deux dernieres annees. Ils 
ont eu a subir des campagnes de diffamation syste
matiques, dont certaines mettaient en peril leur 
existence meme en tant que nation. 

On a dit qu'il fallait payer le prix de la liberte 
de !'information. Pour certains petits pays, ce prix 
est trop eleve. Ces pays ne possedent pas les 
moyens necessaires pour repondre aux attaques 
calomnieuses ; leur seule arme, ils la trouveront 
dans la convention que l'on se propose d'etablir, 
et la proposition mexicaine est seule de nature a 
les garantir contre les abus qui sont commis au 
nom de la liberte de !'information. 
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Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) stressed that the Com
mittee was faced with a fundamental conflict 
between two ideas : the idea of freedom and the 
idea of truth. The Mexican text took into account 
one aspect of the problem to the detriment of the 
other. That could be remedied if a third idea were 
introduced, that of justice, which would establish 
a balance between the first two elements. Thus 
truth would be respected without sacrificing free
dom. 

Mr. Azkoul thought that the best way of 
reconciling those elements would be to insert in 
the draft convention a provision stipulating that 
nothing prevented a Contracting State from ex
pelling a correspondent residing in its territory, 
if the latter refused to correct reports considered 
false or tendentious for which he was held respon
sible. That was a mere suggestion which Mr. 
Azkoul would enlarge upon if it met with a 
favourable reception. 

If, however, the Committee did not decide to 
accept that suggestion, the delegation of Lebanon 
would propose changing the Mexican proposal 
thus: 

"The Contracting States agree to take measures 
in accordance with their laws and regulations to 
encourage information agencies and correspond
ents to accept ... " 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico), replying to the various 
comments on his delegation's proposal, was sur
prised at the argument that Governments could 
not impose on information agencies obligations 
which were not incorporated in their national 
legislation. Were Governments not legislating in 
drawing up the convention? An international con
vention was not a moral code, and the States 
which acceded to it, by accepting international 
obligations, had at the same time also to accept 
its effects at the national level. 

The representative of Colombia had said, more
over, that the factor of direct responsibility would 
disappear if the Mexican proposal were adopted. 
Mr. Noriega replied that such had to be the case .. 
since it was a convention binding the Contracting 
States and not correspondents. 

Mr. Noriega further accepted the suggestions 
of the representative of Lebanon, all of which 
seemed to him excellent. In reply to the first 
comments made by Mr. Azkoul, he pointed out 
that, if the French delegation draft adopted by 
the Committee provided for machinery for imple
mentation, it was machinery which would function 
in normal times. Moments of emergency when the 
rapidity of correction was most important and 
should not be hindered by administrative delays, 
were not taken into account. 

He stated that it was clear, as had been pointed 
out in the course of the current meeting, that the 
corrections in his amendment were those dealing 
with news reports which might be prejudicial to 
the honour or national prestige of a Contracting 
State, or likely to impair good international rela• 
tions. 

In conclusion, Mr. Noriega said that certain 
delegations had dearly stated that their Govern• 
ments could not accede to the convention if the 
additional article submitted by the Mexican dele
gation were to be included in it. He pointed out 
that, if the convention did not include that element 
of compromise which the Mexican proposal aimed 
at providing, it might appear unacceptable to other 
Governments. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) souligne que l'on se trouve 
en presence d'une lutte fondamentale entre deux 
notions, la notion de liberte et la notion de verite. 
Or, le texte mexicain tient compte d'un aspect du 
probleme au detriment de l'autre. On pourrait 
remedier a cela en y introduisant une troisieme 
notion, celle de justice, qui assurerait l'equilibre 
des deux premiers elements. Ainsi l' on respecte
rait la verite sans sacrifier la liberte. 

M. Azkoul pense que la meilleure fa<;on de par
venir a une telle synthese serait d'inserer dans le 
projet de convention une disposition stipulant que 
rien n'empeche un Etat contractant d'expulser un 
correspondant sejournant sur son territoire si ce 
dernier se refuse a rectifier des informations jugees 
fausses ou tendancieuses dont iI serait responsable. 
II s'agit la d'une simple suggestion que M. Azkoul 
se propose de rendre plus concrete si elle trouve un 
echo favorable. 

Si toutefois la Commission ne juge pas bon de 
retenir cette suggestion, la delegation du Liban 
proposerait de modifier la proposition mexicaine 
de maniere a lui donner la redaction suivante : 

"Les Etats contractants s'engagent a prendre, 
conformement a leurs lois et reglements, les mesu
res necessaires pour encourager Ies entreprises 
d'information et les correspondants a accepter ... " 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique), repondant aux diverses 
observations suscitees par la proposition de sa 
delegation, s'etonne de !'argument selon lequel 
les gouvernements ne peuvent imposer aux entre
prises d'information des obligations qui ne sont 
pas inscrites dans leur legislation nationale. Mais 
en etablissant la convention, les gouvernements 
ne legiferent-ils pas deja? Une convention inter
nationale n' est pas un code moral, et les Etats 
qui y adherent, en acceptant des obligations sur 
le plan international, doivent en accepter en meme 
temps les effets sur le plan national. 

Le representant de la Colombie a dit en outre 
que le facteur de la responsabilite directe dispa
raitrait si 1' on adoptait la proposition mexicaine. 
M. Noriega repond qu'il doit en etre ainsi, puis
qu'il s'agit d'une convention liant les Etats con
tractants et non des correspondants. 

M. Noriega accepte par ailleurs les suggestions 
du representant du Liban, qui lui paraissent toutes 
excellentes. En reponse aux premieres observa
tions de M. Azkoul, ii fait remarquer que si le pro
jet de la delegation fran<;aise adopte par la Com
mission prevoit un mecanisme d'application, ii 
s'agit d'un mecanisme qui fonctionnerait en periode 
normale. On ne tient pas compte des moments de 
crise ou la rapidite de la rectification prend toute 
son importance et ne doit pas etre freinee par des 
lenteurs administratives. 

M. Noriega declare qu'il est bien entendu, 
ainsi qu'on l'a fait remarquer au cours de la seance, 
que les rectifications dont il s'agit dans son amen
clement sont celles qui ont trait a des informations 
pouvant porter atteinte a l'honneur ou au prestige 
national d'un Etat contractant ou aux bonnes rela
tions internationales. 

En conclusion, M. Noriega <lit que certaines 
delegations ont nettement declare que leur gou
vernement ne pourrait pas adherer a la convention 
si l'on y inserait !'article additionnel propose par 
la delegation du Mexique. M. Noriega fait remar
quer a son tour que si la convention ne comprend 
pas cet element de compromis que tente de lui 
apporter la proposition mexicaine, elle pourra 
paraitre inacceptable a d'autres gouvernements. 
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Mr. TERROU (France) remarked that haste 
should be avoided. The Mexican proposal was of 
value only if it implied that information agencies 
were under the obligation to publish communiques 
transmitted to them by Governments for correc
tion purposes. Such a measure did not, however, 
seem applicable under existing international law. 
France, which had long since established that 
foreign nationals could avail themselves of the 
right of reply, understood the Mexican repre
sentative's concern and approved the principle of 
his proposal. It wished that principle to be fully 
recognized internationally, but did not consider 
that to be possible just then. 

Moreover, the proposal might also be incon
sistent with the preamble to the convention, which 
noted the existing limitations on the right of cor
rection at the international level. Mr. Terrou 
therefore felt that it would be to the advantage 
of the idea which the representative of Mexico 
defended, if the Mexican proposal were not, for 
the time being, included in the convention. 

It was, however, desirable that the idea should 
be re-introduced at a later stage. Mr. Terrou 
therefore asked the representative of Mexico 
whether he would agree to withdraw his proposal 
and to content himself with submitting a draft 
resolution inviting States to study, in the light of 
results obtained from the exercise of the right of 
correction, the possibility of taking action similar 
to that proposed by the representative of Mexico, 
and to amend their national legislation accord
ingly. 

The purpose of the Mexican proposal could be 
achieved only by a change in the legislation of 
certain countries. But changes in legislation were 
not within the competence of governments; they 
could be effected only by a decision of the legis
lature in each State. Simply to include a provision 
in a convention would therefore not be sufficient 
to satisfy the Mexican representative's intention 
and would be premature. 

He thought that the text in the first part of 
the original Mexican proposal should be inserted 
in the preamble to the convention. 

In conclusion, Mr. Terrou appealed to the 
representative of Mexico to endorse the opinion 
of the French delegation, so that the discussion 
on the subject might conclude in a conciliatory 
spirit. 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) noted that, throughout 
the discussion on the convention, the Committee 
had been faced with the difficult choice between 
running the risk of suppressing freedom of infor
mation by granting States the right of censorship, 
and suppressing it by actual abuse of that freedom. 
The Committee had given special attention to the 
first of those problems but had not, in the opinion 
of the Chilean delegation, sufficiently studied the 
second. 

Mrs. Figueroa emphasized the danger which the 
unlimited authority of information agencies in 
respect of the news they distributed might entail : 
would recognition of such unlimited power not be 
tantamount to legalizing the power to carry out 
propaganda campaigns hostile to certain coun
tries ? She shared the opinion expressed on that 
point by Mr. Baroody, that the smaller countries 

M. TERROU (France) souligne la necessite de 
proceder lentement. La proposition du Mexique n'a 
de valeur que si elle implique !'obligation pour 
les entreprises d'information de publier les com
muniques que lui transmettraient les gouverne
ments aux fins de rectification. Or, une telle 
mesure ne parait pas pouvoir etre applicable en 
l'etat actuel du droit international. La France, qui 
a etabli depuis longtemps deja le droit de reponse, 
dont peuvent se prevaloir les ressortissants des 
gouvernements etrangers, comprend la preoccu
pation du representant du Mexique et approuve le 
principe contenu clans sa proposition. Elle souhai
terait que ce principe puisse etre pleinement 
reconnu sur le plan international, mais elle croit 
que le moment n'en est pas encore venu. 

Cette proposition risquerait en outre d'etre en 
contradiction avec le preambule de la convention, 
qui constate les limitations actuelles du droit de 
rectification sur le plan international. Dans l'inte
ret meme de l'idee que defend le representant du 
Mexique, M. Terrou pense done qu'il est prefe
rable que la proposition du Mexique ne soit pas 
pour le moment inseree clans la convention. 

Cependant, ii serait souhaitable que l'idee qu'elle 
contient puisse etre reprise ulterieurement. M. Ter
rou demande a cet effet au representant du 
Mexique s'il accepterait de retirer sa proposition 
et de se contenter de presenter un projet de reso
lution invitant les Etats a etudier, a la lumiere 
des resultats obtenus en ce qui concerne l'exercice 
du droit de rectification, la possibilite de prendre 
des mesures analogues a celles que propose le 
Mexique et de modifier au besoin leur legislation 
nationale. 

L'objectif vise par la delegation du Mexique 
ne peut etre atteint que par la modification de la 
legislation de certains pays. Or, la modification 
des lois n'est pas du ressort des gouvernements; 
elle ne peut se faire que par decision du pouvoir 
legislatif clans chaque Etat. La simple inscription 
d'une disposition clans une convention ne suffirait 
done pas a realiser la fin poursuivie par le repre
sentant du Mexique et serait prematuree. 

Le representant de la France estime que le 
texte qui figurait clans la premiere partie de la 
proposition presentee initialement par le Mexique 
doit trouver sa place clans le preambule de la con
vention. 

En conclusion, M. Terrou invite le representant 
du Mexique a se rallier a l'opinion de la delegation 
franc;aise afin que le debat sur cette question 
s'acheve clans une atmosphere de conciliation. 

Mme FIGUEROA (Chili) constate que, tout au 
long de la discussion sur la convention, la Com
mission s'est trouvee placee devant !'alternative 
difficile de risquer de supprimer la liberte de !'in
formation en reconnaissant aux Etats le droit de 
censure, ou de la supprimer par l'abus meme de 
l'exercice de cette liberte. La Commission a accorde 
une attention particuliere au premier de ces pro
blemes mais n'a pas, de l'avis de la delegation 
chilienne, prete une attention suffisante au second. 

Mme Figueroa souligne le danger que risque 
de presenter l'autorite sans controle des entre
prises d'information a I'egard des nouvelles qu'elles 
transmettent: reconnaitre ce pouvoir sans contr6le 
ne revient-t-il pas a legaliser la possibilite de mener 
des campagnes de propagande hostile contre cer
tains pays? La representante du Chili partage sur 
ce point !'opinion exprimee par M. Baroody selon 
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would have to pay too high a price for unlimited 
freedom of information. 

In considering the Mexican proposal it was 
therefore important to take account of the in
equaHty of the means which the various countries 
had at their disposal for collecting and distribut
ing information. Some States had powerful infor
mation agencies, while others had only very 
limited means in that field. Some countries were 
consequently at a disadvantage in comparison to 
others. That situation would continue to exist 
as long as information agencies did not enjoy in
ternational status. 

Mrs. Figueroa thought that the fears expressed 
by certain delegations that the Mexican proposal 
might lead to war propaganda were exaggerated. 
The text of the articles adopted by the Committee 
at the 197th meeting contained restrictions which 
made it difficult to apply the right of correction. 
In order to establish that right effectively, the 
responsibilities of information agencies and corre
spondents should be made perfectly clear, so that 
the latter would realize that they were obliged 
to issue any corrections communicated to them. 
The knowledge of that responsibility. would, in 
her opinion, suffice to induce information agencies 
and correspondents to ensure the accuracy and 
objectivity of the information they transmitted 
and thereby obviate the danger of any abuse of 
the right of correction. 

The Chilean delegation therefore supported the 
principle of the Mexican proposal, but felt that 
its form should be improved, and would conse
quently abstain from voting if the text were put 
to the vote in its existing form. 

Mr. ZAYDiN (Cuba) stated that his delegation 
supported the point of view put forward in the 
Mexican proposal. Its principle was unchallenge
able. Mr. Zaydin stressed, however, that the place 
for the publication of corrections was in the Press 
of the country in which the erroneous information 
had appeared ; the publication of a correction in 
the Press of the country concerned was of minor 
importance. The Mexican proposal was not ex
plicit on that point, and even seemed to affirm that 
the correction should be published in the country 
in which the news dispatch requiring correction 
originated. 

On the other hand, since the convention was to 
have force of law for the signatory States, it was 
understood that Governments could undertake to 
sign that document only if it conformed to their 
national legislation. In view of the difficulties 
raised by some representatives in connexion with 
the Mexican proposal, Mr. Zaydin would sup
port the solution proposed by the representative 
of France: the idea advanced by the Mexican 
delegation should be reintroduced in the form 
of a recommendation calling upon States to study 
the possibility of making appropri.ate changes 
in their national legislation. 

Mrs. RAY (India) associated herself with the 
view expressed by the representative of Saudi 
Arabia. In an attempt to reach a compromise, 
she suggested that the Mexican proposal should 
be amended by deleting the words : "in accordance 
with their laws and regulations" at the beginning 
of the text, and further on the words "accept 
and"; and by replacing the words "corrections 
communicated" near the end of the text by the 

laquelle le prix qu'il faut payer pour la liberte 
sans controle de !'information est trop eleve pour 
les petits pays. 

En envisageant la proposition du Mexique, ii 
est done important de tenir compte de l'inegalite 
existant entre les moyens dont disposent les divers 
pays pour rassembler et diffuser les informations. 
Certains Etats ont de puissantes entreprises d'in
formation tandis que d'autres ont clans ce domaine 
des moyens tres limites. Certains pays sont done 
desavantages par rapport a d'autres, et cette 
situation se prolongera aussi longtemps qtte les 
entreprises d'information ne jouiront pas d'un 
statut international. 

Mme Figueroa pense que les craintes exprimees 
par certaines delegations, selon lesquelles la pro
position du Mexique risque de conduire a une 
propagande de guerre, sont exagerees. Le texte des 
articles adoptes par la Commission a la 197eme 
seance contient des restrictions qui rendent le 
droit de rectification d'un usage difficile. Pour 
fixer ce droit d'une maniere effective, ii faut etablir 
nettement la responsabilite des entreprises d'infor
mation et des correspondants afin que ceux-ci 
se sachent obliges de transmettre les communiques 
qui leur seraient remis aux fins de rectification. 
La conscience de cette responsabilite suffirait alors, 
de l'avis de Mme Figueroa, pour amener les entre
prises d'information et les correspondants a veiller 
a l'exactitude et a l'objectivite des informations 
qu'ils transmettent et a ecarter ainsi le risque d'un 
abus du droit de rectification. 

La delegation du Chili appuie done le principe 
dont s'inspire le texte propose par le Mexique, 
mais elle souhaiterait que la forme en soit amelio
ree et, en consequence, s'abstiendra si le texte 
actuel est mis aux voix. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) declare que sa delegation 
appuie le point de vue exprime clans la proposition 
du Mexique. Le principe en est indiscutable. 
M. Zaydin souligne toutefois que la publication de 
la rectification doit avoir lieu clans la presse du 
pays ou a ete publiee la nouvelle erronee; la publi
cation de la rectification clans la presse du pays en 
cause n'offrirait, en effet, que peu d'interet. Or, 
sur ce point, la proposition du Mexique n'est pas 
claire; elle semble meme affirmer que la rectifica
tion doit etre publiee clans le pays ou a pris nais
sance la nouvelle a rectifier. 

D'autre part, etant donne que la convention 
est appelee a prendre force de loi pour les pays 
signataires, on comprend que les gouvernements 
ne puissent s'engager a signer ce document que 
s'il est conforme a leur legislation nationale. En 
raison des difficultes soulevees par certains repre
sentants a propos de la proposition du Mexique, 
M. Zaydin serait partisan de la solution proposee 
par le representant de la France : ii faudrait repren
dre l'idee exprimee par le Mexique, sous forme 
de recommandation, en invitant les Etats a etu
dier la possibilite de modifier en consequence leur 
legislation nationale. 

Mme RAY (Incle) se rallie a l' opinion exprimee 
par le representant de l' Arabie saoudite. Elle pro
pose, en vue d'essayer d'aboutir a un compromis, 
d'amender le projet du Mexique en supprimant, 
au debut du texte, les mots: "conformement a 
leurs lois et reglements", en rempla<;ant, plus loin, 
les mots: "accepteront de publier" par: "publie
ront", et en disant a la fin du texte, au lieu de: 
"toutes les corrections", "tout communique con-
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phrase "communique in respect of dispatches 
for which they were originally responsible re
mitted". 

She suggested that the word "communique" 
should be used in preference to "corrections" 
which appeared to present some difficulty for the 
United States representative. 

She thought that the Committee could not fail 
to consider the Mexican proposal if it wished to 
safeguard the peoples' right to freedom of infor
mation. 

Mr. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) re
called that from the beginning of the discussion 
on the convention his delegation had defended 
the principle of the responsibility of information 
agencies and correspondents. He shared the view 
of many delegations which had emphasized that 
the position of their countries was not on a par 
with that of other countries which had power
ful means at their disposal for the gathering and 
distribution of news. 

The Colombian delegation had defended the 
right of correction despite the fact that Colombia's 
laws fully guaranteed the principle of freedom 
of the Press, but it felt that it was necessary to 
go further and establish the obligation of corres
pondents and information agencies to transmit 
the corrections communicated by the States con
cerned. 

While he supported the principle of the Mexican 
proposal, Mr. Gonzalez Fernandez pointed out 
that, in his view, it affected only the cases men
tioned in the three artides which had been 
adopted. He could not see how it could be 
extended to apply to other cases for purposes 
of political propaganda. 

He would like the representative of Mexico to 
alter the form of his proposal in the light of 
the remarks made in the course of the discussion. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) said he was prepared 
to accept the changes which the delegations of 
Lebanon and India wished to make in his pro
posal. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that, in accordance with 
the procedure adopted by the Committee, only 
amendments which did not affect the substance 
of the Mexican proposal could be considered. 

He then read the Mexican proposal in its 
amended form (A/C.3/470/Rev.1), as follows: 

"The Contracting States agree to take measures 
to ensure that their information agencies and 
correspondents distribute through their customary 
ohannels any communiqu,e in respect of dis
patches for which they were originally respon
sible remitted to them by the Contracting State 
directly concerned and in whose territory the 
news dispatch requiring correction originated." 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon), speaking on a point 
of order, said that in his opinion, the amend
ment he had proposed suggesting the wording, 
"to encourage information agencies . . . to dis
tribute", affected only the form and not the sub
stance of the Mexican proposal. 

The meeting rose at 1 .40 p.m. 

cernant des informations dont ils ont la respon
sabilite initiate". 

Elle propose d'employer le mot: "communique" 
de preference a "corrections", car ce dernier terme 
semble presenter des difficultes pour la represen
tante des Etats-Unis. 

Mme Ray estime indispensable que la Commis
sion prenne en consideration la proposition du 
Mexique si elle veut garantir le droit des peuples 
a la liberte de !'information. 

M. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) rappelle 
que, depuis le debut de la discussion sur la conven
tion, sa delegation a defendu le principe de la 
responsabilite des entreprises d'information et 
des correspondants. Il partage le point de vue 
exprime par de nombreuses delegations qui ont 
souligne la situation d'inegalite clans laquelle se 
trouvent leurs pays par rapport a d'autres pays 
qui disposent de puissants moyens pour rassem
bler et diffuser les informations. 

La delegation de la Colombie a defendu le droit 
de rectification, bien que la legislation colombienne 
consacre entierement le principe de la liberte de 
la presse. Mais elle estime qu'il faut aller plus loin 
et etablir !'obligation pour les correspondants et 
les entreprises d'information de transmettre les 
corrections communiquees par les Etats inte
resses. 

Tout en appuyant le principe contenu dans 
l'amendement du Mexique, M. Gonzalez Fer
nandez precise que ce dernier ne porte, a 
son avis, que sur les cas vises dans les trois articles 
deja adoptes. II n'envisage pas que l'on pourrait 
etendre !'application de ce principe a d'autres cas, 
a des fins de propagande politique. 

II souhaiterait que le representant du Mexique 
modifiat la forme de sa proposition pour tenir 
compte des observations presentees au cours du 
debat. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) declare qu'il est pret a 
accepter les changements que les delegations du 
Liban et de l'Inde desirent apporter a sa proposi
tion. 

Le PRESIDENT souligne que, conformement a la 
procedure adoptee par la Commission, seuls les 
amendements qui n'affectent pas le fond de la 
proposition du Mexique sont recevables. 

Il donne lecture de la proposition du Mexique 
telle qu'elle a ete amendee (A/C.3/470/Rev.1): 

"Les Etats contractants s'engagent a prendre 
des mesures pour faire en sorte que leurs entre
prises d'information et leurs correspondants trans
mettent par leurs moyens d'information habituels 
tout communique concernant des informations 
dont ils ont la responsabilite initiate, remis par 
l'Etat contractant directement interesse et sur le 
territoire duquel a pris naissance la nouvelle a 
rectifier." 

M. AzKOUL (Liban), intervenant sur une ques
tion d'ordre, fait observer que, a son avis, l'amen
dement qu'il avait propose, tendant a dire: "pour 
encourager leurs entreprises d'information . . . a 
transmettre", n'affecte que la forme et non le fond 
de la proposition du Mexique. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 40. 
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134. Freedom of information: report 
of the Economic and Social Coun
cil ( A/ 631) (continued) 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) ( CON
TINUED) 

Mr. PA YSSE REYES (Uruguay), speaking on a 
point of order, regretted that he had been absent 
at the time of the vote on the French proposal to 
combine the first two draft conventions. He wished 
to point out that he was in favour of that proposal. 

Additional article proposed uy Mexico ( A/C.3 / 
470/Rev.1) (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN announced that all discussion 
on the additional article proposed by Mexico 
(A/C.3/470/Rev.1) was closed. He called for a 
vote. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) maintained the opinion 
he had expressed at the 198th meeting that his pro
posal to replace the words "to ensure" by "to en
courage", which had been accepted by the Mexican 
representative, was not a question of substance. 

He therefore challenged the Chairman's ruling 
that the amendment was out of order. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) said that the 
point made by the representative of Lebanon might 
be met by taking a separate vote on the words "to 
ensure". 

Mr. TF:RROG (France) explained that he would 
vote against the additional article proposed by 
Mexico. not because he was against the principle 
it expressed, but because he wished the conven
tion to be acceptable to as many delegations as pos
sible. Since some delegations had stated that the 
adoption of the Mexican proposal would make it 
impossible for them to adhere to the convention, he 
would vote against the proposal. Nevertheless, in 
order to retain the principle expressed in that pro
posal, his delegation would submit a draft resolu
tion incorporating its ideas. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the draft resolution 
to be submitted by the French delegation would be 
discussed when the consideration of the combined 
text of the first two draft conventions had been 
completed. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) did not think that com
ments which might influence the vote should be 
made after the closure of the discussion. The Mex
ican proposal had been submitted in order to pro
mote the interests of true freedom of information. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he would put the 
Mexican proposal to the vote in parts in order to 

CENT QUATRE-VINGT-DIX
NEUVIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le vendredi 22 avril 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

134. Liberte de l'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) 

M. PA YSSE REYES (Uruguay), parlant sur une 
question d' ordre, regrette de ne pas avoir ete 
present lors du vote sur la proposition de la 
France qui tendait a fondre les deux premiers 
projets de convention en un seul. I1 desire signaler 
qu'il est en faveur de cette proposition. 
Article additionnel propose par la delegation du 

Mexique (A/C.3/470/Rev.1) (suite) 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que toute discussion sur 
l'article additionnel propose par le Mexique ( A/ 
C.3/470/Rev.l) est close. I1 invite la Commission 
a passer au vote. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) maintient !'opinion qu'il 
a exprimee a la l 98eme seance selon laquelle sa 
proposition qui tend a dire: "pour encourager leurs 
entreprises d'information et leurs correspondants 
a transmettre" au lieu de: ''pour faire en sorte 
que", proposition acceptee par le representant du 
Mexique, ne porte sur le fond de l'article. 

Il conteste done la decision du President selon 
laquelle son amendement serait irrecevable. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) pense que l'on 
pourrait ecarter !'objection du representant du 
Liban en mettant aux voix separement les mots 
"pour faire en sorte". 

M. TERROU (France) declare qu'il votera contre 
l'article additionnel propose par le Mexique, non 
parce qu'il est oppose au principe qui y est enonce, 
mais parce qu'il tient a ce que la convention soit 
acceptable pour le plus grand nombre possible de 
delegations. Etant donne que certains represen
tants ont declare que !'adoption de la proposition 
du Mexique les empecherait d'adherer a la con
vention, le representant de la France votera contre 
cette proposition. Toutefois, afin de retenir le prin
cipe qui y est expose, sa delegation presentera un 
projet de resolution contenant les memes idees. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que le projet de resolu
tion qui serait presente par la delegation de la 
France sera examine lorsque la Commission aura 
termine l'etude du texte resultant de la fusion des 
deux premiers projets de convention. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) pense que des obser
vations de nature a influencer le vote ne devraient 
pas etre presentees apres la cloture de la discussion. 
Le representant du Mexique a soumis sa proposi
tion en vue de favoriser la veritable Iiberte de I'in
formation. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, pour repondre a la 
demande du representant de 1' Arabie saoudite, il 
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meet the request made by the representative of 
Saudi Arabia. 

He called for a vote on the first part of the text, 
which read as follows : "The Contracting States 
agree to take measures ... " 

That text was not adopted, 21 votes being cast 
in favour and 21 against, with 5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the words "to 
ensure". 

That text was rejected by 23 votes to 17, with 
6 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the remainder 
of the text, beginning with the words "that their 
information agencies". 

That text was rejected by 24 votes to 19, with 
6 abstentions. 

The whole of the additional article proposed by 
Mexico was therefore rejected. 
Article 11 1 

The CHAIRMAN opened discussion on article 11 
of the first draft convention ( E/1065). No amend
ments had been submitted. 

At the suggestion of Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon), 
supported by Mr. KAYSER (France), it was agreed 
that the words des dispositions derogeant should 
be placed before instead of after the phrase dans 
une mesure strictement limitee par Les exigences de 
la situation in the French text. The change did 
not affect the English text. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) raised the question of the 
Spanish translation and, after some discussion, he 
said he would vote in favour of the English and 
French texts, on the understanding that a satisfac
tory Spanish translation would be prepared. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Spanish
speaking representatives should consider the Span
ish text of each article as it ,vas adopted and, if 
necessary, make drafting changes. In that way the 
Committee would be able to submit the draft con
ventions to the Assembly with authentic texts in 
three languages. 

He called for a vote on article 11. 

Article 11 was adopted by 38 votes to 6. 

Articles 12,2 13,3 14,4 and 165 

The CHAIRMAN said that recapitulations of 
amendments to the basic text (E/1065) were to 
be found in documents A/C.3/429, A/C.3/444, 
A/C.3/445 and A/C.3/469. He called for general 
discussion on all the procedural articles. 

Mr. INGEBRETSEN (Norway) said that his 
delegation had introduced amendments (A/C.3/ 
429) because it considered that the wording of the 
procedural articles should, as far as possible, be 
the same for all the conventions on freedom of in
formation. The three draft conventions had each 
been developed from original drafts submitted by 
different authors at the United Nations Confer
ence on Freedom of Information. It could be noted 
that the wording for the procedural articles of the 
first draft convention was different from that of 
the other two. His delegation preferred the word-

' Article XIII in the final text (A/C.3/496). 
• Article XV, paragraph 2 in the final text (A/C.3/ 

496). 
• Article XVI in the final text. 
• Article XVII in the final text. 
• Article XIX, paragraph l in the final text. 

sera procede au vote par division sur la proposi
tion du Mexique. 

Il met aux voix la premiere partie du texte qui 
se lit comme suit: "Les Etats contractants s'enga
gent a prendre des mesures ... " 

Il y a 21 voix pour, 21 voix contre et 5 absten
tions. Ce texte n'est pas adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix les mots: "pour 
faire en sorte". 

Par 23 voix contre 17, avec 6 abstentions, ce 
texte est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le reste du tex:te, 
commenr;ant par les mots: "que leurs entreprises 
d'information". 

Par 24 voix contre 19, avec 6 abstentions, ce 
texte est rejete. 

L'ensemble de l'article additionnel propose par 
le Mexique est done rejete. 

Article 11 1 

Le PRESIDENT ouvre la discussion sur l'article 
11 du premier projet de convention (E/1065) et 
signale que ce texte ne fait l'objet d'aucun amende
ment. 

Sur la proposition de M. AzKOUL (Liban), 
appuye par M. KAYSER (France), la Commission 
decide que les mots: "des dispositions derogeant" 
seront places avant et non apres le membre de 
phrase: "clans une mesure strictement limitee par 
les exigences de la situation". Cette modification 
n'affecte pas le texte anglais. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) souleve la question de la 
traduction espagnole et declare, apres une breve 
discussion, qu'il votera en faveur des textes anglais 
et fram;ais, etant entendu qu'une traduction satis
faisante sera etablie en espagnol. 

Le PRESIDENT suggere que les representants de 
langue espagnole etudient le texte espagnol de 
chaque article tel qu'il a ete adopte et y apportent, 
s'il y a lieu, des modifications de redaction. De 
cette fac;on, la Commission sera en mesure de sou
mettre a l' Assemblee generate les projets de con
vention dont le texte fera foi dans les trois langues. 

II met aux voix l'article 11. 

Par 38 voix contre 6, l' article 11 est adopte. 

Articles 122, 133, 144 et 165 

Le PRESIDENT declare que les amendements au 
texte de base (E/1065) figurent sous les cotes 
A/C.3/429, A/C.3/444, A/C.3/445 et A/C.3/469. 
II ouvre la discussion generate sur tous les articles 
portant sur la procedure. 

M. INGEBRETSEN (Novege) declare que sa dele
gation a presente des amendements (A/C.3/429) 
parce qu'elle considere que, clans toutes les con
ventions relatives a la liberte de !'information, les 
articles de procedure devraient, autant que pos
sible, etre rediges de la meme fac;on. Les trois 
projets de convention ont chacun ete etablis sur 
la base de projets qui avaient ete presentes par 
divers auteurs a la Conference des Nations Unies 
sur la liberte de !'information. On peut remarquer 
que la redaction des articles de procedure du pre
mier projet de convention est differente de celle 

1 Article XIII dans le tete definitif (A/C.3/496). 
2 Article XV, paragraphe 2, dans le texte definitif 

(A/C.3/496). 
3 Article XVI, dans le texte definitif. 
• Article XVII, dans le texte definitif. 
• Article XIX, paragraphe l dans le texte definitif. 
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ing used in the second and third draft conventions. 
Since it had been decided that the first two should 
be merged into one, the Committee should decide 
which wording it preferred for the procedural 
articles. 

The text his delegation was proposing for article 
12 was intended to replace articles 12 and 13 of 
the basic text (E/1065). Instead of two articles, 
one on ratification and the other on accession, he 
thought it better to have a single article, specifying 
which States were entitled to accede to the conven
tion. 

The text his delegation was proposing for arti
cle 13 simply specified that the convention should 
come into force on the thirtieth day after the 
date of the deposit of the second instrument of 
accession. The text of that article was taken direct 
from article 11 of the third draft convention, that 
on freedom of information. Article 14 of his dele
gation's amendments provided for denunciation 
but did not contain any provision as to how long 
the convention should remain in force. In his opin
ion, it was unusual, and therefore undesirable, to 
include a provision to the effect that the conven
tion should remain in force indefinitely, as was the 
case in article 16 of the first draft convention. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) presented his amendment 
(A/C.3/430) to article 16 of the draft convention. 
That amendment was self-explanatory; its only 
purpose was to improve and clarify the original 
text. He called attention to the fact that the word 
"said" in the phrase "At the expiry of the said 
period'' should be deleted. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) pointed out that the 
original text of article 12 contained the words 
"States signatory hereto". Those words were not 
to be found in the Norwegian amendment to that 
article. He inquired whether there were any sound 
legal reasons for omitting the usual ceremony of 
signing the convention. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) inquired whether the Nor
wegian proposal which provided only for acces
sion meant that the United Nations would not re
quire an instrument of ratification from signatory 
States. He pointed out that the constitutions of 
many States called for ratification of international 
agreements by national legislatures. 

Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) replied that if 
the Norwegian proposal for article 12 (A/C.3/ 
429) providing only for the procedure of acces
sion, were adopted, the various States would still 
have to conform to their usual constitutional pro
cedures before they could accede to the convention. 
Accession alone was legally adequate, and had 
been used by the General Assembly in the case of 
the Convention on Privileges and Immunities of 
the United Nations. 

A precedent for the use of signatories and rati
fication, on the other hand, was provided by the 
Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of 
the Crime of Genocide.1 Both methods were quite 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Part I, Resolutions, No. 260 A (III). 

des deux autres. Sa delegation prefere le libelle 
employe clans les deuxieme et troisieme projets 
de convention. Comme la Commission s' est pro
noncee en faveur de la fusion des deux premiers 
projets, elle devra decider du texte qu'elle prefere 
pour les articles de procedure. 

Le texte que sa delegation propose pour l'article 
12 vise a remplacer les dispositions des articles 12 
et 13 du document de base (E/1065). Le repre
sentant de la N orvege pense qu'au lieu de deux 
articles - l'un sur la ratification et l'autre sur 
!'adhesion - il serait preferable de n'avoir qu'un 
seul article indiquant quels sont les Etats qui sont 
autorises a adherer a la convention. 

Le texte que sa delegation propose pour l'article 
13 stipule simplement que la convention entrera en 
vigueur trente jours apres la date du depot du 
second instrument d'adhesion. Le texte de cet 
article est directement emprunte a l'article 11 du 
troisieme projet de convention, projet relatif a la 
liberte de l'information. Le texte de !'article 14 
propose par la N orvege prevoit la denonciation 
de la convention, mais ne contient aucune dispo
sition touchant la periode pendant laquelle elle 
restera en vigueur. A son avis, il est contraire a 
l'usage et, par consequent, peu souhaitable d'in
clure une disposition indiquant que la convention 
restera en vigueur indefiniment, comme le prevoit 
!'article 16 du premier projet de convention. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) presente son amende
ment (A/C.3/430) a !'article 16 du projet de con
vention. Le sens de cet amendement est clair; il 
ne vise qu'a ameliorer le texte initial et a le rendre 
plus precis. 11 appelle l'attention sur le fait qu'il 
convient rle supprimer, clans le texte anglais, le 
mot said dans la phra1:,e At the expiry of the said 
period. 

M. JocKEL (Australie) fait remarquer que le 
texte initial de !'article 12 contient les mots "Etats 
signataires". Or, ces mots ne figurent pas dans 
l'amendement que propose d'apporter a cet article 
la delegation de la N orvege. Le representant de 
I' Australie demande s'il existe quelque bonne rai
son legale de supprimer la ceremonie d'usage de 
signature de la convention. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) demande si la proposition de 
la N orvege, qui ne prevoit que !'adhesion, signifie 
que !'Organisation des Nations Unies n'exigera 
pas des Etats signataires un instrument de ratifi
cation. 11 fait remarquer que les constitutions 
de nombreux Etats exigent que les accords inter
nationaux soient ratifies par les corps legislatifs 
des Etats en question. 

M. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) repond que meme 
si l' on adoptait la proposition de la N orvege rela
tive a l'article 12 (A/C.3/429), proposition qui ne 
prevoit que la procedure d'adhesion, les divers 
Etats devraient se conformer awe dispositions pre
vues par leur constitution pour pouvoir adherer a 
la convention. Du point de vue juridique, le fait 
meme de !'adhesion suffit et c'est bien a ce point 
de vue que s'est placee l'Assemblee generate a 
propos de la Convention sur les privileges et im
munites des Nations Unies. 

Par contre, la Convention pour la prevention et 
la repression du crime de genocide1 constitue un 
precedent de I'emploi de la methode de la signature 
suivie de ratification. Les deux methodes sont par-

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session de 
l'Asscmblee generale, premiere partie, Resolution, No 260 
A (III). 
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legal ; both permitted each State to conform to its 
usual constitutional procedure ; either or both 
could be prescribed in :the draft convention under 
discussion. 

It was for the Committee to decide whether or 
not it wished to provide for the process of signa
ture and ratification which was not included in the 
Norwegian proposal. 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) remarked 
that his delegation would prefer to retain the pro
cedure of signature and ratification, both because 
of the moral value of the ceremony involved and 
because that procedure might be easier for some 
Governments to follow. 

He suggested that the procedural details which 
had to be included in the draft convention would 
be covered if the Committee adopted the original 
article 12 of that convention, to be followed by 
articles 10 and 11 of the draft convention on free
dom of information ( which would then become 
articles 13 and 14) and by article 16 of the first 
draft convention. The first of those articles would 
provide for ratification by the signatory States, the 
second for accession by other States, the third for 
bringing the convention into force and the fourth 
for denunciation. Once minor changes had been 
made, those four articles would adequately cover 
the situation. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) and Mr. ZAYDIN 
(Cuba) were in favour of retaining the procedure 
of signature and ratification and supported the 
proposal of the United Kingdom representative. 

Mr. THEODOROPOULOS (Greece) also supported 
the United Kingdom proposal, with the sole dif
ference that he found article 14 of the first draft 
convention preferable to article 11 of the draft 
convention on freedom of information, inasmuch 
as the latter contained no mention of ratification 
but spoke only of accession. 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) entirely agreed with 
the Greek representative. He called attention to 
the fact that the procedure of ratification was pro
vided for in the constitutions of many countries, 
whereas accession was not. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) remarked that the Norwegian proposal 
for article 12 ignored the established principle that 
all Members of the United Nations were free to 
adhere to any United Nations convention and re
placed it by a new principle which appeared dis
criminatory and which might set an undesirable 
precedent. Under that proposal, a State which had 
not been invited to the United Nations Confer
ence on Freedom of Information would have to 
wait for a special decision by the General Assem
bly before it could accede to the convention, even 
though it was a Member of the United Nations. 

He was unable to support such a proposal. 

Mr. FREE (United States of America) thought 
that the USSR representative's point was valid; 

faitement legales; toutes les deux permettent awe 
Etats de se conformer a leur procedure constitu
tionnelle habituelle. Le projet de convention qui 
fait l'objet de la presente discussion peut prescrire 
l'une ou l'autre, ou les deux. 

II appartient a la Commission de decider si elle 
desire ou non que soit etabli le processus de la 
signature suivie de la ratification, lequel ne figure 
pas clans la proposition de la N orvege. 

M. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer 
que sa delegation prefererait que l'on garde la 
procedure de la signature suivie de ratification, a 
la fois en raison de la valeur morale de la cere
monie qu'elle implique, et parce que cette proce
dure pourrait etre plus simple a suivre pour cer
tains gouvernements. 

A son avis, tous les details de la procedure a 
suivre qui doivent etre indiques dans le projet de 
convention le seraient si la Commission adoptait 
!'article 12 initial de cette convention, le faisait 
suivre des articles 10 et 11 du projet de convention 
relatif a la liberte de l'information ( qui devien
draient alors les articles 13 et 14), puis de l'article 
16 du premier projet de convention. Le premier 
de ces articles prevoirait la ratification par les 
Etats siguataires ; le deuxieme l'adhesion par les 
autres Etats; le troisieme la mise en vigueur de 
la convention et le quatrieme sa denonciation. 
Une fois que des modifications de faible importance 
auraient ete apportees, ces quatre articles repon
draient a tous les aspects de la situation. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) et M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) 
se declarent favorables au maintien de la procedure 
de la signature suivie de ratification, et appuient 
la proposition du representant du Royaume-Uni. 

M. THEODOROPOULOS (Grece) donne egalement 
son appui a la proposition du Royaume-Uni, avec 
la seule difference qu'il juge l'article 14 du premier 
projet de convention preferable a l'article 11 du 
projet de convention relatif a la liberte de !'infor
mation, car clans ce dernier ii n'est pas question 
de ratification, mais seulement d'adhesion. 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) se rallie entierement 
aux vues du representant de la Grece. II appelle 
l'attention sur le fait que la procedure de ratifica
tion est prevue par les constitutions de nombreux 
pays, tandis que la procedure d'adhesion ne l'est 
pas. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) fait observer que la proposition 
de la Norvege relative a l'artide 12 ne tient pas 
compte du principe etabli suivant lequel tous les 
Membres de l'Organisation des Nations Unies sont 
libres d'adherer a toute convention de l'Organisa
tion des Nations U nies, et le rem place par un nou
veau principe qui parait discriminatoire, et qui 
pourrait etablir un precedent peu souhaitable. Aux 
termes de cette proposition, un Etat qui n'a pas 
ete invite a la Conference des Nations Unies sur 
la liberte de l'information devrait, meme s'il est 
Membre de l'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
attendre une decision speciale de l' Assemblee gene
rale pour pouvoir adherer a la convention. 

Le representant de l'URSS ne peut done don
ner son appui a un telle proposition. 

M. FREE (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) estime que 
!'argument souleve par le representant de l'URSS 
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although all Members of the United Nations had 
been invited to the Conference, the provision to 
which Mr. Tsarapkin had taken exception would 
not apply to States which had become Members of 
the United Nations after March and April 1948, 
when the Conference had been held. To meet that 
point, it would be sufficient to insert in the Nor
wegian proposal for article 12 ( which is identi
cal with article 10 of the draft convention on free
dom of information) some mention of all M em
bers of the United Nations. 

He too preferred to include in the draft con
vention a provision for signature and ratification. 
He warmly supported the United Kingdom pro
posal, which, he felt, would bring order out of 
chaos. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) said that States which 
were not Members of the United Nations and 
which had not been invited to the Conference 
should not be allowed to accede to the convention 
without a previous decision by the General Assem
bly ; that would prevent accession by countries 
with which some of the United Nations Members 
had no diplomatic relations. 

As the Committee was faced with several pro
posals, he thought it would be simpler to proceed 
article by article. 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that the Norwegian amendments (A/C.3/429) 
might be divided into two parts: first, the various 
procedures involved in putting the convention into 
force; secondly, the use of wording taken from the 
draft convention on freedom of information with 
a view to standardizing the two conventions. 

Thus, only four basic questions were at issue: 
first, whether the provision for ratification and 
accession by both the signatory States and the 
States invited to the United Nations Conference 
on Freedom of Information should be adopted ; 
secondly, whether the General Assembly should 
decide upon the eligibility of acceding States; 
thirdly, the number of acceding States required for 
the convention to come into force; and, fourthly, 
whether the provision that the Secretary-General 
should notify the States concerned of deposits of 
instruments of ratification or accession should be 
placed in a final article. 

Those questions would be clarified by the vote 
on principle. 

Mr. FREE (United States of America) agreed. 
The decision on principle could be taken without 
specific reference to any article. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to vote on 
the principle of retaining the procedure of signa
ture and ratification. 

That principle was adopted by 31 votes to 2, 
'luith 7 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN explained the choice before the 
Committee with regard to articles 12, 13, 14 and 

est bien fonde; bien que tous les Membres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies aient ete invites 
a la Conference, la disposition qui a souleve l'ob
jection de M. Tsarapkine ne s'appliquerait pas aux 
Etats qui sont devenus Membres de l'Organisation 
apres mars et avril 1948, epoque a laquelle s'est 
tenue la Conference. Mais pour repondre a cette 
objection, il suffirait que mention de tousles Mem
bres de !'Organisation des Nations Unies soit faite 
clans la proposition de la N orvege relative a !'ar
ticle 12 ( article qui est identique a !'article 10 du 
projet de convention relatif a la liberte de !'infor
mation). 

M. Free prefere lui aussi que soit inseree clans le 
projet de convention une disposition prevoyant 
la signature et la ratification. Il appuie fermement 
la proposition du Royaume-Uni qu'il estime de 
nature a faire sortir l'ordre du chaos. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) declare que les Etats 
qui ne sont pas membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies et qui n'ont pas ete. invites a la 
Conference ne devraient pas etre autorises a adhe
rer a la convention sans decision prealable de I' As
semblee generale; cela permettrait d' eviter que 
des pays avec lesquels certains Membres de !'Or
ganisation n'ont pas de relations diplomatiques 
puissent adherer a cette convention. 

Etant donne que la Commission se trouve en 
presence de plusieurs propositions, M. Noriega 
estime qu'il serait plus simple de proceder article 
par article. 

M. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer 
que les amendements presentes par la N orvege 
( A/C.3/429) peuvent etre divises en deux parties: 
les premiers portent sur diverses etapes de proce
dure qu'implique la mise en vigueur de la conven
tion; les seconds, sur !'utilisation du langage 
employe clans le projet de convention relatif a 
la liberte de !'information, afin de donner aux deux 
conventions une redaction uniforme. 

Ainsi, la question peut se ramener a quatre 
points principaux: en premier lieu, convient-il 
d'adopter la disposition qui prevoit la ratification 
et !'adhesion, tant par les Etats signataires que 
par les Etats invites a la Conference des Nations 
Unies sur la liberte de !'information? Deuxieme
ment, I' Assemblee generale doit-elle decider si 
les Etats ont qualite pour adherer? Troisiemement, 
quel serait le nombre d'adhesions necessaire pour 
que la convention entre en viguoor? Quatrieme
ment, convient-il de faire figurer dans un article 
final la disposition suivant laquelle le Secretaire 
general doit notifier aux Etats interesses le depot 
des instruments de ratification ou d'adhesion? 

Un vote sur le principe permettrait de faire la 
lumiere sur ces points. 

M. FREE (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) se rallie a 
cette opinion. On peut prendre une decision sur 
le principe sans specifier aucun article. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la question de 
principe du maintien de la procedure de signature 
et de ratification. 

Par 31 voi:r contre 2, avec 7 abstentions, ce 
principe est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT explique quelles sont les alterna
tives qui s'offrent a la Commission en ce qui con-
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16. The various texts were to be found in the 
Norwegian amendments (A/C.3/429); in certain 
articles from the convention on freedom of infor
mation (E/1065), as suggested by the United 
Kingdom representaitive, some of those being iden
tical with the Norwegian amendments ; and in arti
cles from the original text. There was also the 
original text itself ( E/1065). 

Thus, for article 12, the alternatives were the 
original text and the Norwegian proposal for its 
deletion. For article 13, the choice lay between the 
original text, the United Kingdom representative's 
proposal for its substitution by article 10 of the 
convention on freedom of information, and the 
Norwegian amendment. For article 14, the Com
mittee might retain the original text, adopt the 
United Kingdom representative's proposal to use 
article 11 of the draft convention on freedom of 
information, or the Norwegian amendment. With 
regard to article 16, the alternatives were the 
original text or the Norwegian amendment. The 
Norwegian delegation had proposed a supplemen
tary article (A/C.3/429, article 16). 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) observed that 
the final articles contained no provision for the 
drafting of the convention in all the official lan
guages, as was usual in United Nations instru
ments. Uniformity of terminology in all those 
languages was essential, particularly as the discus
sions in the Third Committee had drawn attention 
to discrepancies in translation on several occasions. 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) proposed that 
the last part of article 12, beginning with the 
words "who shall notify", should be deleted in 
view of the fact that such notification had been 
provided in the additional article proposed by the 
Norwegian delegation. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United 
Kingdom amendment proposing that deletion. 

The amendment was adopted by 14 votes to 4, 
with 22 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the orig
inal text of article 12,1 as amended. 

Article 12, as amended, was adopted by 34 votes 
to none, with 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN placed article 132 before the 
Committee. He pointed out that the text of article 
10 of the convention on freedom of information, 
proposed by the United Kingdom delegation, was 
identical with the Norwegian amendment ( A/ 
C.3/429, article 12). 

Mr. FREE (United States of America) thought 
that the objections raised by the representative of 
the USSR could be met if the words "to all States 
Members of the United Nations" were inserted 

1 Article XV, paragraph 2 in the final text (A/C.3/ 
496). 

• Article XVI in the final text (A/C.3/496). 

ceme Jes articles 12, 13, 14 et 16. Les textes entre 
lesquels elle aura a choisir se trouvent clans les 
amendements presentes par la Norvege (A/C.3/ 
429), dans certains articles du projet de conven
tion relatif a la liberte de !'information (E/1065), 
conformement a la suggestion du representant 
du Royaume-Uni, dont quelques-uns sont iden
tiques aux amendements de la N orvege, et dans 
certains articles du texte primitif. I1 y a en outre le 
texte du projet initial lui-meme (E/1065). 

Ainsi, en ce qui concerne l'article 12, on a le 
choix entre le texte primitif et la proposition de 
la Norvege tendant a sa suppression. Pour ce qui 
est de !'article 13, on peut choisir entre le texte 
initial, la proposition du representant du Royaume
Uni visant a y substituer !'article 10 du projet de 
convention relatif a la liberte de !'information, et 
l'amendement de la N orvege. En ce qui concerne 
!'article 14, la Commission peut conserver le texte 
initial, accepter d'utiliser le texte de !'article 11 du 
projet de convention relatif a la liberte de l'infor
mation, comme le propose le representant du 
Royaume-Uni, ou adopter l'amendement de la 
Norvege. Concemant !'article 16, la Commission 
a le choix entre le texte primitif et l'amendement 
de la N orvege. La delegation de la N orvege a 
egalement propose l'insertion d'un article addi
tionnel (A/C.3/429, article 16). 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) fait observer 
que les derniers articles du texte ne contiennent 
pas de clause prevoyant que la convention sera 
redigee dans toutes les langues officielles, comme 
ii est coutume de le faire dans les instruments de 
}'Organisation des Nations Unies. I1 est essentiel 
d'assurer une terminologie uniforme clans toutes 
ces langues, d'autant plus qu'on a, au cours des 
debats de la Troisieme Commission, signale a 
plusieurs reprises des divergences entre les tra
ductions. 

M. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) propose de sup
primer la derniere partie de l'article 12 a partir 
des mots "qui notifiera"; en effet, cette notification 
est prevue aux termes de !'article que la delegation 
de la Norvege propose d'ajouter. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement du 
Royaume-Uni tendant a supprimer cette partie de 
!'article. 

Par 14 voix contre 4, avec 22 abstentions, 
l'mnendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le texte initial de 
!'article 121, ainsi amende. 

Par 34 voix contre zero, avec 8 abstentions, 
!'article 12 ainsi amende est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT soumet a la Commission !'article 
132

• I1 indique que le texte de !'article 10 du projet 
de convention relatif a la liberte de l'information, 
propose par la delegation du Royaume-Uni, est 
presque identique a l'amendement de la Norvege 
( A/C.3/429, article 12). 

M. FREE (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) estime qu'on 
pourrait repondre aux objections du representant 
de l'URSS en inserant dans l'amendement de la 
N orvege les mots : "de tous les Etats Membres 

1 Article XV, paragraphe 2, clans le texte clefinitif (A/ 
C.3/496). 

• Article XVI clans le texte clefinitif (A/C.3/496). 
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between the words "April 1948" and the words 
"and to every other State" in the Norwegian 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United 
States amendment to insert the words "to all 
States Members of the United Nations" between 
the words "April 1948" and the words "and to 
every other State" in the Norwegian amendment. 

The amendment was adopted by 37 votes to 
none, with 3 absentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote, as article 13, 
the text submitted by Norway (A/C.3/429, arti
cle 12), as amended. 

Article 13, as amended, was adopted by 38 votes 
to none, with 7 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN mentioned that Mr. Schachter, 
the legal adviser to the Committee, had drawn 
attention to the fact that, while article 13 defined 
the States eligible to accede, there was no descrip
tion of the States eligible to sign and ratify. That 
could easily be remedied by adopting the same 
classes as mentioned in article 13. 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) thought that 
was not neccessary, since the signatory States 
were described in the documents of the United 
Nations Conference on Freedom of Information. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the legal adviser 
should discuss the point separately with the United 
Kingdom representative. 

He then placed article 141 of the basic text be
fore the Committee. 

Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) observed that 
article 14, concerning entry into force, should ap
ply to deposits of ratification or accession through
out. The Norwegian amendment to that article 
(A/C.3/429, article 13) referred to States men
tioned in article 13, which dealt only with acces
sion. Further drafting changes would therefore be 
required. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
called attention to the fact that the Economic and 
Social Council had been unable to agree how 
many States should ratify the convention to bring 
it into force and had therefore left that provision 
blank in article 14. The Norwegian amendment to 
that article spoke of ratification by two States ; 
that appeared inadequate. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) agreed that two would 
be inadequate ; he suggested six. The majority of 
States would wait to see whether the States most 
interested in the convention would sign it. There 
would be no difficulty in obtaining simultaneous 
signature on the part of several States by agree
ment through the usual diplomatic channels. 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) said that the 
word "ratification" should be substituted for the 
word "accession" throughout the Norwegian 
amendment, except in the last sentence. 

1 Article XVII in the final text (A/C.3/496). 

de l'Organisation des Nations Unies" entre les 
mots: "avril 1948", et: "ainsi que de tout autre 
Etat". 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement des 
Etats-Unis tendant a inserer clans l'amendement 
de la Norvege les mots: "de tous les Etats Mem
bres de l'Organisation des Nations Unies" entre 
les mots: "avril 1948" et: "ainsi que de tout autre 
Etat". 

Par 37 voix contre zero, avec 3 abstentions, 
l' amendement est adopt e. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix en tant qu'article 
13 le texte soumis par la Norvege (A/C.3/429, 
article 12) tel qu'il a ete amende. 

Par 38 voix contre zero, avec 7 abstentions, 
l'article 13, tel qu'il a ete amende, est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que l'expert juri
dique de la Commission, M. Schachter, a souligne 
que, si l'article 13 definit les Etats qui ont qualite 
pour adherer a la convention, l'on n'a pas defini 
les Etats qui ont qualite pour signer la convention 
et la ratifier. On pourrait facilement remedier a 
cette situation en adoptant les categories deja 
mentionnees a l'article 13. 

M. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) estime que cela 
n'est pas necessaire, puisque les documents de la 
Conference des Nations Unies sur la liberte de 
l'information definissent les Etats signataires. 

Le PRESIDENT propose que l'expert juridique 
examine ce point separement avec le representant 
du Royaume-Uni. 

II saisit la Commission de !'article 141 du texte 
de base. 

M. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) fait observer que 
l'article 14, qui concerne l'entree en vigueur, 
devrait s'appliquer tout entier au depot des instru
ments de ratification ou d'adhesion. Dans l'amen
dement soumis par la N orvege a cet article ( A/ 
C.3/429, article 13), ii est question des Etats 
mentionnes a l'article 13, qui ne se rapporte qu'a 
l'adhesion. II faudrait done proceder a de nouvelles 
modifications de redaction. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) fait 
observer que le Conseil economique et social n'a 
pu se mettre d'accord quant au nombre de ratifi
cations necessaires pour l'entree en vigueur de la 
convention et qu'il a pour cette raison laisse cette 
stipulation en blanc clans !'article 14. L'amende
ment de la N orvege a cet article prevoit la ratifi
cation par deux Etats, ce qui ne semble pas satis
faisant. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) est du meme ,avis, et 
propose de prevoir la ratification par six Etats au 
lieu de deux. La plupart des Etats attendront que 
la convention ait ete signee par les Etats qui s'y 
interessent le plus. II n'y aura pas de difficulte 
pour obtenir, au moyen d'un accord par les voies 
diplomatiques normales, la signature simultanee 
par plusieurs Etats. 

M. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) <lit qu'il y a lieu 
de remplacer le mot "adhesion" par le mot "rati
fication" tout au long de l'amendement de la Nor
vege, sauf dans la derniere phrase. 

1 Article XVII dans le texte definitif (A/C.3/496). 
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Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) pointed out that 
under article 13 accession would be permitted 
prior to entry into force and that article 14 should 
therefore provide that the convention should come 
into force whenever a given number of States had 
deposited their instruments of ratification or ac
<:ession. 

Mr. FREE (United States of America) agreed 
with the legal adviser. 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) pointed out that that 
-combination was used in the original text of 
article 14. 

Mr. FREE (United States of America), in reply 
to the Belgian representative, said that he had 
originally thought that the convention should come 
into operation as soon as possible as an encourage
ment to States to adhere to it. He agreed that two 
States were inadequate, and proposed four. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Belgian 
.amendment to the effect that the word "six" 
should be substituted for the word "two"in the 
Norwegian amendment (A/C.3/429, article 13) 
to article 14. 

The amendment was adopted by 18 votes to 2, 
·with 13 abstentions. 

After further drafting suggestions had been 
adopted, the CHAIRMAN put to the vote, as article 
14, the text proposed by Norway (A/C.3/429, 
article 13), as amended. 

Article 14, as amended, was adopted by 33 votes 
to none, with 9 abstentions. 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) said that he 
had abstained from voting because he had legal 
scruples concerning the introduction of the word 
"ratification" near the end of the last sentence. 

The CHAIRMAN, calling for discussion of article 
16, 1 said that the Committee had before it a Nor
wegian amendment ( A/C.3 / 429, article 14) and 
an Egyptian amendment (A/C.3/440). The Nor
wegian amendment was the furthest removed 
from the original text. 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) supported the 
Norwegian amendment which, in his opinion, was 
dear and simple. 

He objected to the provision in the original text 
that the convention should remain in force in
-definitely. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote, as article 16, 
the text submitted by Norway (A/C.3/429, article 
14). 

Article 16 was adopted by 21 votes to none, 
·with 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN called for discussion of the ad
,ditional article proposed by the Norwegian dele
gation (A/C.3/429, article 16). 

Mr. KAYSER (France) pointed out that that 
text referred to the provisions of article 15; that 
article, however, had not yet been discussed. He 
suggested that consideration of the additional 

1 Article XIX, paragraph 1 in the final text (A/C.3/ 
496}. 

M. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) souligne que l'ar
ticle 13 permet l'adhesion avant l'entree en vigueur 
de la convention. Aussi faudra-t-il que !'article 14 
prevoie que la convention entrera en vigueur des 
qu'un nombre d'Etats donne aura depose les in
struments de ratification ou d'adhesion. 

M. FREE (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) se declare 
d'accord avec !'expert juridique. 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) indique que les deux 
termes sont employes dans le texte primitif de 
l'article 14. 

M. FREE (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare, en 
reponse au representant de la Belgique, qu'il avait 
tout d'abord estime que la convention devait entrer 
en vigueur le plus tot possible pour inciter les 
Etats a y adherer. I1 pense lui aussi qu'il est in
suffisant de prevoir deux Etats seulement, et pro
pose d'en prevoir quatre. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'arnendement de 
la Belgique visant a remplacer le mot "deux" par 
le mot "six" clans l'amendement de la N orvege 
( A/C.3/429, article 13) a !'article 14. 

Par 18 voix contre 2, avec 13 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Apres !'adoption d'autres modifications de re
daction, le PRESIDENT met aux voix, en tant qu'ar
ticle 14, le texte soumis par la Norvege (A/C.3/ 
429, article 13), tel qu'il a ete amende. 

Par 33 voix contre zero, avec 9 abstentions, l'ar
ticle 14, tel qu'il a ete amende, est adopte. 

M. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) declare qu'il s'est 
abstenu de voter parce qu'il eprouvait des doutes 
du point de vue juridique quant a ]'introduction 
du mot "ratification" vers la fin de la derniere 
phrase. 

Le PRESIDENT met en discussion l'article 161 et 
fait observer que la Commission est saisie de deux 
amendements, celui de la Norvege (A/C.3/429, 
article 14) et celui de l'Egypte ( A/C.3 / 440). 
L'amendement soumis par la N orvege est celui 
qui s'ecarte le plus du texte primitif. 

M. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) appuie l'amende
ment de la N orvege qui, selon lui, est clair et 
simple. 

I1 n'approuve pas la disposition du texte initial 
selon laquelle la convention devrait rester en 
vigueur indefiniment. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix, en tant qu'article 
16, le texte soumis par la Norvege ( A/C.3/429, 
article 14) . 

Par 21 voix contre zero, avec 8 abstentions, l' ar
ticle 16 est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT ouvre la discussion sur l'article 
que la delegation de la N orvege propose d'ajouter 
au texte (A/C.3/429, article 16). 

M. KAYSER (France) indique que ce texte men
tionne les dispositions de l'article 15; or cet article 
n'a pas encore ete examine. Il propose d'ajourner 
l'examen de !'article additionnel jusqu'au moment 

1 Article XIX, paragraphe 1, dans le texte definitif 
(A/C.3/496). 
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article be postponed until a decision had been taken 
on article 15. 

It was so decided. 
The meeting rose at 6.40 p.m. 

TWO HUNDREDTH MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Monday, 25 April 1949, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION (£/1065 AND A/C.3/425) ( CON
TINUED) 

Article 91 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that, in view of the 
importance of the issues involved and for the sake 
of clarity, the debate might be divided into two 
parts: the first to deal with article 9 and the 
amendments to it contained in documents A/C.3/ 
431/Corr.l, A/C.3/441 and A/C.3/447, and the 
second with the additional proposals contained in 
documents A/C.3/465 and A/C.3/467. 

The suggestion was adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN further pointed out that the 
part of the Mexican amendment (A/C.3/431/ 
Corr.l) which was still before the Committee 
was the first sentence, on which no action had 
been taken. While it could be discussed in con
nexion with article 9, its adoption would not nec
essarily pre-judge its place in the draft conven
tion. It might, for example, become a part of the 
preamble. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) replied that, in con
nexion with the discussion of the Convention on 
the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide at the first part of the current session, a 
number of delegations had noted that the preamble 
to a convention was not legally binding; he would 
consequently prefer his amendment to be incor
porated in article 9. 

He asked the United States representative to 
explain whether the draft convention on the gath
ering and international transmission of news had 
in fact been prepared by an American newspaper 
editor, as recently reported in the Press. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) was 
happy to be able to explain the situation. The draft 
convention which was before the Committee, like 
the other two draft conventions, was the product 
of the combined efforts of all the nations repre
sented at the Conference on Freedom of Informa
tion held at Geneva. Parts of one of the earliest 
drafts of that convention had been submitted by 
the United States delegation, and in their prepara
tion account had been taken of a draft submitted 
some time previously by Richard J. Finnegan, edi
tor of the Chicago Sun-Times. He had no doubt, 

1 Article XII in the final text (A/C.3/496 and A/C.3/ 
496/ Add.I). 

ou l'on aura pris une decision au sujet de !'ar
ticle 15. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 40. 

DEUX CENTIEME SEANCE 

T enue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le lundi 25 avril 1949, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA TRANS
MISSION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS 
ET AU DR0IT DE RECTIFICATION (E/1065 ET 
A/C.3/425) (SUITE) 

Article 91 

Le PRESIDENT suggere, en raison de l'importance 
des questions en jeu et clans I'interet de la clarte, 
que le debat soit divise en deux parties consacrees, 
la premiere, a !'article 9 et a ses amendements 
contenus clans les documents A/C.3/431/Corr.1, 
A/C.3/441 et A/C.3/447, et la seconde, aux pro
positions additionnelles figurant aux documents 
A/C.3/465 et A/C.3/467. 

La suggestion est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT signale ensuite que la Commission 
est encore saisie de la premiere phrase de l'amen
dement mexicain (A/C.3/431/Corr.l), au sujet 
de laquelle la Commission n'a pris aucune deci
sion. On pourrait en discuter a propos de !'article 
9, mais son adoption ne prejugerait pas necessaire
ment la place qu'elle occuperait clans le projet de 
convention. Elle pourrait, par exemple, etre incor
poree au preambule. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) rappelle que, lors de 
la discussion sur la Convention pour la prevention 
et la repression du crime de genocide, au cours de 
la premiere partie de la session, quelques delega
tions ont fait remarquer que le preambule d'une 
convention n'a pas force executoire. II prefererait, 
par consequent, que son amendement soit incor
pore a !'article 9. 

M. Noriega demande au representant des Etats
Unis de preciser s'il est vrai, ainsi que les jour
naux l'ont rapporte recemment, que le projet de 
convention relatif a l'acces aux informations et a 
leur transmission d'un pays a l'autre a ete prepare 
par un journaliste americain. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) est heu
reux d'etre en mesure de donner des eclaircisse
ments ace sujet. Le projet de convention dont la 
Commission est saisie, de meme que les deux autres 
projets de convention, est le resultat des efforts 
reunis de toutes les nations qui etaient represen
tees a la Conference sur la liberte de l'information 
tenue a Geneve. Certaines parties de l'un des pre
miers projets de convention ont ete presentes par 
la delegation des Etats-Unis et, clans leur elabora
tion, il a ete tenu compte d'un projet precedem
ment soumis par Richard J. Finnegan, redacteur 

'Article XII dans le texte definitif (A/C.3/496 et A/ 
C.3 / 496/ Add.1). 
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however, that newspaper editors in other coun
tries had made similar contributions. 

The CH.\IRMAN invited the sponsors of the 
various amendments to article 9 to introduce them 
to the Committee. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) remarked that there 
was a clearly defined tendency on the part of 
serious journalists everywhere to establish a code 
of ethics for their profession, for the very reason 
that they were in the best position to know both 
to what heights of courage and self-abnegation 
journalists could rise and to what depths they 
•could fall. 

A convention which furthered the cause of free
dom of information had to provide safeguards and 
guarantees against possible abuses. References to 
the fact that freedom carried with it duties and 
responsibilities were to be found in article 2, para
graph 1 of the draft convention on freedom of in
formation article 3 of which expressed the same 
idea as the Mexican amendment (A/C.3/431/ 
Corr.I) - and in the text proposed by the Con
ference on Freedom of Information for article 17 
of the draft covenant on human rights, 1 as well as 
in resolutions no. 1 and 2 of the Conference on 
Freedom of Infonnation.2 It was absolutely essen
tial to include a similar reference in the draft con
vention under consideration. 

Mr. Noreiga pointed out that if the convention 
extended protection to correspondents and infor
mation agencies without imposing any duties and 
responsibilities upon them, they would enjoy 
greater freedom under the convention than the 
signatory States themselves. In fact, if his amend
ment were rejected and the United States amend
ment to delete the third paragraph of article 9 
(A/C.3/437) were adopted, States would find 
themselves entirely at the mercy of foreign corres
pondents and information agencies. A number of 
Asian countries had suffered nnder a regime where 
foreigners had been held to be above the law of the 
land. Mr. Noriega felt sure that the Committee did 
not want to grant the international Press such un
limited freedom ; he consequently urged the Com
mittee to adopt his amendment (A/C.3/431/ 
Corr.I). 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) said 
that he would limit his remarks to his own amend
ments (A/C.3/437). 

The first United States amendment, to insert 
the word "public" before the words "laws and 
regulations" in the first and second paragraphs of 
article 9, was intended merely to protect corre
spondents and information agencies against secret 
decrees and edicts. 

The proposal to delete the words "and public 
•order" in the first paragraph in no way implied 
any restrictions upon the power of Governments to 
pass laws to preserve public order; but an article
hy-artide examination of the draft convention 

1 See Official Records of the E.conomic and Social 
Council, third year, seventh session, Supplement No. 2, 
,annex B, page 24-. 

• See Final Act of the United Nations Conference on 
Freedom of Information, annex C, pages 21 and 22. 

en chef du Chicago Sim-Times. M. Canham ne 
doute cependant pas que, dans d'autres pays, des 
journalistes aient apporte leur concours a la pre
paration de projets analogues. 

Le PRESIDENT invite les auteurs des divers 
amendements a !'article 9 a les presenter a la 
Commission. 

M. NORIEGA ( Mexique) declare qu'il existe par
tout chez les journalistes serieux une tendance net
tement marquee a etablir un veritable code moral 
de leur profession, et cela, parce qu'ils sont mieux 
places que quiconque pour savoir, d'une part, 
jusqu'a quelles hauteurs de courage et de renon
cement les journalistes peuvent s'elever et, d'au
tre part, a quel point ils peuvent s'abaisser. 

Une convention destinee a servir la cause de la 
liberte de !'information doit fournir des garanties et 
des protections contre tous abus possibles. On 
peut trouver mention du fait que toute liberte com
porte des devoirs et des responsabilites clans !'ar
ticle 2, paragraphe l, du projet de convention 
relatif a la liberte de }'information - dont l'artide 
3 exprime la meme idee que celle qui est enoncee 
par l'amendement mexicain (A/C.3/431/Corr.1) 
- et dans le texte propose par la Conference sur 
la liberte de !'information pour !'article 17 du pro
jet de pacte des droits de l'homme1, ainsi que dans 
les resolutions 1 et 2 de la Conference sur la 
liberte de l'information2• Il est absolument indis
pensable d'inclure une mention de ce genre dans 
le projet de convention que la Commission est en 
train d'examiner. 

M. Noriega fait remarquer que si la convention 
accordait protection aux correspondants et aux 
entreprises d'information sans leur imposer de 
devoirs et de responsabilites, elle leur permettrait 
de jouir d'une plus grande liberte que les Etats si
gnataires eux-memes. En fait, si l'amendement 
mexicain etait rejete et si l'amendement des Etats
Unis tendant a supprimer le troisieme paragraphe 
de l'article 9 (A/C.3/437) etait adopte, les Etats 
se trouveraient entierement a la merci des corres
pondants etrangers et des entreprises d'informa
tion etrangeres. Plusieurs pays asiatiques ont souf
fert d'un regime dans lequel les etrangers n'e
taient pas assujettis aux lois locales. M. Noriega 
est convaincu que la Commission ne desire pas 
accorder a la presse internationale une telle liberte 
illimitee ; il insiste done aupres de la Commission 
pour qu'elle adopte son amendement (A/C.3/ 
431/Corr.1). 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) dit que 
ses observations porteront uniquement sur ses pro
pres amendements (A/C.3/437). 

Le premier amendement des Etats-Unis, con
sistant a inserer le mot "publics" apres les mots 
"lois et reglements", aux premier et deuxieme 
paragraphes de !'article 9, est tout simplement 
destine a proteger les correspondants et les entre
prises d'information contre des arretes et des 
ordonnances non promulgues. 

La proposition de supprimer les mots "et l'ordre 
public" dans le premier paragraphe ne tend nulle
ment a restreindre d'une fal;:on quelconque le 
pouvoir des gouvernements de promulguer des 
lois en vue d'assurer l'ordre public. Mais un exa-

1 Voir les Proc<'s-'verbaux officiels du C onseil economi
que et social. troisieme annee, septierne session, Supple
ment No 2, annexe B, page 24. 

'Voir l'Acte final de la Conference des Nations Unies 
sur la liberte de !'information, annexe C, pages 22 et 24. 
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would show that its subject matter, which was a 
limited one, had no direct bearing on that power. 
Moreover, inasmuch as article 11 permitted dero
gation from the draft convention in cases of pub
lic emergency, the words "public order" in article 
9 were superfluous as well as irrelevant. 

Mr. Canham wished to lay the greatest possible 
emphasis on the third United States amendment, 
to replace the last paragraph of article 9 by the 
following: 

"No Contracting State shall, however, impose 
censorship in peacetime of news material leaving 
its territory except on grounds of national de
fence, and then only in accordance with article 4." 

It was absolutely essential that article 9 should 
not remove the limitations upon censorship laid 
down in article 4, limitations which were indis
pensable if the convention as a whole were to have 
any meaning. The basic text of article 9 before the 
Committee would permit peacetime censorship 
under a variety of pretexts, and would turn the 
convention into a tool to curtail freedom of infor
mation. As that was certainly not the intention of 
the Committee, Mr. Canham urged it to adopt his 
text. 

If there were any objection to deleting the last 
paragraph of article 9, the United States delega
tion proposed that the paragraph should be modi
fied as indicated in its last amendment. That, 
would at least prevent States from arbitrarily re
fusing entry to, or restricting the residence of, 
foreign correspondents by making it impossible 
for them to discriminate against correspondents 
as such. 

While Mr. Canham agreed that the prerogatives 
of Governments should be safeguarded, he felt that 
care should be taken lest the provisions of article 
9 should nullify the rest of the convention. It was 
therefore essential to re-affirm in that article the 
validity of the provisions of article 4 with respect 
to censorship. Article 9 could, in fact, be regarded 
as the keystone of the whole convention, inasmuch 
as it limited the restrictions which States could 
impose upon the rights guaranteed in previous ar
ticles. If the keystone were not hewed down to fit, 
the whole arch would collapse. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) introduced his 
amendment (A/C.3/434) briefly by saying that, 
as the freedom of religion had been recognized in 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, it 
appeared only fitting to prohibit the publication of 
blasphemous, as well as obscene, news material. 

Mr. DROGUETT (Chile) remarked that he did 
not insist on the maintenance, in his amendment 
(A/C.3/427), of the words "public order"; they 
were perhaps unnecessary, in view of the mention 
of national defence in article 4 and of public 
emergency in article 11. The rest of the phrase, 
which would then read "news material contrary 
to morals or decency" would, however, take in the 
idea contained in the United Kingdom an1end
ment, and would have the advantage of reproduc
ing the formula used in many codes of law. 

men du projet de convention, article par article, 
permet de constater que son objet, etant limite, 
ne touche pas directement a ce pouvoir. De plus, 
du fait que l'article 11 autorise des derogations au 
projet de convention en cas de danger public, les 
mots "l'ordre public", dans !'article 9, sont super
flus et inappropries. 

M. Canham insiste tout particulierement sur 
le troisieme amendement des Etats-Unis, tendant 
a remplacer le dernier paragraphe de l'article 9 
par le paragraphe suivant : 

"Toutefois, aucun Etat contractant n'instituera, 
en temps de paix, la censure des documents d'in
formation sortant de son territoire, si ce n'est pour 
des motifs interessant la defense nationale et, dans 
ce cas, conformement aux dispositions de l'ar
ticle 4." 

II importe au plus haut degre que !'article 9 ne 
supprime pas les restrictions a la censure enon
cees a l'article 4, restrictions qui sont indispensa
bles si la convention dans son ensemble doit avoir 
une signification quelconque. Le texte de base 
de !'article 9, dont la Commission est saisie, per
mettrait d'instituer la censure en temps de paix 
sous toutes sortes de pretextes, et transformerait 
la convention en un instrument qui pourrait etre 
utilise pour restreindre la liberte de !'information. 
Etant donne que ce n'est certainement pas la 
!'intention de la Commission. M. Canham fait 
appel a celle-ci pour qu'elle adopte le texte qu'il 
propose. 

Si une objection etait soulevee contre la sup
pression du dernier paragraphe de !'article 9, la 
delegation des Etats-Unis proposera que ce para
graphe soit modifie dans le sens indique par son 
dernier amendement. Ainsi, du moins, les Etats 
seraient empeches de refuser arbitrairement l'acces 
de leur territoire aux correspondants etrangers ou 
de reduire la duree de leur sejour, cet amende
ment rendant impossible toute discrimination a 
leur encontre en tant que correspondants. 

Tout en convenant que les prerogatives des 
gouvernements doivent etre respectees, M. Can
ham estime qu'il faut veiller a ce que les disposi
tions de !'article 9 ne reduisent pas a neant le reste 
de la convention. II est par consequent essentiel de 
reaffirmer dans cet article la validite des disposi
tions de !'article 4 en ce qui concerne la censure. 
On peut considerer en fait !'article 9 comme la cle 
de voute de toute la convention, en ce qu'il definit 
limitativement les restrictions que les Etats peu
vent apporter aux droits garantis dans les prece
dents articles. Si cette cle de voute n'est pas 
convenablement taillee et ajustee, l'edifice tout 
entier s'ecroulera. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni), presentant brie
vement son amendement (A/C.3/434), declare 
que puisque la Declaration universelle des droits 
de l'homme reconnait la liberte de religion, il est 
normal d'interdire la publication des informations 
blasphematoires au meme titre que celle des infor
mations obscenes. 

M. DROGUETT ( Chili) n'insiste pas pour le main
tien dans son amendement (A/C.3/427) des mots 
"l'ordre public"; peut-etre ne sont-ils pas neces
saires, etant donne qu'il est fait mention de la 
defense nationale a !'article 4 et du danger 
public a !'article 11. Le reste de la phrase qui se 
lirait alors: "publications qui portent atteinte a la 
morale ou aux bonnes mceurs" reprendrait l'idee 
contenue dans l'amendement du Royaume-Uni et 
offrirait l'avantage de reproduire la formule em
ployee par de nombreux codes. 
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Mr. KAYSER (France) stated that the amend
ment proposed by his delegation (A/C.3/447) 
was akin in spirit to the Mexican amendment 
dealing with newsreels (A/C.3/417), which had 
been adopted at the 193rd meeting. He made it 
clear that he held no brief for the actual wording 
of the French amendment, which had been taken 
from resolution 20 of the Conference on Freedom 
of Information,1 but felt strongly that the idea 
which it expressed should be adopted by the Com
mittee. To the possible objection that the French 
amendment was outside the scope of the draft 
convention, he replied that a precedent had been 
set by the adoption of the Mexican amendment on 
the subject of newsreels. 

There was, however, a better answer than that 
purely procedural one; it was that, inasmuch as 
the aim of the convention was to ensure freedom 
in the gathering and transmission of news, every 
effort should be made to achieve real and not 
merely theoretical freedom. In theory, the infor
mation agencies of all the signatory States would 
enjoy the same rights under the convention; in 
practice, unhappily, the powerful information 
agencies would grow more powerful still, at the 
expense of agencies in less developed countries, 
unless the convention set up safeguards against 
that possibility. 

The purpose of the French amendment was 
precisely to protect the weaker information agen
cies from the stronger ; to ensure that nations such 
as those which had once lost their freedom of ex
pression under enemy occupation did not lose it 
again under economic pressure. France remained 
faithful to the ideal of the freedom of the indivi
dual and of each nation seen as an association of 
individuals. Protection of that freedom in the field 
of information was of particular importance, since 
it was a domain in which the genius of each na
tion could best express itself and could contribute 
most fully to international understanding. 

Mr. Kayser felt that the free development of na
tional - as opposed to governmental - informa
tion agencies should be fostered in every country, 
both to permit the national genius to assert itself 
and to ensure that multiplicity of news from a di
versity of sources which was the true criterion of 
freedom of information. To do otherwise, to per
mit powerful agencies to monopolize the field, 
would be, in fact if not in theory, to regiment 
freedom in freedom's own name. 

Mr. Kayser therefore urged the Committee to 
adopt his amendment. 

Mr. FouRIE (Union of South Africa) spoke on 
the United States amendment (A/C.3/437). He 
accepted the insertion of the word "public" in the 
first paragraph; all laws in his country were pub
lished. He could not, however, accept the deletion 
of the words "and public order". If that deletion 
were adopted, States would lose the right to take 
measures to safeguard public order; yet to do so 
was their function. The words "national security" 
might be thought to cover public order ; but the 

• See Final Act of the United Nations Conference on 
Freedom of Information, annex C, page 31. 

M. KAYSER (France) indique que l'amende
ment propose par sa delegation (A/C.3/447) se 
rapproche par son esprit de l'amendement mexi
cain relatif aux actualites cinematographiques 
(A/C.3/417) qui a ete adopte a la 193eme seance. 
II precise qu'il ne tient pas essentiellement au 
libelle litteral de l'amendement fram;ais, qui a ete 
tire de la resolution 20 de la Conference sur la 
liberte de l'infotmation1, mais i1 soutient que le 
principe qui y est exprime devrait etre adopte par 
la Commission. Pour le cas ou l'on objecterait que 
l'amendement fram;ais depasse le cadre du projet 
de convention, le representant de la France signale 
que l'adoption de l'amendement mexicain relatif 
aux actualites cinematographiques constitue un 
precedent a cet egard. 

A cet argument de pure procedure, l' on peut en 
ajouter un autre encore plus convaincant: etant 
donne que le but de la convention est d'assurer 
la liberte d'acces aux informations et de leur 
transmission, il convient de tendre de tous ses 
efforts a realiser cette liberte non seulement en 
theorie, mais surtout dans la pratique. Theorique
ment, les entreprises d'information de tous les 
Etats signataires jouiront des memes droits en 
vertu de la convention; dans la pratique, mal
heureusement, les grandes entreprises d'informa
tion ne feront que croitre en puissance au detri
ment des agences des pays moins developpes, a 
moins que la convention ne fasse le necessaire 
pour obvier a cette possibilite. 

Le but de l'amendement fram;ais est precisement 
de proteger les entreprises d'information de moin
dre envergure contre les plus puissantes, et de faire 
en sorte que les nations qui ont perdu leur liberte 
d'expression sous }'occupation ennemie ne la per
dent pas a nouveau sous l'effet d'une pression 
economique. La France demeure fidele a l'ideal 
de la liberte de l'individu et de la nation conside
ree en tant qu'association d'individus. 11 importe 
particulierement de proteger cette liberte en 
matiere d'information, car c'est dans ce domaine 
que le genie de chaque nation peut le mieux s'ex
primer et contribuer le plus amplement a la com
prehension internationale. 

M. Kayser estime que le libre developpement 
des entreprises d'information nationales - par 
opposition aux entreprises gouvernementales -
doit etre favorise dans tous les pays pour permettre 
au genie national de s'affirmer et pour provoquer 
cette multiplicite des informations en provenance 
de sources variees qui constitue le vrai criterium 
de la liberte d'information. Agir autrement, per
mettre a des agences influentes d'exercer le mono
pole clans ce domaine equivaudrait en fait, sinon 
en theorie, a enregimenter la liberte au nom de 
la liberte elle-meme. 

M. Kayser demande par consequent a la Com
mission d'adopter son amendement. 

M. FouRIE (Union Sud-Africaine), commen
tant l'amendement des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/437), 
declare accepter !'insertion du mot "publics" clans 
le premier paragraphe; toutes les lois de son pays 
sont, en effet, rendues publiques. II ne saurait par 
contre accepter la suppression des mots "et l'ordre 
public", dont !'elimination priverait les Etats, <lont 
c'est pourtant la fonction essentielle, de prendre 
les mesures appropriees pour sauvegarder l 'ordre 
public. On pourrait pretendre que les mots: "secu-

'Voir l'Acte final de la Conference des Nations Unies 
sur la liberte de l'information, annexe C, page 33. 
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latter phrase referred more specifically to local dis
orders. In order to avoid the danger of incorrect 
interpretation, he suggested that the phrase 
should be changed to read "prevention of dis
order". With regard to the paragraph proposed 
for insertion in the article, he was in doubt con
cerning its exact meaning, but that might be made 
clear during the course of the discussion. It was 
not clear at that stage what steps a Government 
could take under article 9 if an emergency arose in 
a specified area. If correspondents were barred 
from that area, would that constitute peacetime 
censorship and thus be a contravention of the 
article? 

Mr. Fourie drew attention to a discrepancy be
tween the use of the words "national security" in 
the first paragraph of the United States amend
ment and the words "national defence" in the 
amended text of article 4. If those two criteria 
were interrelated, that should be made clear. 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) advocated retention of 
the words "public order". He agreed with the 
South African representative that the words "na
tional security" without qualification might be 
open to misinterpretation. It had to be admitted 
that many under-developed countries were in 
constant danger of internal convulsion and had 
therefore to impose restrictions in self-defence. 
Subversive groups might be closely linked to in
formation agencies or correspondents in certain 
cases. It would be very difficult for countries in 
such a situation to sign the convention if their 
right to maintain public order were restricted by 
it. If the provision for maintenance of public order 
were retained, he could then accept the third 
paragraph of the United States amendment, pro
vided the reference to article 4 were deleted. He 
saw no necessity for the deletion of the last para
graph of the original text, as proposed by the 
United States delegation. 

He would support the Chilean (A/C.3/427) 
and United Kingdom ( A/C.3/434) amendments. 

Mr. KAHAL! (Syria) objected to article 9 as a 
whole. It accorded to States the discretionary 
power to annul the entire convention. Correspond
ents would have neither rights nor obligations if it 
were adopted. It had been expressly stipulated that 
States could derogate from their obligations only 
in exceptional circumstances; the expression "na
tional security" was far too broad and vague and 
might be used as a cloak for all kinds of arbitrary 
action. International security was far more impor
tant than national security, the only safeguard for 
the former lay in absolute freedom. The text of 
article 9, however, accorded such freedom to the 
State, and not to the Press. 

The United Kingdom amendment was irrele
vant ; the convention before the Committee dealt 
with access to and transmission of news material, 
not with its publication. The provision against ob
scenity should be included in the convention on 

rite nationale" englobent egalement "l'ordre pu
blic", mais cette derniere expression se rapporte 
plus particulierement aux desordres locaux. Afin 
d'eviter tout risque d'interpretation inexacte, 
M. Fourie suggere que cette expression soit rem
placee par: "et d'empecher le desordre". En ce 
qui concerne le paragraphe dont !'addition est 
proposee a !'article 9, il n'est pas sur de sa signi
fication exacte, mais ii pense qu'elle pourra etre 
precisee clans la suite de la discussion. Pour le 
moment, on ne voit pas nettement quelles mesures 
un gouvernement peut prendre en vertu de !'ar
ticle en cas de danger clans une zone determinee. 
L'exclusion des correspondants de cette zone cons
tituera-t-elle un cas de censure en temps de paix 
et partant une infraction a cet article? 

Le representant de !'Union Sud-Africaine attire 
!'attention sur le manque de concordance resultant 
de l'emploi des mots: "securite nationale" clans 
le premier paragraphe de l'amendement des Etats
Unis et des mots: "defense nationale" clans le texte 
amende de \'article 4. S'il y a un lien etroit entre 
ces deux criteres, ii conviendrait qu'il apparaisse 
clairement. 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) preconise le maintien 
des mots "et l'ordre public". Il est d'accord avec 
le representant de !'Union Sud-Africaine sur le 
fait que les mots "securite nationale", employes 
seuls, pourraient donner lieu a des interpretations 
erronees. Il faut admettre qu'un grand nombre 
de pays insuffisamment developpes sont constam
ment menaces de convulsions interieures et doi
vent necessairement imposer des restrictions pour 
se defendre. Dans certains cas, il se peut que des 
elements subversifs soient en relations etroites 
avec des entreprises d'information ou avec des 
correspondants. Les pays se trouvant clans cette 
situation eprouveront de grandes difficultes a 
signer une convention qui apporterait des restric
tions a leur droit de maintenir l' ordre public. 
M. Aramburu serait dispose a accepter le troi
sieme paragraphe de l'amendement des Etats
Unis a condition que soit conservee la disposition 
relative au maintien de l'ordre public et que la 
mention de !'article 4 soit supprimee. II ne croit 
pas qu'il soit necessaire de supprimer le dernier 
paragraphe du texte primitif, comme le propose 
la delegation des Etats-Unis. 

Il appuiera les amendements presentes par le 
Chili (A/C.3/427) et le Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/ 
434). 

M. KAHAL! ( Syrie) desapprouve !'article 9 
dans son ensemble. Cet article accorde aux Etats 
le pouvoir discretionnaire d'annuler la convention 
tout entiere. S'il etait adopte, Jes correspondants 
n'auraient ni droits ni obligations. II avait ete 
expressement prevu que les Etats ne pouvaient 
deroger a leurs obligations que clans des circons
tances exceptionnelles; or, !'expression "securite 
nationale" est beaucoup trop generate et imprecise 
et pourrait servir de pretexte a toutes sortes de 
decisions arbitraires. La securite internationale 
presente une importance beaucoup plus grande que 
la securite nationale ; la liberte absolue est la 
seule sauvegarde de la securite internationale. Or, 
!'article 9 accorde cette liberte a l'Etat et non a 
la presse. 

L'amendement du Royaume-Uni ne porte pas 
directement sur la question ; la convention dont 
la Commission est saisie traite de l'acces aux infor
mations et de leur transmission, et non de 
leur publication. La disposition relative aux 
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freedom of information. The reference to article 5 
in the last paragraph of article 9 was as objection
able as the provisions of article 5 itself. He had 
pointed out on a former occasion ( 193rd meeting) 
that that article stipulated in effect that corre
spondents might not be expelled for acting in ac
cordance with the law; that, in his opinion, was 
absurd. The purpose of the convention should be 
to ensure absolute freedom of access to and trans
mission of news material. Restrictions should ap
ply to the person of the correspondent, not to the 
news material itself. He could not adopt an atti
tude of cold neutrality towards article 9; he most 
strongly opposed it. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) explained that the new 
paragraph proposed by the Mexican amendment 
(A/C.3/417) for insertion between the first and 
second paragraphs had drawn its inspiration from 
article 5 of the draft convention on freedom of in
formation. By definition, information agencies in
cluded newspapers and radio organizations. Under 
the existing text of the convention a powerful 
publishing chain established in one State could 
set up newspapers or a radio network in the 
territory of another State, thus endangering 
the existence of national newspapers or radio 
organizations. No such latitude of interpre
tation should be permitted. Unless the text were 
made clear, he would insist upon his amendment. 
It should not be possible for national newspapers 
to be sacrificed to international agencies under the 
pretext of safeguarding the freedom of informa
tion. Such a stipulation had immediate relevance 
because the American Society of Newspaper Edi
tors had recently received a proposal that a special 
committee should be set up to co-ordinate news 
transmitted abroad and a resolution had been in
troduced requesting the State Department of the 
United States to provide funds for a campaign 
furthering its policies. Mexico, he would venture 
to claim, stood in the forefront of the struggle for 
freedom of information ; but every country should 
be entitled and empowered to conduct that cam
paign as it deemed most appropriate. 

The Mexican representative was entirely in 
sympathy with the principle of the French amend
ment (A/C.3/447) but maintained that it differed 
so widely both in wording and in meaning from 
the relevant Mexican amendment (A/C.3/417) 
that it amounted to a new amendment. He could 
not, therefore, entertain any proposal for merging 
the two. His amendment should be voted on sepa
rately. If it were not adopted, however, he would 
vote for the French amendment. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) could not, from the 
legal point of view, support the Mexican amend
ment contained in document A/C.3/431/Corr.1; 
it was irrelevant to a convention stipulating obli
gations between States. In accordance with that 
amendment, governments would agree to impose 
obligations upon information agencies and penalize 
them if they failed to keep them; that, however, 

publications obscenes doit etre inseree clans la 
convention relative a la liberte de l'infor
mation. Il desapprouve la mention de !'ar
ticle 5 dans le dernier pararaphe de !'article 
9 tout comme les dispositions de !'article S lui
meme. M. Kahali a precedemment fait remarquer 
( l 93eme seance) que cet article dispose en fait que 
les correspondants ne peuvent etre expulses pour 
avoir agi conformement a la loi; cette disposition, 
a son avis, est absurde. La convention devrait 
avoir pour objet d'assurer, d'une fai;on absolue, le 
libre acces aux informations et leur transmission 
d'un pays a l'autre. Les restrictions ne doivent 
s'appliquer qu'a la personne du correspondant et 
non aux informations elles-memes. M. Kahali 
ne saurait adopter une attitude de neutralite froide 
a l'egard de !'article 9; ii s'oppose categorique
ment a cet article. 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique) explique que le nou
veau paragraphe dont l'amendement mexicain 
( A/C.3/417) propose !'insertion entre les pre
mier et deuxieme paragraphes est tire de !'article 
5 du projet de convention relatif a la liberte de 
!'information. Par definition meme, Jes entreprises 
d'infonnation englobent les journaux et les entre
prises de radiodiffusion. Aux termes du texte 
actuel de la· convention, un reseau puissant de 
publications existant dans un Etat pourrait faire 
paraitre des journaux ou etablir un reseau radio
phonique sur le territoire d'un autre Etat et mettre 
ainsi en danger I' existence de la presse et des 
organisations de radiodiffusion nationales. Une 
interpretation aussi vaste ne saurait etre permise. 
A mains que le texte en question ne soit redige 
plus clairement, M. Noriega insistera sur son 
amendement. Il ne faut pas permettre que les 
journaux nationaux soient sacrifies aux agences 
internationales sous pretexte de sauvegarder la 
liberte de !'information. Une disposition de cette 
nature presente un interet immediat du fait que 
!'American Society of Newspaper Editors ( Societe 
americaine des redacteurs en chef de journaux) a 
ete recemment saisie d'une proposition tendant a 
ce qu'un cornite special soit cree en vue de coor
donner les informations transmises a l' etranger et 
du fait qu'une resolution a ete presentee demandant 
que le Departement d'Etat des Etats-Unis four
nisse les fonds en vue de soutenir la politique de 
cette societe. Le Mexique, M. Noriega ose l'affir
mer, se trouve a !'avant-garde de la Jutte pour la 
liberte de !'information; mais chaque pays doit 
avoir le droit et le pouvoir de mener cette cam
pagne de la maniere qu'il juge la plus appropriee. 

Le representant du Mexique approuve entiere
ment le principe de l'amendement frarn;ais (A/ 
C.3/447), mais ii soutient que cet amendement dif
fere totalement, tant par la lettre que par l'esprit, de 
l'amendement correspondant du Mexique (A/C.3/ 
417), et qu'il equivaut a un nouvel amendement. 
Il ne peut par consequent envisager aucune pro
position tendant a fondre les deux amendements. 
Le sien doit etre mis aux voix separement. Si, 
toutefois, son amendement n'est pas adopte, 
M. Noriega votera pour l'amendement de la France. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) declare qu'il ne peut 
pas, pour des raisons juridiques, donner son appui 
a l'amendement du Mexique figurant au document 
A/C.3/431/Corr.1, qui n'est pas a sa place dans 
une convention enorn;ant les obligations entre 
Etats. Aux terrnes de cet amendement, les gou
vernements conviendraient d'imposer des obliga
tions aux entreprises d'infonnation et de leur infli-
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would constitute intervention - the very thing the 
convention was designed to prevent. Governments 
might also agree to impose moral obligations upon 
a third party, the Press. Moral obligations, how
ever, could not be subject to intergovernmental 
agreements. 

The appropriate place, therefore, for the ideas 
expressed in the Mexican amendment was the 
preamble. The Mexican representative had stated 
that he saw no purpose in a preamble. The pur
pose of the preamble was, however, to state the 
precise obligations-including the moral obliga
tions-of the signatories. 

Mr. Lebeau regarded the insertion of the word 
"public" in the first paragraph, as proposed by the 
United States delegation (A/C.3/437), as super
fluous and not readily intelligible, particularly in 
the French text. The word promulgues fully cov
ered the idea which the Gnited States delegation 
had wished to express. The word publics should 
therefore be deleted in the first paragraph and the 
word promulgues should be substituted for it in 
the second paragraph of the Gnited States amend
ment. 

With regard to the expression "public order" in 
the first paragraph, he would have agreed with 
the South African representative that it should be 
retained in order to cover exceptional local cases 
such as a declaration of the state of siege. He 
would not, however, oppose its deletion since, as 
the United States representative had shown, article 
11 provided for such a contingency. He did not 
object to the insertion of the new paragraph pro
posed in the United States amendment, but felt 
that it was not so realistic as the second part of 
article 4; moreover, it should be stipulated that 
the period during which peacetime censorship was 
imposed should be as brief as possible. The French 
amendment (A/C.3/447) was entirely acceptable 
to him; it had a number of similarities with the 
Mexican amendment (A/C.3/417), but it was to 
be preferred because it stated a principle in broad 
terms whereas the Mexican amendment dealt with 
a particular case. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) would vote for the Mexi
can amendments to the first and third paragraphs 
of article 9 (A/C.3/417). He agreed with the Bel
gian representative that the new paragraph pro
posed by the Mexican delegation and the French 
amendment (A/C.3/447) were basically similar 
and suggested that the two texts should be recon
ciled. 

He had no objection to the Chilean amendment 
(A/C.3/427) and would support that submitted 
by the United Kingdom (A/C.3/434). 

With regard to the United States amendments 
(A/C.3/437), he agreed with the Belgian repre
sentative's objection to the word "public" but 
would not object if the United States delegation 
insisted upon its retention. The words "public or
der" should not be deleted; the State could not 
decline responsibility for its maintenance. The 
amendment to the second paragraph was unob
jectionable. The proposed third paragraph was re
dundant owing to the existence of article 4. He 
was opposed, moreover, to inclusion of the fourth 
paragraph because it would abolish the State's dis
cretionary power with regard to admission. He 

ger des sanctions penales si elles ne les remplis
saient pas; or, cela constituerait une intervention, 
ce que la convention cherche precisement a 
empecher. D'autre part, les gouvernements pour
raient convenir d'imposer des obligations morales 
a un tiers, la presse. Or, des obligations morales ne 
sauraient faire l'objet d'accords intergouvernemen
taux. 

Le preambule est done l'endroit approprie pour 
exposer les idees qui se trouvent clans l'amende
ment du Mexique. Le representant du Mexique a 
declare qu'il ne voyait pas l'utilite d'un preambule; 
cependant, l'objet du preambule est precisement 
d'enoncer les obligations precises, y compris les 
obligations morales, des signataires. 

M. Lebeau estime que le mot "publics" dont la 
delegation des Etats-U nis propose !'insertion ( A/ 
C.3/437) clans le premier paragraphe, est superflu 
et loin d'etre clair, en particulier clans le texte 
frarn;ais. Le mot "promulgues" suffit entierement 
pour exprimer l'idee de la delegation des Etats
U nis. Le mot "publics" doit done etre supprime 
clans le premier paragraphe de l'amendement des 
Etats-Gnis; il doit etre remplace par le mot "pro
mulgues" dans le deuxieme paragraphe de ce 
texte. 

Ence qui concerne !'expression "l'ordre public" 
figurant au premier paragraphe, M. Lebeau declare 
qu'il etait partisan, comme le representant de 
l'Union Sud-Africaine, de la maintenir en previ
sion d'evenements interieurs exceptionnels, tels 
que la proclamation de l'etat de siege. II ne s'op
posera pourtant pas a sa suppression puisque, 
ainsi que l'a fait remarquer le representant des 
Etats-Unis, !'article 11 vise pareille eventualite. 
II ne s'oppose pas a !'insertion du nouveau para
graphe figurant clans l'amendement des Etats
Unis, qui n'est toutefois pas, a son avis, d'un 
caractere aussi realiste que la seconde partie de 
l'article 4. De plus, il convient de prevoir que la 
censure en temps de paix ne doit etre instituee 
qu'aussi brievement que possible. L'amendement 
frarn;ais ( A/C.3/447) lui parait tout a fait satis
faisant; il a un certain nombre d'analogies avec 
l'amendement mexicain (A/C.3/417), mais lui 
est preferable parce qu'il pose un principe en des 
termes generaux alors que l'amendement du 
Mexique traite d'un cas particulier. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) indique qu'il votera en 
faveur des amendements mexicains aux premier 
et troisieme paragraphes de l'article 9 (A/C.3/ 
417). II pense, comme le representant de la Bel
gique, que le nouveau paragraphe propose par la 
delegation du Mexique ressemble, quant au fond, 
a l'amendement presente par la France (A/C.3/ 
447) ; il suggere que ces deux textes soient con
cilies. 

II ne s'oppose pas a l'amendement presente par 
le Chili (A/C.3/427) et appuiera celui du 
Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/434). 

En ce qui conceme les amendements presentes 
par les Etats-Unis (A/C.3/437), ii critique, 
comme le representant de la Belgique, l'emploi du 
mot "publics"; cependant, il ne fera aucune objec
tion si la delegation des Etats-Unis tient absolu
ment a ce qu'on l'emploie. II n'y a pas lieu de 
supprimer les mots "et l'ordre public", car l'Etat 
ne peut decliner la responsabilite de maintenir 
l'ordre public. On ne peut s'opposer a l'amende
ment propose au deuxieme paragraphe. Le troi
sieme paragraphe de l'amendement est rendu 
superflu du fait que !'article 4 existe. En outre, 
le representant de l'Egypte s'oppose a !'inclusion 
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wondered why the United States delegation was 
making that proposal, because at the 194th meeting 
that very delegation had drawn attention to the 
somewhat stringent immigration laws in force in 
its own country. 

~Ir. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (:Netherlands) 
supported the United Kingdom amendment 
(A/C.3/434) for the insertion of the words "or 
blasphemous" between "obscene" and "news ma
terial". He preferred that wording to the phrase 
suggested by the Chilean delegation (A/C.3/427), 
which he considered too vague. 

With regard to the first United States amend
ment (A/C.3/437), namely the insertion of the 
word "public" before "laws and regulations", the 
representative of Belgium had already pointed out 
that such an insertion was unnecessary in the 
French text. The Netherlands representative 
thought it was unnecessary in the English text also 
since, in his country, all laws came into force by 
promulgation and there could not be any secret 
laws. If the word "public" were to be inserted, it 
would be preferable to place it before "regula
tions". In his opinion, the whole first paragraph 
of the article was really unnecessary, since it was 
quite obvious that no convention could ever be 
construed as depriving any Contracting State of 
its right to make and enforce laws and regulations 
for the protection of national security and public 
order. However, since some delegations considered 
the insertion of such a provision to be necessary, 
he would not oppose it. 

He did not agree with the proposed deletion of 
the words "and public order" from the end of the 
paragraph. In his opinion, it was particularly nec
essary to retain those words, especially in view of 
the proposed additional paragraph concerning cen
sorship in peacetime. His delegation supported 
that additional paragraph, since it had always dis
agreed profoundly with peacetime censorship. 

He supported the alternative text for the final 
paragraph suggested by the United States delega
tion, but suggested the deletion of the words "in 
violation of article 2". The sense would still be 
quite clear without those words and it would be 
better not to include them, since article 2 was not 
concerned with a State's right to refuse entry into 
its territory. 

He thought that the Mexican and French repre
sentatives should be asked to try to prepare a joint 
text covering the subject of their amendments. He 
considered the wording of the French amendment 
(A/C.3/447) to be too vague, and suggested dele
tion of the words "from taking suitable provisional 
measures to facilitate the development of news 
agencies as independent agencies". 

With regard to the Mexican amendment con
tained in document A/C.3/431/Corr.1, he agreed 
with the representative of Belgium that it was 
more suitable for inclusion in the preamble than 
in the body of the convention. 

du quatrieme paragraphe parce qu'il supprimerait 
le pouvoir discretionnaire de l'Etat en ce qui 
concerne l'acces de son territoire. II s'etonne de 
ce que la delegation des Etats-Unis soit l'auteur 
d'une telle proposition, etant donne que, au cours 
de la 194eme seance, cette meme delegation a attire 
l'attention sur Jes lois sur l'immigration assez 
strictes en vigueur aux Etats-Unis. 

M. van HEUVEN GOEDHART (Pays-Bas) appuie 
l'amendement du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/434) 
tendant a ajouter les mots "ou blasphematoires" 
apres les mots "publications obscenes". II prefere 
cette redaction a celle qu'a proposee la delegation 
du Chili (A/C.3/427), qu'il trouve trop vague. 

En ce qui concerne le premier amendement des 
Etats-Unis (A/C.3/437), c'est-a-dire celui qui 
consiste a ajouter le mot "publics" apres les mots 
"lois et reglements", le representant de la Belgique 
a deja souligne que cette insertion n'etait pas 
necessaire clans le texte frarn;ais. Le representant 
des Pays-Bas est d'avis qu'il n'est pas necessaire 
non plus d'ajouter ce mot dans le texte anglais 
puisque aux Pays-Bas les lois entrent en vigueur 
du fait de leur promulgation et aucune loi ne sau
rait rester secrete. Toutefois, si l'on devait ajouter 
le mot public, il serait alors preferable qu'il ne 
s'appliquat qu'au mot regulations. A son sens, tout 
le premier paragraphe de !'article est superflu car, 
de toute evidence, aucune convention ne pourrait 
etre interpretee comme devant priver l'Etat con
tractant de son droit d'adopter et d'appliquer des 
lois et reglements promulgues en vue d'assurer 
la securite nationale et l'ordre public. Cependant, 
puisque certaines delegations estiment necessaire 
d'ajouter une telle disposition, M. van Heuven 
Goedhart ne s'y opposera pas. 

II desapprouve la suppression des mots "et 
l'ordre public" a la fin du paragraphe. En effet, il 
estime qu'il est particulierement necessaire que 
ces mots y figurent, etant donne surtout qu' on se 
propose d'ajouter un paragraphe en ce qui con
cerne la censure en temps de paix. Sa delegation 
appuiera }'inclusion de ce nouveau paragraphe, car 
elle a toujours nettement desapprouve la censure 
en temps de paix. 

Il appuie le texte que les Etats-Unis proposent 
de substituer au dernier paragraphe au cas ou la 
Commission se prononcerait contre la suppression 
de celui-ci; cependant, i1 suggere d'en supprimer 
les mots "contrairement aux dispositions de !'ar
ticle 2". La suppression de ces mots n'enleverait 
rien a la clarte du texte et ii serait preferable qu'ils 
n'y figurent pas, puisque l'article 2 ne traite pas 
du droit qu'a un Etat de refuser l'acces de son 
territoire. 

M. van Heuven Goedhart pense qu'on pourrait 
prier les representants du Mexique et de la France 
de preparer un texte commun en ce qui concerne 
leurs amendements. Il estime trop vague la redac
tion de l'amendement frarn;ais ( A/C.3/447) et 
suggere qu'on supprime le membre de phrase 
"prenne les mesures provisoires qui conviendraient 
pour faciliter le developpement des entreprises 
d'information en tant qu'entreprises indepen
dantes". 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement du Mexique 
qui figure clans le document A/C.3/431/Corr.1, ii 
pense, comme le representant de la Belgique, qu'il 
conviendrait mieux de l'inclure clans le preambule 
que clans le corps de la convention. 
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Mr. ABBAS (Iraq) said that the whole draft 
convention was based on the two fundamental con
cepts of freedom and responsibilities, which were 
closely interrelated. In drafting the convention it 
had been decided that the gathering and dissemina
tion of news should be carried out on the national 
level ; thus the responsibility for avoiding abuses 
of the freedom granted in the convention had been 
left to the individual States. The draft convention 
laid obligations on the Contracting States to grant 
freedom to correspondents and information agen
cies, but at the same time there were provisions 
enabling States to safeguard national security and 
public order. He saw no reason why the safeguards 
included in article 9 should not be retained and he 
opposed the deletion of the words "and public or
der". Public order was so closely linked with na
tional security that it would be difficult to separate 
the two. 

He supported the Mexican amendment, propos
ing a new second paragraph (A/C.3/417); he 
considered it to be in harmony with the general 
concepts underlying the convention. 

He had no objection to the United Kingdom 
amendment (A/C.3/434) and would therefore 
support it. 

He could not support the additional paragraph 
or the alternative text for the final paragraph pro
posed by the United States delegation (A/C.3/ 
437). 

Mr. DAvIEs (United Kingdom) regretted that 
the Mexican representative had submitted his 
amendment contained in document A/C.3/431/ 
Corr. 1 in connexion with article 9, since, in his 
opinion, its substance was far more suitable for in
clusion in the preamble. He agreed with the ideas 
set forth in the amendment, but they were totally 
unsuited for inclusion in the body of the conven
tion, as it would be impossible to enforce them. 

He did not agree with the Mexican proposal 
(A/C.3/417) for the insertion of the words "pres
tige, dignity" after the words "the protection of 
national security" in the first paragraph of article 
9. It was true that those words had been inserted 
in an article in the section of the convention deal
ing with the institution of an international right of 
correction, but it would be difficult to define them 
clearly enough for the purposes of article 9. The 
adoption of the Mexican amendment would thus 
afford an easy pretext for Governments wishing to 
impose unwarrantable restrictions. 

He agreed with the ideas underlying the second 
Mexican amendment to that article and the French 
amendment thereto, but he thought that the word
ing could be improved. The existing texts might 
lead to governmental control of the news and 
would do away with the healthy competition be
tween national and foreign information agencies. 
He thought the fear of foreign monopolies was 
rather exaggerated and hoped it might be allayed 
without involving too many restrictions on free
dom of information. 

With regard to the United States amendments 
(A/C.3/437), he accepted the proposed insertion 
of the word "public" before "laws and regula-

M. ABBAS (Irak) fait observer que !'ensemble 
de la convention est fonde sur deux concepts fon
damentaux, etroitement relies entre eux: celui de 
liberte et celui de responsabilite. En redigeant la 
convention, il a ete convenu que l'activite qui con
siste a recueillir et a diffuser des informations doit 
s'exercer sur le plan national; de ce fait, ii appar
tient a chaque Etat de veiller a ce qu'on n'abuse 
pas des libertes accordees clans cette convention. 
Le projet de convention impose aux Etats con
tractants !'obligation d'accorder des libertes aux 
correspondants et aux entreprises d'information, 
mais il contient egalement des dispositions permet
tant aux Etats d'assurer le maintien de la securite 
nationale et de l'ordre public. Le representant de 
l'Irak ne voit pas pourquoi les garanties prevues 
a !'article 9 ne seraient pas maintenues, et il s'op
pose a la suppression des mots "et l' ordre public". 
L'ordre public est si etroitement lie a la securite 
nationale qu'il serait difficile de separer ces deux 
concepts. 

II appuie l'amendement du Mexique proposant 
!'insertion d'un nouveau paragraphe (A/C.3/ 
417). Cette proposition s'accorde parfaitement 
avec les principes generaux qui sont a la base de la 
convention. 

II ne s'oppose pas a l'amendement presente par 
le Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/434) et lui accordera 
son appui. 

II ne peut appuyer le paragraphe supplementaire 
qu'a propose la delegation des Etats-Unis, ni la 
nouvelle redaction qu'elle suggere d'adopter pour 
le dernier paragraphe (A/C.3/437). 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) regrette que le 
representant du Mexique ait presente l'amende
ment qui porte la cote A/C.3/431/Corr.1 en le 
reliant a !'article 9, car il conviendrait plut6t, a 
son sens, d'inserer dans le preambule la teneur de 
cet amendement. II approuve les idees exprimees 
dans l'amendement, mais estime qu'il ne faut pas 
les inclure dans le corps de la convention, etant 
donne qu'il serait impossible de les appliquer en 
pratique. 

M. Davies n'approuve pas la proposition du 
Mexique (A/C.3/417) tendant a dire: "la secu
rite, le prestige et la <lignite de la nation" au lieu 
de : "la securite nationale", au premier paragraphe 
de !'article 9. II est vrai que ces mots ont ete inseres 
clans un des articles de la partie de la convention 
qui traite de !'institution du droit de rectification 
en matiere intemationale, mais il serait difficile 
d'en donner une definition assez claire aux fins de 
!'article 9. L'adoption de l'amendement du 
Mexique fournirait un pretexte facile aux gou
vernements qui desirent imposer des restric
tions abusives. 

M. Davies approuve les idees sur lesquelles se 
fonde le deuxieme amendement du Mexique et 
l'amendement de la France a ce demier, mais il 
estime que leur redaction pourrait etre amelioree. 
Les textes actuels pourraient permettre le contr6le 
des informations par le gouvernement et feraient 
disparaitre la saine concurrence entre les entre
prises d'information nationales et etrangeres. Il 
estime que l'on exagere sensiblement le danger 
que presentent les monopoles etrangers, et il 
espere qu'on pourrait apaiser cette crainte sans 
recourir a de trop grandes restrictions de la liberte 
de !'information. 

En ce qui concerne les amendements presentes 
par les Etats-Unis (A/C.3/437), il accepte !'in
sertion du mot : "publics" apres : "lois et regle-
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tions". He had at first been prepared to agree to 
the deletion of the words "and public order", but 
he had been impressed by the soundness of the 
arguments advanced in favour of the retention of 
those words. He was therefore inclined to support 
the compromise suggestion made by the repre3en
tative of the Union of South Africa that the words 
"prevention of disorder" should be used. That 
wording would not be so broad in meaning and 
would yet be sufficient for the purposes of the 
article. 

He could not agree to the deletion of the final 
paragraph and was surprised that the United 
States delegation should have proposed it, since 
the United States, like most other countries, had 
its own strict immigration laws. If the paragraph 
were deleted, it would mean that no correspondent 
could be refused entry into the territory of a Con
tracting State, even if he did not fulfil the usual 
requirements for ordinary travellers. He felt it was 
essential to include some guarantee of the State's 
rights in that respect in article 9, as he did not be
lieve that the point was covered elsewhere in the 
draft convention. The alternative text submitted 
by the United States delegation would be quite 
satisfactory. 

Finally, the United Kingdom representative said 
that he was willing to accept the additional para
graph concerning censorship in peacetime pro
posed by the United States, although he did not 
think that its inclusion was absolutely essential. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) said 
that, fundamentally, there was general agreement 
on the point raised in the Mexican and French 
amendments. However, he shared the view of the 
representative of Belgium that it was impossible to 
include the wording of the Mexican amendment 
(A/C.3/431/Corr.1) in the body of the conven
tion, since it dealt with moral responsibilities 
which could not be legally enforced. Nevertheless, 
he agreed with the ideas and thought they should 
be expressed in the preamble. 

With regard to the Mexican amendment ( A/ 
C.3/417) concerning the protection of national 
information agencies, the Mexican representative 
had referred to article 5 of the draft convention on 
freedom of information as a precedent. Mr. Can
ham pointed out, however, that that article dealt 
with the right to edit newspapers or news periodi
cals produced within the territory of the country 
concerned. Thus, the subject matter was entirely 
different from that of article 9 of the first draft 
convention. If the Mexican amendment were 
adopted, it would be possible for a Contracting 
State to prevent any foreign information agency 
from gathering news within its territory or to in
sist that foreign agencies should employ only 
nationals of the country concerned. That would ef
fectively stifle all the operations of information 
agencies on an international plane. He emphasized 
the fact that the draft convention under discussion 
dealt only with the gathering of news for trans
mission abroad and that none of its provisions 
would affect the regulations governing the gather
ing of infom1ation for dissemination within the 
country itself. 

With regard to the French amendment ( A/C.3/ 
447), his objections were again based on form 

ments". Tout d'abord, ii etait dispose a accepter 
la suppression des mots: "et l'ordre public", mais 
la solidite des arguments avances en faveur du 
maintien de ces mots a fait impression sur lui. Il 
incline done a donner son appui a la suggestion de 
compromis du representant de l'Union Sud
Africaine qui a propose d'employer les mots: "et 
d'empecher le desordre". Cette expression n'aurait 
pas un sens aussi large et suffirait cependant pour 
preciser les fins de l'article. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni ne peut ac
cepter la suppression du dernier paragraphe et se 
montre surpris de ce que la delegation des Etats
Unis l'ait proposee, puisque les Etats-Unis, comme 
la plupart des autres pays, ont des lois sur }'immi
gration tres strictes. Si le paragraphe etait suppri
me, l'acces du territoire d'un Etat contractant ne 
pourrait etre refuse a aucun correspondant, meme 
si celui-ci ne remplissait pas les conditions habi
tuellement requises des voyageurs ordinaires. 
M. Davies estime qu'il est essentiel d'inclure a cet 
egard, dans l'article 9, une certaine garantie des 
droits de l'Etat, car il ne pense pas qu'il soit tenu 
compte de cette necessite dans une autre partie du 
projet de convention. L'autre texte qu'a presente 
la delegation des Etats-Unis pour le dernier para
graphe serait par contre entierement satisfaisant. 

En conclusion, le representant du Royaume
Uni se declare pret a accepter le paragraphe sup
plementaire relatif a la censure en temps de paix 
propose par les Etats-Unis, bien qu'il n'en juge 
pas l'inclusion absolument essentielle. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
qu'en principe les avis sont unanimes sur la ques
tion soulevee par les amendements du Mexique 
et de la France. U partage cependant les vues du 
representant de la Belgique suivant lesquelles ii 
est impossible d'inserer dans le corps de la con
vention le texte de l'amendement du Mexique qui 
figure au document A/C.3/431/Corr.1, puisque 
ce texte traite de responsabilites morales, lesquelles 
ne sauraient etre juridiquement imposees. II en 
approuve neanmoins le principe et il estime que 
celui-ci devrait trouver expression dans le pream
bule. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement du Mexique 
relatif a la protection des entreprises d'information 
nationales (A/C.3/417), le representant du 
Mexique a invoque, comme un precedent, l'article 
5 du projet de convention relatif a la liberte de 
l'information. M. Canham fait remarquer que cet 
article traite du droit de diriger la redaction des 
journaux ou des periodiques d'information publies 
sur le territoire du pays interesse. Son objet est 
done entierement different de celui de l'article 9 
du premier projet de convention. Si l'amendement 
du Mexique etait adopte, un Etat contractant pour
rait empecher une entreprise d'information etran
gere de recueillir des informations sur son terri
toire ou insister pour que les entreprises d'infor
mation etrangeres n'emploient que des ressortis
sants de cet Etat. Cela, en fait, empecherait toute 
activite des entreprises d'information sur le plan 
international. M. Canham souligne le fait que le 
projet de convention a l'etude ne traite que de 
l'acces aux informations en vue de leur transmis
sion a l'etranger, et qu'aucune de ses dispositions 
n'affecte les regles auxquelles est soumis le ras
semblement des informations destinees a etre dif
fusees dans le pays lui-meme. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement de la France 
( A/C.3/447), la encore, les objections de M. Can-
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rather than on substance. There was nothing in 
the convention which could be interpreted as pre
venting States from taking suitable provisional 
measures to facilitate the development of news 
agencies as independent agencies. He therefore 
felt the inclusion of the first part of the French 
amendment to be unnecessary. Moreover, the 
words "by abnormal or unfair means" might give 
rise to countless difficulties of interpretation. 
Therefore, if the French delegation continued to 
urge the adoption of its amendment, he would 
suggest the use of some such phrase as "by mon
opolistic practices". 

With regard to the remarks made by the repre
sentative of South Africa concerning the words 
"and public order", he maintained his opinion that 
the point was covered by the provisions of arti
de 11. 

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND FffiST 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Monday, 25 April 1949, at 2.45 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) ( CON
TINUED) 

Article 9 (continued) 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) supported 
the Mexican amendment (A/C.3/417) to article 
9. The draft convention contained certain obliga
tions for Contracting States. It would therefore 
seem normal, as proposed in the Mexican amend
ment, to impose certain responsibilities on corres
pondents and information agencies, together with 
the obligations that they entailed. Moreover, the 
Argentine delegation agreed to the insertion of 
the words "prestige, dignity" as the Committee 
had already agreed (197th meeting) to the inser
tion of those words in section II of the draft 
convention, on the right of correction. 

Regarding the other proposed amendments to 
article 9, Mr. Otano Vilanova also accepted the 
Chilean amendment (A/C.3/427) and the addi
tion of the words "or blasphemous" proposed by 
the United Kingdom (A/C.3/434). 

The Argentine delegation could not, however, 
approve of the United States proposal (A/C.3/ 
437). The words "and public order" should not 
be deleted for the reasons already stated by the 
representative of Peru. The insertion of the 
word "public" before the words "laws and regu
lations" seemed unnecessary, as it was impossible 
to conceive of secret laws or regulations. The 
third paragraph of the United States amend
ment merely repeated certain provisions of arti
cle 4. Finally, the last paragraph proposed by the 
United States would limit the right of Contract
ing States to refuse entry into their territory. 
Yet article 5 as well as article 2, to which the 
last paragraph of the United States proposal 

ham portent sur la forme plutot que sur le 
fond. Rien dans la convention ne peut etre inter
prete comme empechant les Etats de prendre les 
mesures provisoires qui conviendraient pour faci
liter le developpement des entreprises d'informa
tion en tant qu'entreprises independantes. M. Can
ham estime done inutile !'insertion de la premiere 
partie de l'amendement de la France. En outre, les 
mots : "par des procedes insolites OU deloyaux" 
pourraient donner lieu a d'innombrables difficultes 
d'interpretation. C'est pourquoi, si la delegation 
de la France continue d'insister pour que son 
amendement soit adopte, il suggerera en remplace
ment l' emploi d'un membre de phrase tel que: 
"par le jeu du monopole". 

En ce qui concerne les observations presentees 
par la delegation de !'Union Sud-Africaine au 
sujet des mots "et l'ordre public", M. Canham 
maintient que les dispositions de !'article 11 re
pondent au point souleve. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 10. 

DEUX CENT UNIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le lundi 25 avril 1949, a 14 h. 45. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

136. Liherte de !'information: rapport 
du Conseil eeonomique 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.J/425) (SUITE) 

Article 9 (suite) 
M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) appuie 

l'amendement propose par le Mexique (A/C.3/ 
417) a !'article 9. A plusieurs reprises, dans le 
projet de convention, on a etabli certaines obli
gations pour les Etats contractants. II semblerait 
done normal, comme le propose l 'amendement 
mexicain, de donner aux correspondants et aux 
entreprises d'information · certaines responsabilites, 
avec les obligations qu'elles comportent. La dele
gation de l'Argentine accepte d'autre part !'inser
tion des mots: "le prestige et la <lignite" parce 
que la Commission a deja accepte ( 197 eme seance) 
l'insertion de ces mots dans la section II du projet 
de convention, relative au droit de rectification. 

Parmi les autres amendements proposes a l'ar
ticle 9, M. Otano Vilanova accepte egalernent 
l'amendement du Chili (A/C.3/427) et !'addition 
des mots "ou blasphematoires" proposee par le 
Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/434). 

Mais. la delegation de I' Argentine ne peut ap
prouver la proposition des Etats-U nis ( A/C.3 / 
437). II ne convient pas, en effet, de supprimer 
les mots "et l'ordre public", pour les raisons deja 
exprimees par le representant du Perou. D'autre 
part, !'insertion du mot "publics" apres les mots 
"lois et reglements" ne lui parait pas necessaire, 
car l'on ne saurait concevoir de lois ou de regle
ments qui aient un caractere secret. De plus, le 
troisieme paragraphe de l'amendement des Etats
Unis ne fait que reprendre certaines dispositions 
de !'article 4. Entin, le dernier paragraphe propose 
par les Etats-Unis limiterait pour les Etats con
tractants le droit de refuser l'acces de leur terri
toire: or, aussi bien !'article 5 que !'article 2 -
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referred, presupposed the existence of national 
laws regulating the admission of foreigners to 
the territory of States. The Argentine delegation 
could not accept any limitation of the power 
of the State in that field. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) expressed the view 
that the insertion of the word publics proposed 
by the United States ( A/C.3/437) was unneces
sary in the French text because that idea was 
already expressed in the French text by the word 
promulgues. In his opinion it would be preferable 
to replace promulgues by publies. 

The other amendments proposed by the United 
States were useful, though they tended to repeat 
certain restrictions already laid down in pre
ceding articles. While not opposed to those 
amendments, the French delegation felt that if 
they were adopted it would later be necessary 
for the drafting committee which would be set 
up to bring the text of the various articles into 
line and if necessary eliminate certain repetitions. 

Mr. Kayser urged the retention of the words 
"and public order" which he preferred to the 
expression "prevention of disorder" proposed 
as a compromise by the representative of the 
Union of South Africa (200th meeting). The 
purpose of the articles of the convention was to 
ensure the equality of all correspondents and not 
to give greater rights to foreign than to national 
correspondents. French journalists, like all French 
nationals, were subject to the ordinary law of 
the land which demanded that the requirements 
of public order should be complied with. An alien 
could hardly be exempted from the law. The 
deletion of the words "and public order" would 
mean creating a privilege for foreign corre
spondents and relinquishing a fundamental right 
of the State. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) wished to correct 
certain statements made by the representatives 
of the United States and the United Kingdom 
who had interpreted the Mexican amendment as 
tending to establish a national ne~~ monopoly 
and to nullify nearly all the prov1s1ons of the 
convention. The purpose of the Mexican delega
tion was to fight monopolies by preventing power
ful foreign monopolies from being able to engage 
in ruinous competition with national inform,ation 
agencies to the extent of eliminating the latter 
completely. 

The representative of the United States had 
asked (200th meeting) if Mexican law contained 
provisions authorizing the imposition of certain 
restrictions on information agencies. There were, 
of course, as in the United States, the provisions 
of the penal code. Nevertheless, even in the United 
States, there was not absolute freedom in the 
field of radio and the films. That fact proved 
that in certain cases the Government had the 
right to establish regulations. Moreover, at the 
previous meeting the United States representa
tive had also supported a Belgian statement to 
the effect that it was impossible to impose obli
gations on correspondents or information agen
cies because they were not parties to the conven
tion. Correspondents or information agencies did 
not have to be parties to the convention in order 
to be bound by it; a convention was concluded 
by States, but. it applied to individuals. 

auxquels renvoie le dernier paragraphe de la pro
position des Etats-Unis - supposent !'existence 
de lois nationales reglementant !'admission des 
etrangers sur le territoire des Etats. La delegation 
argentine ne peut accepter de restreindre le pou
voir de l'Etat clans ce domaine. 

M. KAYSER (France) estime que !'insertion du 
mot "publics", proposee par les Etats-Unis ( A/C. 
3/437), est inutile clans le texte frarn;ais car l'idee 
est deja exprimee par le mot "promulgues"; i1 
serait d'ailleurs preferable de remplacer "promul
gues" par "publies". 

Les autres amendements proposes par les Etats
Unis ont leur utilite, bien qu'ils tendent a repeter 
certaines restrictions deja etablies clans les articles 
precedents. Sans etre opposee a ces amendements, 
la delegation franc;aise croit qu'il serait ulterieure
ment necessaire, s'ils sont adoptes, que le comite 
de redaction qui sera cree collationne les textes des 
divers articles et au be80in supprime certaines 
repetitions. 

M. Kayser insiste pour le maintien des mots "et 
l'ordre public", qu'il prefere a !'expression "et 
d'empecher le desordre" proposee a titre de com
promis par le representant de l'Union Sud-Afri
caine ( 200eme seance) . Le but des articles de la 
convention est d'assurer l'egalite de tous les cor
respondants et non pas de donner aux correspon
dants etrangers plus de droits qu'aux nationaux. 
Les journalistes fram;ais, comme tous les citoyens 
fram;ais, sont soumis au droit commun, qui prescrit 
notamment de se conformer aux exigences de 
l'ordre public. On comprendrait mal qu'un etran
ger puisse s'y soustraire. La suppression des mots 
"et l'ordre public" creerait ainsi un privilege 
pour les correspondants etrangers et alienerait un 
droit fondamental de l'Etat. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) desire rectifier cer
taines affirmations faites par les representants des 
Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni qui ont interprete 
l'amendement du Mexique comme tendant a eta
blir un monopole national de !'information et a 
annuler pratiquement toutes les dispositions de la 
convention. Or, le but de la delegation du Mexique 
est de lutter contre les monopoles en empechant 
que le puissants monopoles etrangers ne puissent 
faire une concurrence ruineuse aux entreprises 
d'information nationales au point de faire dispa
raitre completement ces dernieres. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis a demande 
(200eme seance) s'il existait clans la legislation 
mexicaine des dispositions permettant d'imposer 
certaines restrictions aux entreprises d'informa
tion. M. Noriega souligne qu'il existe, bien entendu, 
comme aux Etats-Unis, les dispositions du code 
penal. Mais, par ailleurs, meme aux Etats-Unis, 
la liberte n'est pas absolue clans le domaine de la 
radio et du cinema, ce qui demontre que le gou
vernement a, clans certains cas, le droit d'etablir 
des reglements. Le representant des Etats-Unis a 
en outre appuye a la seance precedente une declara
tion du representant de la Belgique selon laquelle 
on ne pouvait etablir d' obligations pour les cor
respondants ou les entreprises d'information, parce 
qu'ils ne sont pas parties a la convention. II n'est 
pas necessaire que les correspondants ou les entre
prises d'information soient parties a la convention 
pour etre lies par elle: une convention est conclue 
par des Etats, mais s'applique aux individus. 
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The convention under discussion aimed at 
granting rights and privileges to Press corre
spondents. To be effective, the convention should 
establish a balance between the rights and the 
obligations of correspondents. If a special status 
were created for correspondents, it was only fair 
that certain obligations should be included. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) said he would vote 
in favour of the addition of the words "prestige, 
dignity" to the article for the reasons already 
explained at the time of the discussion on the 
insertion of those words in section II of the draft 
convention ( 196th and 197th meetings). 

The second part of the Mexican amendment 
(A/C.3/417) was even more important. Certain 
representatives had, it appeared, opposed that 
amendment because it sought to defend the 
national interests of States. However, the Mexi
can amendment was not aimed at preventing the 
existence of foreign information agencies on the 
territory of a State. It merely stressed the 
necessity of taking into consideration the situa
tion in each country. Certain States would have 
to take measures to encourage the development 
of national information agencies as yet insuffi
ciently organized. His delegation would vote in 
favour of that second amendment, which seemed 
indispensable. 

The amendment proposed by the United King
dom (A/~.3/434) appeared to have the approval 
of the ma1onty of the members of the Committee. 
He would therefore adhere to the opinion of the 
majority, though he considered the term "blas
phemous" very ill-defined. The term "obscene" 
which introduced a moral criterion was definable; 
the term "blasphemous", on the other hand, which 
referred to a religious concept, was difficult to 
define. 

With reference to the United States amend
ment (A/C.3/437), he said he was in favour 
of the retention of the words "and public order" 
which were of great importance. He would also 
vote in favour of retaining the third paragraph 
of article 9. 

Mr. ZAYDiN (Cuba) thought article 9 super
fluous. It was unnecessary to attempt to limit the 
sovereign right of States to legislate. A conven
tion could not define what should be the attitude 
of States in questions regulated by their national 
constitutions. The sovereign rights of a State were 
defined by its constitution. If any clause of the 
convention under discussion prejudiced the exer
cise of the sovereignty of a State, as defined bv 
its constitution, that State could neither sign nor 
ratify the convention. 

Article 9 was therefore unnecessary. The con
vention would in any case lose nothing through 
its deletion. The object of the convention was to 
ensure free access to news and its transmission 
from one country to another; there was no con
nexion between the article under discussion and 
the subject dealt with in the other articles of the 
convention. 

The amendments proposed by Mexico (A/C.3/ 
417) and France (A/C.3/447), if combined, 
appeared acceptable to his delegation, and it would 
vote in their favour if occasion arose. But in 
view of the superfluous character of article 9 
and the difficulties of interpretation to which it 
might give rise, it would be preferable to delete 
that article completely. The Mexican representa-

La presente convention a pour objet d'accorder 
des droits et des privileges aux correspondants de 
presse. Pour etre effective, elle doit etablir un equi
libre entre les droits et les obligations des cor
respondants. Si l'on cree un statut special pour 
ceux-ci, il est juste d'y inclure certaines obliga
tions. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) declare qu'il votera 
l'addition a !'article 9 des mots "le prestige et la 
<lignite" pour les raisons deja exposees lors de la 
discussion sur l'insertion de ces memes mots clans 
la section II du projet de convention (196eme et 
197 eme seances) . 

La deuxieme partie de l'amendement du Mexi
que (A/C.3/417) presente encore plus d'impor
tance. Certains repreeentants ont, semble-t-il, 
combattu cet amendement parce qu'il vise a defen
dre les interets nationaux des Etats. Cependant, 
l'amendement mexicain ne pretend pas empecher 
l'existence d'entreprises d'information etrangeres 
sur le territoire d'un Etat. Il souligne seulement 
la necessite de prendre en consideration la situa
tion de chaque pays. Certains Etats doivent pren
dre des mesures pour encourager le developpe
ment des entreprises d'information nationales en
core insuffisamment organisees. La delegation du 
Pakistan votera ce deuxieme amendement car il 
lui parait indispensable. 

L'amendement propose par le Royaume-Uni 
(A/C.3/434) semble recueillir !'approbation de la 
majorite des membres de la Commission. Le repre
sentant du Pakistan se ralliera done a !'opinion de 
la majorite, bien que, a son avis, le terme "blasphe
matoire" soit tres mal defini. Le mot "obscene", 
qui fait intervenir un critere moral, est definis
sable ; par contre, le terme "blasphematoire", qui 
se refere a un concept religieux, est difficile a de
finir. 

Faisant allusion a l'amendement des Etats-Unis 
(A/C.3/437), le representant du Pakistan se de
clare partisan du maintien des mots "et l'ordre 
public", qui presentent une grande importance. 
Il votera egalement pour le maintien du troisieme 
paragraphe de {'article 9. 

M. ZAYDiN (Cuba) estime !'article 9 superflu. 
Il est inutile d'essayer de limiter le droit de legi
ferer, droit souverain des Etats. Une convention 
ne peut pas definir quelle doit etre !'attitude des 
Etats clans les questions regies par les constitutions 
nationales. Les droits souverains d'un Etat soot 
definis par sa constitution. Si une clause quel
conque de la presente convention portrait atteinte 
a l'exercice de la souverainete d'un Etat, telle 
qu' elle est definie par sa constitution, celui-ci ne 
pourrait, de toute maniere, ni signer ni ratifier la 
convention. 

L'article 9 est done inutile. En le supprimant, 
on n'otera d'ailleurs rien a la convention. Celle-ci 
vise le libre acces aux informations et leur trans
mission d'un pays a l'autre; or il n'y a aucun rap
port entre !'article en discussion et le sujet traite 
dans les autres articles de la convention. 

Les amendements proposes par le Mexique 
(A/C.3/417) et par la France (A/C.3/447), s'ils 
sont reunis, paraissent acceptables a la delegation 
cubaine, qui Ies votera s'il y a lieu. Mais, etant 
donne le caractere superflu de. !'article 9 et les 
difficultes d'interpretation qu'il risque de soulever, 
il serait preferable de supprimer completement cet 
article. De l'avis de M. Zaydin les dispositions 
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tive's apprehensions might, in his opinion, be 
adequately met by the provisions of each coun
try's legislation. 

Mrs. RAY (India) shared the opinion that the 
Mexican amendment concerning the responsibility 
of correspondents should appear in the preamble 
to the draft convention. Furthermore, she com
pletely endorsed the view expressed by the dele
gations of France and Mexico in their amend
ments concerning the power of Contracting States 
to reserve to their nationals the right to establish 
and maintain information agencies on their terri
tory. Obviously, freedom of information could 
not be prejudicial to the right of peoples to have 
at their disposal the means of expression which 
was in keeping with their own national tempera
ment. It was inconceivable that a State should 
agree to allow information agencies on its terri
tory to come under foreign influence. 

Her delegation accepted the insertion of the 
word "public" proposed by the United States 
but could not agree to the deletion of the words 
"and public order". The plan of the convention 
was very clear: articles 4, 9, and 11 contained 
provisions designed to guard against different 
menaces to the national security of States, classi
fied in the order of their importance. The re
placing of the words "national security" by 
"national defence" in article 4 had upset that 
plan and made it necessary for States to seek a 
new guarantee in article 9. For that reason her 
delegation could not accept the deletion of the 
words "and public order". As a compromise it 
might accept the term "prevention of disorder" 
proposed by the South African representative. 
However, the reference in article 9 to article 5 
constituted a guarantee against the risk that 
States might abuse the provisions of article 9. 

She was in favour of retaining the third para
graph of article 9. Her delegation considered that 
the principle of freedom of information should 
not be so applied as to be prejudicial to the right 
of peoples to free information. 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) recalled that 
the expression "public order" had been intro
duced into the article on the request of the 
Venezuelan delegation at the Conference on 
Freedom of Information. 

His delegation thought there was a limit to free
dom of information, namely the obligations im
posed by the State for the maintenance of public 
order. That function of the State could not be 
relinquished. 

In his opinion, articles 9 and 11 of the draft 
convention were very similar and he thought 
that article 11 might be deleted. Article 9 men
tioned national security and public order which 
corresponded to the expression "in time of war 
or any other public emergency" used in article 
11. The only difference lay in the procedure 
followed by the Contracting State. The words 
"and public order" also appeared to him pre
ferable to the words "prevention of disorder" 
proposed by the South African representative. 
The latter formula risked lending itself to num
erous abuses. Moreover, the expression "public 
order" was already used in paragraph 2 of 

legislatives nationales seraient a meme de parer 
aux preoccupations du representant du Mexique. 

Mme RAY (Inde) partage l'opinion que l'amen
dement du Mexique concernant la responsabilite 
des correspondants devrait figurer dans le pream
bule du projet de convention. D'autre part, elle se 
rallie entierement au point de vue exprime par 
Jes delegations de la France et du Mexique dans 
leurs amendements relatifs aux pouvoirs des 
Etats contractants de reserver a leurs nationaux 
le droit de creer ou de diriger, sur leur territoire, 
les entreprises d'information. La liberte de !'infor
mation ne peut, de toute evidence, porter atteinte 
au droit des peuples a disposer de moyens d'ex
pression conformes a leur genie propre. On ne 
pourrait concevoir qu'un Etat accepte d'abandon
ner les entreprises d'information sur son territoire 
a !'influence etrangere. 

La delegation de l'Inde accepte !'insertion du 
mot "publics," proposee par les Etats-Unis, mais 
ne peut accepter la suppression des mots "et l'ordre 
public". Le plan de la convention etait fort clair: 
Jes articles 4, 9 et 11 contenaient des dispositions 
destinees a prevenir differentes menaces contre 
la securite nationale des Etats, classees par ordre 
d'importance. Le remplacement des mots "secu
rite nationale" par "defense nationale" clans !'ar
ticle 4 a bouleverse ce plan et rend necessaire pour 
les Etats de chercher une nouvelle garantie clans 
!'article 9. C'est pourquoi la delegation de l'Inde 
ne peut accepter la suppression des mots "et l'ordre 
public". A titre de compromis, elle pourtait ac
cepter les termes: "et d'empecher le desordre", 
proposes par le representant de !'Union Sud-Afri
caine. Cependant, la reference faite dans !'article 9 
a !'article 5 constitue une garantie contre le risque 
d'un abus par les Etats des dispositions de !'ar
ticle 9. 

Mme Ray se prononce en faveur du maintien 
du troisieme paragraphe de !'article 9. La dele
gation de l'Inde estime que le principe de la 
liberte de !'information ne doit pas etre applique 
de maniere a porter atteinte au droit des peuples 
a la libre information. 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) rappelle que 
!'expression "ordre public" a ete introduite clans 
cet article sur la demande de la delegation du 
Venezuela lors de la Conference sur la liberte 
de !'information. 

· La delegation du Venezuela estime qu'il existe 
une limite a la liberte de !'information, a savoir 
les obligations imposees par l'Etat en ce qui con
cerne 1' ordre public. Cette fonction de l'Etat ne 
saurait etre alienee. 

De l'avis de M. Perez Perozo, les articles 9 
et 11 du projet de convention sont sensiblement 
analogues, et il lui semble que l'article 11 pour
rait etre supprime. L'article 9 mentionne la secu
rite nationale et l'ordre public qui correspondent 
aux expressions: "en temps de guerre ou d'autre 
danger public", employees a l'article 11. La seule 
difference reside clans la procedure suivie par 
l'Etat contractant. Les mots "et l'ordre public" 
lui paraissent egalement preferables aux mots "et 
d'empecher le desordre" proposes par le repre
sentant de !'Union Sud-Africaine. Cette deuxieme 
formule risque de preter a de nombreux abus. 
D'autre part, l'expression "ordre public" se trouve 
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article 29 of the Cniversal Declaration of Human 
Rights.1 

His delegation also preferred to retain the 
word "obscene" rather than to adopt the amend
ment proposed by Chile (A/C.3/427); the word 
"obscene" had a concrete meaning and was fre
quently used in international conventions. 

Mr. THEODOROPOULOS (Greece) thanked the 
French and Mexican representatives for propos
ing a joint amendment (A/C.3/479) containing 
an essential idea. That amendment in no way 
limited or restricted the freedom of informa
tion agencies. Its only purpose was to encourage 
the development of national agencies. 

He would vote against the first Mexican amend
ment (A/C.3/417) for the same reasons tl;iat he 
had voted against a similar amendment (197th 
meeting) submitted by that delegation to another 
article of the convention. On the other hand 
he would vote for the insertion of the words 
"or blasphemous" proposed by the United King
dom representative ( A/C.3/434). 

The United States amendment (A/C.3/437), 
regarding censorship in peacetime, dealt with an 
idea which had already been accepted. A refer
ence to article 4 should consequently be inserted 
in article 9. 

Only a very few representatives had supported 
the proposal to delete the third paragraph of arti
cle 9. He thought that provision necessary and 
would vote for its retention. 

Finally, his delegation was prepared to agree to 
the deletion of the words "and public order". 
Although war was raging in Greece, there was no 
censorship in his country. If it were not decided 
to delete those words, his delegation would vote 
for the formula suggested by the United King
dom. 

Mr. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopia) thought that 
rights entailed obligations; he would therefore 
vote for the Mexican amendment. The duties of 
foreign correspondents should be stated in the 
body of the convention and not onlv in its 
preamble. , 

He thought the expression "prestige, dignity" 
too vague. There were precedents for it, how
ever, and in the circumstances he would vote for 
its insertion. He would support the Chilean and 
the United Kingdom amendments for the same 
reason. 

With regard to the United States amendments, 
he would prefer the expression "and public order" 
to be retained in the convention. He would sup
port the insertion of a new third paragraph, but 
thought that the end of the sentence, beginning 
with the words "and then only in accordance with 
article 4", should be deleted. He was in favour 
of retaining the last paragraph of article 9, which 
it was proposed to delete. Finally, he supported 
the last United States amendment, but thought 
that the end of the paragraph should be deleted, 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Part I, Resolutions, Ko. 217 A (III), 
page 77. 

deja employee dans le paragraphe 2 de !'article 
29 de la Declaration universelle des droits de 
l'homme1• 

La delegation du Venezuela pref ere egalement 
maintenir le mot "obscenes" plutot qu'adopter 
l'amendement propose par le Chili (A/C.3/427); 
le mot "obscene" a un sens concret et est couram
ment employe dans des conventions internationales. 

M. THEODOROPOULOS (Grece) remercie les 
representants de la France et du Mexique d'avoir 
propose en commun un amendement (A/C.3/ 
479) qui contient une idee essentielle. Cet amen
dement ne limite ni ne restreint en quoi que ce soit 
la liberte des entreprises d'information. II vise 
uniquement a encourager le developpement des 
entreprises d'information nationales. 

Le representant de la Grece declare qu'il votera 
contre le premier amendement du Mexique (A/ 
C.3/417), pour Jes memes raisons qui l'avaient 
amene a voter contre un amendement similaire 
( 197 eme seance) presente par la meme delega
tion a propos d'un autre article de la convention. 
Par contre, ii votera en faveur de !'insertion des 
mots "ou blasphematoires", proposee par le repre• 
sentant du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/434). 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement des Etats
Unis (A/C.3/437) relatif a la censure en temps 
de paix. le representant de la Grece rappelle qu'il 
s'agit la d'une idee deja acceptee. II convien
drait par consequent d'inserer, dans !'article 9, 
une reference a !'article 4. 

Tres peu de representants seulement ont appuye 
la proposition de suppression du troisieme para
graphe de !'article 9. M. Theodoropoulos pense 
que cette disposition est necessaire et ii votera 
en faveur de son maintien. 

Enfin, la delegation de la Grece est disposee 
a accepter la suppression des mots "et l'ordre 
public". Bien que la guerre fasse rage en Grece, 
i1 n'y a aucune censure dans ce pays. S'il n'est 
pas decide de supprimer ces mots, la delegation de 
la Grece votera en faveur de la formule presentee 
par le Royaume-Uni. 

M. ALMAYEHou (Ethiopie) estime que les 
droits entrainent des obligations et il votera, 
par consequent, en faveur de l'amendement du 
Mexique. Les devoirs des correspondants etran
gers devraient etre exposes dans la convention 
elle-meme, et non pas seulement dans son pream
bule. 

Le representant de l'Ethiopie considere !'ex
pression : "le prestige et la <lignite" comme trop 
vague. II existe toutefois des precedents et, dans 
ces conditions, ii votera en faveur de son insertion. 
Il appuiera pour Jes memes raisons les amende
ments du Chili et du Royaume-Uni. 

En ce qui concerne les amendements proposes 
par les Etats-Unis, M. Almayehou prefererait 
que !'on conserve !'expression "et l'ordre public" 
clans le texte de la convention. II appuiera !'inser
tion d'un nouveau troisieme paragraphe, mais 
il estime que l' on devrait supprimer la fin de 
la phrase a partir des mots "et, clans ce cas, 
conformement aux dispositions de !'article 4". En 
ce qui concerne le dernier paragraphe de !'article 
9, dont la suppression est proposee, il se declare 
en faveur de son maintien. Enfin, le representant 

'Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme sessi1m de 
l' Assemblee generate. premiere partie, Resolutions, No 
217 A (III), page 77. 
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beginning with the words "provided that any 
such refusal or restriction ... " 

Those observations in no way meant that Ethi
opia did not wish the convention to be com
pleted. His country had faith in international 
co-operation and had invited foreign correspond
ents to its territory so that they might present to 
the world a true picture of the situation there. 

His delegation would have supported any 
amendment aimed at restricting the prerogatives 
of governments; in the existing circumstances, 
a certain number of Governments did not appear 
disposed to agree to those restrictions. There was, 
therefore, a danger that they would either not 
ratify the convention, or if they did, they would 
not fulfil their obligations under it. The problem 
of implementing international conventions was 
usually a source of grave difficulties. That was 
the only reason why his delegation would vote 
for amendments designed to reduce the scope of 
the convention. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
was not quite clear as to the actual meaning of 
some of the expressions used by the Mexican 
representative; if it were agreed that freedom was 
not absolute, he could not quite see how definite 
legal obligations on correspondents and informa-

. tion agencies could be introduced into the con
vention. 

He regretted that Mr. Noriega had not ex
plained why he had proposed using the expres
sion "national prestige and dignity" in article 
2. Those words had a totally different meaning 
according to whether they were inserted in article 
9 or in the provisions concerning the right of 
correction. If national prestige and dignity as 
well as censorship were referred to in article 9, 
that might provide fresh excuses for censorship. 
It was extremely difficult to give an objective 
definition of what constituted an offence against 
the dignity and prestige of a nation. 

He thought that certain safeguards against the 
institution of censorship should be introduced 
into article 9 and agreed with the remarks made 
by the Venezuelan representative on that sub
ject. He also agreed with the suggestion made by 
the Netherlands representative at the 200th meet
ing concerning the exact position to be given 
to the word "public" in the first paragraph of 
article 9, in the English text only. 

The convention would have to be complete in 
itself and for that reason he thought article 9 
sloould be included. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) submitted the joint 
French and Mexican amendment to article 9 
(A/C.3/479). 

Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) sup
ported the Mexican amendment, and agreed that 
if a convention was to be drawn up granting 
foreign correspondents and information agencies 
certain privileges, it could equally well specify 
their duties. 

de l'Ethiopie appuie le dernier amendement des 
£tats-Unis, mais pense qu'il faudrait supprimer 
la fin du paragraphe, a partir des mots: "a 
condition que ce refus ou cette restriction ... " 

Ces diverses observations ne signifient nulle
ment que l'Ethiopie ne veut pas voir la conven
tion aboutir. L'Ethiopie a foi en la cooperation 
internationale et elle invite des correspondants 
etrangers sur son territoire pour qu'ils presentent 
au monde un tableau exact de la situation du 
pays. 

La delegation ethiopienne aurait appuye tous 
les amendements visant a restreindre les prero
gatives des gouvernemnts; mais, dans les cir
constances actuelles, un certain nombre de gou
vernements ne semblent pas disposes a accepter 
ces restrictions. Dans ces conditions, ils risque
raient, ou de ne pas ratifier la convention ou, 
s'ils la ratifiaient, de ne pas satisfaire aux obliga
tions qu'elle leur imposerait. Le probleme de la 
mise en ceuvre est presque toujours une source 
de graves difficultes en ce qui concerne les con
ventions internationales. C'est la seule raison pour 
laquelle la delegation de l'Ethiopie votera en 
faveur des amendements destines a moderer la 
portee de la convention. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) n'est 
pas tres sur du sens reel de certaines expressions 
employees par le representant du Mexique: c'est 
ainsi que, si on reconnait que la liberte n'est pas 
ab~o~ue, il ~e voit pas tres bien_ comme !'on pour
ra1t mtrodmre dans la convention des obligations 
j uri<liques concretes pour les correspondants et 
les entreprises d'information. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis regrette que 
M. Noriega n'ait pas expo.e les raisons pour 
lesquelles il proposait d'employer dans !'article 
2 !'expression: "le prestige et la <lignite de la 
nation". Ces mots ont un sens tout a fait diffe
rent selon qu'on les insere clans l'article 9 ou 
clans les dispositions relatives au <lroit de rectifi
fication. S'il etait question dans le meme article 
9 du prestige et de la <lignite de la nation et 
de censure, on risquerait de creer de nouveaux 
pretextles pour imposer la censure. II est extre
meme::1t diffi~ile de definir de maniere objective 
ce qm constttue une offense a la <lignite et au 
prestige de la nation. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis estime que l'on 
doit introduire clans !'article 9 certaines sauve
gardes en ce qui concerne l'institution de la cen
sure. II se declare d'accord avec les observations 
qu'a faites a ce sujet le representant du Venezuela. 
Par ailleurs, il est d'accord avec !'observation 
presentee par le representant des Pays-Bas a la 
200eme seance en ce qui conceme l'endroit exact 
ou le mot public devrait figurer dans le texte 
anglais du premier paragraphe de !'article. 

La convention doit faire un tout complet et 
c'est pourquoi M. Canham estime qu'il est utile 
d'y inserer l'article 9. 

M. KAYSER (France) presente l'amendement 
commun de la France et du Mexique a l'article 
9 (A/C.3/479). 

M. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ ( Colombie) appuie 
1;ame1!d~ment du Mexique. II reconnait que, si 
l on red1ge une convention accordant certains pri
vileges aux correspondants etrangers et aux entre
prises d'information, on peut tout aussi bien 
preciser leurs devoirs. 
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He appreciated the arguments put forward by 
the Chilean and South African representatives, 
and agreed that, with the exception of its second 
paragraph, article 9 was unnecessary. It provided 
far too many exceptions to the obligations of 
States, and would deprive the convention of 
almost all its practical value. 

He agreed with the United States representa
tive concerning the danger which might result 
from the insertion of the words "or its national 
prestige and dignity" proposed by the Mexican 
representative, and he would therefore vote 
against that amendment. On the other hand, he 
supported, in principle, the joint French and 
Mexican amendment, and preferred the Chilean 
amendment to that of the United Kingdom. 

He supported the suggestion made by the 
Netherlands representative at the previous meet
ing regarding the exact place to be given to the 
word "public" in the English text. Laws were 
invariably published, but that was not always 
the case with regulations. If the first paragraph 
of article 9 were accepted, the words "and public 
order" should be retained. 

In conclusion, he stated that it would be better 
to delete the whole article, since it merely re
iterated certain guarantees already included in 
other articles. In particular, articles 11 and 9 
had certain points in common, but of the two 
he preferred article 1 L 

Mr. VRBA (Czechoslovakia) recalled that one 
of the main arguments put forward by the dele
gations which, during the last few meetings, had 
opposed the adoption of the amendments sub
mitted by Poland, was that article 9 would achieve 
exactly the same result as those amendments. The 
Polish amendments had been rejected by the 
majority on the pretext that it would be impos
sible in practice to give a precise definition of 
false news reports, war propaganda, responsi
bility, confidence, and so on. 

Certain delegations had declared themselves to 
be in favour of subordinating national sovereignty 
to international regulations or laws. Those dele
gations were always to be heard when there 
was any question of sacrificing the sovereignty 
of a country to the prerogatives of the enormous 
private news monopolies whose activities extended 
over several countries. The articles relating to 
the right of correction were particularly signifi
cant ; the monopolies were not bound by any 
obligation; they were not obliged either to pub
lish corrections or to abstain from activities likely 
to threaten international peace. 

The efforts of certain representatives to limit 
the right of each nation to defend itself against a 
hostile Press were in contradiction to the toler
ance they showed where private news monopolies 
were concerned. Those efforts had found their 
expression in articles 4 and S of the convention. 

In those circumstances, article 9 could cer
tainly not be regarded as rendering the Polish 
proposals superfluous. The Czechoslovakian Gov
ernment did not need, any more than any other 
Government, the explicit authorization of an inter
national convention in order to suppress war 
propaganda or fascist tendencies within its terri
tory. What the convention should attempt to do 

M. Gonzalez Fernandez reconnait la valeur 
des arguments presentes par les representants de 
la Syrie et de !'Union Sud-Africaine. Par ailleurs, 
ii admet que !'article 9 est inutile sauf en ce qui 
concerne son deuxieme paragraphe. L'article pre
voit beaucoup trop d'exceptions au:x obligations 
des Etats et oterait presque toute valeur pratique 
a la convention. 

Le representant de la Colombie se declare 
d'accord avec le representant des Etats-Unis sur 
les dangers que pourrait presenter !'insertion des 
mots : "le prestige et la <lignite de la nation", 
proposee par le representant du Mexique, et il 
votera done contre cet amendement. Par contre, 
ii appuie en principe l'amendement presente en 
commun par la France et le Mexique. II prefere 
l'amendement du Chili a celui du Royaume-Uni. 

M. Gonzalez Fernandez appuie la suggestion 
faite a la precedente seance par le representant des 
Pays-Bas a propos de la place exacte du mot 
public dans le texte anglais. En effet, les lois 
sont toujours publiees, mais ii n'en pas toujours 
ainsi pour les reglements. Si le premier paragraphe 
de !'article 9 etait accepte, M. Gonzalez Fernandez 
estime que l'on devrait garder les mots "et l'ordre 
public". 

En conclusion, le representant de la Colombie 
declare qu'il conviendrait de supprimer !'ensemble 
de cet article, parce qu'il ne fait que reprendre 
certaines garanties qui se trouvent deja dans 
d'autres articles. II y a en particulier certains 
points communs a !'article 11 et a }'article 9, 
mais le representant de la Colombie prefere l'ar
ticle 11. 

M. VRBA (Tchecoslovaquie) rappelle que l'un 
des principaux arguments avances par les dele
gations qui, au cours des derneres seances, s'oppo
saient a l'adoption des amendements presentes 
par la Pologne, etait que !'article 9 atteindrait 
exactement le meme resultat que ces amendements. 
La majorite a rejete ceux-ci sous pretexte qu'il 
serait pratiquement impossible de definir precise
ment ce que sont les fausses nouvelles, la propa
gande de guerre, la responsabilite, la confiance, 
etc. 

Certaines delegations se declarent en faveur 
d'une subordination de la souverainete nationale 
a des reglements OU a des lois internationales. 
Ces delegations se font toujours entendre lorsque 
l'on envisage de sacrifier la souverainete d'un pays 
aux privileges de gigantesques monopoles prives 
d'information dont les activites s'etendent sur 
plusieurs pays. Les articles relatifs au droit de 
rectification sont particulierement significatifs : les 
monopoles ne sont astreints a aucune obligation ; 
ils ne sont obliges ni de publier les rectifications 
ni de s'abstenir d'activites de nature a mettre 
en danger la paix internationale. 

Les efforts de certains representants en vue de 
limiter le droit de chaque nation a se defendre 
contre une presse hostile sont en contradiction 
avec la tolerance qu'ils manifestent a l'egard 
des monopoles prives d'information. Ils ont trouve 
leur expression dans les articles 4 et 5 de la 
convention. 

Dans ces conditions, !'article 9 ne saurait cer
tainement etre considere comme rendant inutiles 
les propositions de la Pologne. Le Gouvernement 
tchecoslovaque, pas plus qu'aucun autre gouverne
ment, n'a besoin qu'une convention internationale 
l'autorise de fa<;on explicite a reprimer sur son 
propre territoire toute propagande de guerre ou 
a tendance fasciste. En fait, la convention devrait 
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was to outlaw fascism and war propaganda in 
the sphere of international information. In spite 
of all that had been said, the fact remained that 
the convention contained no provision which 
placed any responsibility on correspondents or 
information agencies. On the contrary, the amend
ments proposed by the United States delegation 
(A/C.3/437) were a new attempt to restrict still 
more the rights of sovereign States and to em:our
age the abuse of freedom by private information 
agencies. 

If the Chilean and United Kingdom amend
ments were taken into consideration, article 9 
would give the various countries the right to 
decide which news reports were obscene or con
trary to public order, morality, decency and so 
on. It was more difficult to define those terms 
than to define fascism. It was probable that a 
majority of the representatives would recognize 
that Joseph Goebbels was a fascist; it was less 
obvious that a decision would be obtained so 
easily on General Franco. Certain works which 
had been declared obscene in one country were 
not so in another, and vice versa. Tastes varied 
from one country to another and even from one 
person to another. 

He thought that the amendments proposed by 
Mexico (A/C.3/417) and the French amendment 
(A/C.3/447) to the second Mexican proposal 
were evidence of the anxiety felt by certain other 
delegations about the abuses of power on the 
part of private news monopolies. 

The Czechoslovakian delegation would support 
all amendments designed to promote accuracy 
in news reports and to protect nations against 
tendentious news and war propaganda. 

It would abstain from voting on those amend
ments which, although they attempted to limit 
the supremacy of foreign information agencies, 
did not make it dear that the evil did not come 
from their foreign origin but from their depend
ence on the powers of capitalism. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) noted that there were two different 
concepts of freedom of information : according 
to the concept defended by the United States, 
the United Kingdom and a certain number of other 
countries, freedom of information meant complete 
and uncontrolled freedom for the monopolies. 
According to the second concept, on the other 
hand, information should be a source of accurate 
and objective news for the people in the interest 
of peace and the fight against warmongers, and 
should not be designed to serve commercial pur
poses. 

The text adopted by the Conference on Free
dom of Information (E/Conf.6/79) seemed to 
incorporate the first concept, formally and legally 
establishing the rights and privileges that the 
international monopolies were seeking to obtain 
in the field of information. In fact, it appeared 
to offer a new field for the activities of those 
monopolies. 

From time to time, however, the small coun
tries who were trying to protect themselves 
against the floods of slander and false news circu
lated in the world by the monopolies were heard 

viser a mettre hors la loi le fascisme et la propa
gande de guerre clans le domaine de !'information 
internationale. En depit de tout ce que !'on a 
<lit, le fait demeure qu'il n'y a dans la convention 
aucune disposition assignant une responsabilite 
quelconque aux correspondants et aux entreprises 
d'information. Au contraire, les amendements pro
poses par la delegation des Etats-Unis ( A/C.3/ 
437) constituent un nouvel effort en vue de res
treindre encore davantage Jes clroits des Etats 
souverains et d'encourager ainsi les abus de 
liberte de la part des entreprises d'information 
privees. 

Si !'on tient compte des amendements du Chili 
et du Royaume-Uni, l'article 9 donnerait aux 
differents pays le droit de decider quelles seraient 
les informations obscenes, contraires a l'ordre 
public, a la morale, aux bonnes mceurs, etc. 
M. Vrba pense qu'il est plus difficile de definir 
ces termes que de definir le fascisme. II est 
vraisemblable que la majorite des representants 
reconnaitront que Joseph Gcebbels etait un 
fasciste. Il est moins evident que l'on obtiendra 
aussi facilement une decision sur ce qu'est le 
general Franco. Certains ouvrages qui sont 
declares obscenes dans un pays ne le sont pas 
dans l'autre et vice versa. Les gouts varient d'un 
pays a l'autre et meme d'un individu a l'autre. 

Le representant de la Tchecoslovaquie estime 
que les amendements proposes par le Mexique 
(A/C.3/417) ainsi que l'amendement de la France 
(A/C.3/447) a la deuxieme proposition du 
Mexique denotent l'inquietude que ressentent cer
taines autres delegations devant les abus de pou
voir des monopoles d'information prives. 

La delegation de la Tchecoslovaquie appuiera 
tous les amendements qui visent a encourager 
!'exactitude des informations et a proteger les 
nations contre les nouvelles tendancieuses et la 
propagande de guerre. 

Elle s'abstiendra au cours du vote sur les 
amendements qui, s'ils cherchent a limiter la supre
matie des entreprises d'information etrangeres, ne 
precisent pas que le mal ne provient pas de 
leur origine etrangere, mais de leur dependance 
des puissances d'argent. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) constate qu'il existe deux con
cepts differents de la liberte de !'information : 
selon le concept defendu par les Etats-Unis, le 
Royaume-Uni et uncertain nombre d'autres pays, 
la liberte de !'information consiste en une liberte 
complete et sans aucun controle pour les mono
poles. Selon le second concept, au contraire, 
!'information devrait etre une source de renseigne
ments exacts et objectifs pour les peuples, dans 
l'interet de la paix et de la lutte contre les 
fauteurs de guerre, et non pour servir des fins 
commerciales. 

Le texte adopte par la Conference sur la liberte 
de !'information (E/Conf.6/79) semble incorporer 
le premier concept pour etablir formellement et 
juridiquement Jes droits et privileges que Jes 
monopoles internationaux essaient d'obtenir dans 
le domaine de !'information. II s'agit en fait d'offrir 
un champ nouveau a l'activite de ces monopoles. 

Cependant, on entend de temps a autre s'ex
primer Jes craintes des petits pays qui essaient 
de se proteger contre les flots de calomnie et de 
fausses nouvelles repandus dans le monde par Ies 
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to express their fears. Even the representative 
of France had not been able to refrain from 
expressing such fears. 

No amendment to article 9 designed to protect 
the national interest of the various countries could 
attain its purpose, in view of the provisions con
tained in the articles already adopted, which 
protected British and American monopolies. It 
was useless to harbour illusions : the whole con
vention was drafted in the interests of the 
monopolies. Those amendments would serve only 
to make the draft convention produced by the 
Conference on Freedom of Information even 
worse. 

The effect of the convention, if it were adopted, 
would be that the United States and United 
Kingdom information agencies would become so 
powerful that they would come to play a decisive 
role in the national life of countries too weak to 
protect themselves against them. Foreign corre
spondents would be the masters not only in the 
field of information, but also in the field of 
domestic politics. 

He found all the amendments proposed by the 
United States unacceptable, since they were 
designed to transform the convention into a mere 
agreement concluded between the Governments of 
the United Kingdom and the United States on 
the one hand and the news monopolies on the 
other, and backed by the authority of the United 
Nations. It was nothing less than an agreement 
of capitulation to the monopolies. If such a con
vention were adopted, there would no longer. be 
any means of restraining the powerful machinery 
which was poisoning public opinion. 

The USSR delegation would vote in favour of 
the Mexican amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that article 9 should 
be put to the vote paragraph by paragraph, as 
follows: 

The first paragraph and the various amend
ments relating to it. 

The joint French and Mexican text (A/C.3/ 
479). The Chairman pointed out a certain number 
of corrections in the English text. 

The second paragraph of the original text of 
the article. 

The new paragraph proposed by the United 
States (A/C.3/437). 

The former third paragraph. 
The Mexican amendment contained in docu

ment A/C.3/470/Rev.l. 
The article as a whole. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) withdrew his amend
ment (A/C.3/417) for the insertion of the words 
"or its national prestige and dignity". He thought 
that the idea was contained in the more general 
concept of security and public order. 

After a short discussion in which the repre
sentatives of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
FRANCE, BELGIUM and LEBANON took part, the 
CHAIRMAN proposed that they should accept the 
view that the United States amendment propos
ing the insertion of the word "public" before the 
words "laws and regulations" concerned only the 
Eng-Jish text. The French text would be drafted 
as follows: " ... d' appliquer les lois et reglements 
pub lies en vue d' assurer ... " 

It was so agreed. 

monopoles. Meme le representant de la France 
n'a pu s'empecher d'exprimer cette crainte. 

Le representant de l'URSS estime qu'aucun 
amendement a l'article 9 visant a proteger l'inte
ret national des differents pays ne pourra atteindre 
le but qu'il vise, etant donne les dispositions 
contenues clans les articles deja adoptes, qui pro
tegent les monopoles britanniques et americains. 
II est inutile de se faire des illusions : toute la 
convention est redigee clans l'interet des mono
poles. Ces amendements ne serviraient qu'a rendre 
encore pire le projet de convention issu de la 
Conference sur la liberte de !'information. 

L'effet qu'aura cette convention, si elle est 
adoptee, sera que les entreprises d'information des 
Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni deviendront si 
puissantes qu'elles arriveront a jouer un role 
decisif dans la vie nationale des pays trop faibles 
pour se proteger contre elles. Les correspondants 
etrangers seront les maitres non seulement clans 
le domaine de !'information, mais aussi dans le 
domaine de la politique interieure. 

M. Tsarapkine considere que tous les amende
ments proposes par les Etats-U nis sont inaccep
tables, car ils tendent a transformer la convention 
en un simple accord passe entre les Gouveme
ments du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Uni et les 
monopoles d'information, accord jouissant de l'au
torite de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 11 
s'agit en fait d'un accord de capitulation devant 
les monopoles. Si une telle convention est adoptee, 
il n'y aura plus aucun frein pour retenir kl 
puissante machine qui empoisonne l' opinion publi
que. 

La delegation de l'URSS votera en faveur des 
amendements du Mexique. 

Le PRESIDENT propose de mettre aux voix 
!'article 9 paragraphe par paragraphe, clans l'ordre 
suivant: 

Le premier paragraphe et les divers amende
ments qui s'y rapportent. 

Le texte commun de la France et du Mexique 
(A/C.3/479). Le President indique a ce sujet 
un certain nombre de corrections portant sur 
le texte anglais. 

Le deuxieme paragraphe du texte initial de 
!'article. 

Le nouveau paragraphe propose par les Etats
U nis (A/C.3/437). 

L'ancien troisieme paragraphe. 
L'amendement du Mexique qui se trouve clans 

le document A/C.3/470/Rev.l. 
L'ensemble de !'article. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) retire l'amendement 
qu'il avait propose (A/C.3/417) tendant a l'inser
tion des mots : "le prestige et la <lignite de la 
nation". Il estime que cette idee rentre dans 
le concept plus general de la securite et de 
l'ordre public. 

Apres une breve discussion a laquelle parti
dpent les representants des ETATs-UNis D'AME.• 
RIQUE, de la FRANCE, de la BELGIQUE et du LIBAN, 
le PRESIDENT propose d'accepter le point de vue 
selon lequel l'amendement de la delegation des 
Etats-Unis, tendant a inserer le mot "publics" 
apres le mot "reglements", ne conceme que le 
texte anglais. Le texte fram;ais serait redige 
comme suit : ". . . d' appliquer les lois et regle
ments publies en vue d'assurer . " 

II en est ainsi decide. 
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the oral pro
posal of the South African representative to 
replace the words "and public order" in the first 
paragraph by the words "prevention of disorder". 

The proposal was rejected by 24 votes to 9, 
'with 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal 
of the United States delegation to delete the 
words "and public order" (A/C.3/437). 

The proposal was rejected by 33 votes to 7, 
with 4 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of 
the first paragraph of article 9. 

The first paragraph of article 9, as amended, 
v.1as adopted by 32 votes to 3, with 6 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the 
joint amendment submitted by the French and 
Mexican delegations (A/C.3/479). 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) suggested a drafting 
amendment which affected only the French text 
of the first paragraph of the document. He pro
posed that the words "Rien dans la presente 
Convention" should be replaced by "Aucune des 
dispositions de la presente Convention". 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) proposed that the word 
"right" in the phrase "right of any Contracting 
State" in the first paragraph, should be replaced 
by the word "power" in order to avoid repetition. 

Mr. l\iENDEZ (Philippines) said he would like 
the first paragraph to be drafted as follows: 

"Nothing in the present Convention shall limit 
the right of the nationals of a Contracting State 
to establish and direct, in their own territory, 
newspapers . . ." 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
asked that throughout article 9 the word "agen
cies" in the English text should be replaced by 
the word "organizations", to bring it into con
formity with the other articles of the draft con
vention. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) stated that, in the opinion 
of his delegation, the meaning of the first para
graph should be made more precise, in such a way 
as to give the Contracting State the power to 
reserve exclusively to its nationals the right to 
establish and direct news information agencies. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
remarked that certain countries, including his 
own, did not possess legislative provisions such 
as those referred to in the second paragraph of 
the joint text. He would therefore suggest that 
a formula on the following lines should be 
adopted: 

"Nothing in the present Convention shall pre
judice the right of the Contracting States to estab
lish domestic legislation ... " 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition orale 
du representant de l'Union Sud-Africaine tendant 
a remplacer, au premier paragraphe, Jes mots "et 
l'ordre public" par les mots "et d'empecher le 
desordre". 

Par 24 voix contre 9, avec 9 abstentions, cette 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
la delegation des Etats-Unis tendant a supprimer 
les mots "et l'ordre public" (A/C.3/437). 

Par 33 voix contre 7, avec 4 abstentions, cette 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble du 
premier paragraphe de l'article 9 tel qu'il a ete 
amende. 

Par 32 voix contre 3, avec 6 abstentions, le 
premier paragraphe de l'article 9 est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT ouvre la discussion sur l'amende
ment presente en commun par les delegations de 
la France et du Mexique (A/C.3/479). 

M. SuLTAN (Egypte) suggere une modification 
de forme qui ne concerne que le texte fram;ais 
du premier paragraphe de ce document. II pro
pose de remplacer les mots : "Rien clans la pre
sente Convention" par: "Aucune des dispositions 
de la presente Convention". 

It en est ainsi decide. 

M. KAYSER (France) propose, pour eviter une 
repetition, de remplacer au premier paragraphe, 
clans l'expression: "le droit de tout Etat con• 
tractant", le mot: "droit" par le mot: "pouvoir". 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) voudrait que ce pre
mier paragraphe soit redige de la maniere sui
vante: 

"Aucune des dispositions de la presente 
Convention ne peut limiter le droit des ressortis
sants d'un Etat contractant de creer et de diriger, 
sur leur propre territoire, des journaux, des entre
prises ... " 

M. ZAYDiN (Cuba- declare que, de l'avis de 
mande, en ce qui concerne le texte anglais, que 
le root agencies soit remplace par organizations 
clans tout le corps de l'article 9, afin de rendre 
cet article conforme aux autres articles du projet 
de convention. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) declare que, de l'avis de 
sa delegation, il conviendrait de preciser le sens 
du premier paragraphe de maniere a donner a 
l'Etat contractant le pouvoir de reserver exclusive
ment a ses nationaux le droit de creer et de 
diriger des entreprises d'information. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) £ait 
remarquer que certains pays, dont le sien, ne 
possedent pas de dispositions legislatives de l'ordre 
de celles qui sont prevues au deuxieme paragraphe 
du texte commun. II suggererait, en consequence, 
d'adopter une formule dans ce sens: 

"Aucune des dispositions de la presente Con
vention ne peut porter atteinte au droit des 
Etats contractants d'adopter une legislation inte
rieure . .. " 
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Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
proposed the following formula : 

" ... which provides that a portion of the staff 
employed by foreign agencies operating in their 
territories shall be nationals of those States." 

The CHAIRMAN stated that that formula was 
a more faithful translation of the original French 
text than the English translation in document 
A/C.3/479. He proposed that it should .be sub
stituted for that translation. 

It was so decided. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) thought that the objec
tion raised by the representative of the Nether
lands still held good. To meet that objection, 
all that was necessary was to insert in paragraph 
2 the reservation: "if any". 

Mr. ABBAS (Iraq) preferred the formula: "shall 
prejudice any existing domestic legislation as 
regards ... " 

Mrs. RAY (India) proposed the wording: 
"None of the provisioos of the present Conven

tion shall prejudice the adoption of any domestic 
legislation of the Contracting States as regards 
the pr~nciple to be obseryed in the employment 
of. nat_1onal _staff ?Y ~ore1gn undertakings oper
atmg m their terntones." 

Mr. ZAYDi:N' (Cuba) would like the expression 
"prejudice" replaced by "infringe". 

He also asked for the following words to be 
added at the end of the second paragraph : "in 
accordance with the Constitution and laws of 
each State". 

Mr. GONZALEZ _FERNANDEZ (Colombia) pro
posed that, to av01d any ambiguity in the inter
pre~tion of the third paragraph, the words 
::~attonal news agen~ie~" shoul? be replaced by 
independent domestic mformat10n agencies". 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
R~publics) was surprised at the wording of the 
third p~ragrap~, which appear_ed to want to grant 
domest:c agenc17s the same nghts and privileges 
a~ forei&'ll agencies, whereas it was domestic agen
cies which should in fact enjoy greater advan
tages. 

Mr. ZAYDiN (Cuba) and Mr. OTANO VILA
NOVA (Argentina) supported the remarks of the 
USSR representative. 

Mrs. RAY (India) also shared the opinions of 
the USSR representative on that point. In order 
to correct the text in question, she proposed that 
the part of the sentence beginning with the words 
"so that the said agencies" should be replaced 
by: "as would provide so far as possible equality 
of opportunity for foreign agencies with national 
agenc,ies". 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) could not accept that 
interpretation. The joint text proposed by the 
delegations of France and Mexico made use of 
the very terms of resolution No. 20 adopted in 
Geneva by the United Nations Conference on 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) pro
pose la formule suivante : 

... which provides that a portion of the staff 
employed by foreign agencies operating in their 
territories shall be nationals of those States. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que cette formule cor
respond plus fidelement au texte original franc;ais 
que la traduction anglaise qui figure dans le docu
ment A/C.3/479. II propose de la substituer a 
cette traduction. 

ll en est ainsi decide. 

M. JocKEL (Australie) pense que l'objection 
soulevee par le representant des Pays-Bas garde 
sa valeur. Pour y repondre, ii suffirait d'inserer, 
au paragraphe 2, la reserve: "s'il y a lieu". 

M. ABBAS (Irak) prefererait, pour sa part, la 
formule : "ne peut porter atteinte a toute legis
lation interieure existante en ce qui concerne ... " 

Mme RAY ( Inde) propose de dire : 
"Aucune des dispositions de la presente Con

vention ne peut porter atteinte a !'adoption de 
toute legislation interieure des Etats contractants 
en ce qui concerne le principe de l'emploi obliga
toire de personnel national dans des entreprises 
etrangeres fonctionnant sur leur territoire." 

M. ZAYDfN (Cuba) voudrait que l'expression 
"porter atteinte a" soit remplacee par "empieter 
sur". 

II demande egalement que l'on ajoute a la 
fin du deuxieme paragraphe les mots: "conforme
ment a la Constitution et aux lois de chaque Etat". 

M. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ ( Colombie) propose, 
pour eviter toute equivoque clans l'interpretation 
du troisieme paragraphe, de remplacer : "agences 
nationales d'information" par: "entreprises natio
nales independantes d'information". 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) s'etonne de la redaction du 
troisieme paragraphe qui semble vouloir assurer 
aux entreprises nationales les memes droits et 
privileges qu'aux entreprises etrangeres, alors 
qu'en fait ce sont les entreprises nationales qui 
devraient etre les plus favorisees. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) et M. OTANO VILANOVA 
(Argentine) appuient les observations du repre
sentant de l'URSS. 

Mme RAY (Inde) partage egalement les vues 
du representant de l'URSS sur ce point. Pour 
rectifier le txte en cause, elle propose de rem
placer le membre de phrase commenc;ant par le$ 
mots: "afin de leur assurer" par: "afin d'assurer 
clans toute la mesure du possible aux entreprise~ 
etrangeres les memes chances qu'aux entreprises 
nationales". 

M. NORIEGA ( Mexique) ne peut accepter cettc 
interpretation. Le texte propose en commun par 
les delegations de la France et du Mexique reprend 
les termes memes de la resolution No 20 adoptee 
par la Conference des Nations U nies sur la liberte 
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Freedom of Information.1 Mr. Noriega recalled 
that the purpose of that resolution was to encour
age the establishment of domestic information 
agencies and to grant them the same rights and 
privileges as those enjoyed by the foreign agen
cies already in existence. 

Mr. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) pro
posed the following drafting amendment to the 
English text: "may enjoy at all times in the 
national territory . .. ". 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that at the 192nd 
meeting, it had been agreed that when art.icle 9 
was considered, the Committee would take a 
decision concerning the insertion of an additional 
paragraph with regard to the International Tele
communication Convent.ion held at Atlantic City 
in 1947. Mr. de Wolf, representative of the Inter
national Telecommunication Union, had come 
expressly from Washington in order to take part 
in the discussions on that point. As it was growing 
late, the Chairman proposed that the general dis
cussion on article 9 should be interrupted so that 
Mr. de Wolf could be heard. 

It was so agreed. 

Article 9: insertion of an additional paragraph 
concerning the International Telecommunica
tion Convention 
On the invitation of the Chairman, Mr. de 

Wolf, representative of the International Tele
communication Union, took his place at the Com
mittee table. 

Mr. DE WoLF (International Telecommunica
tion Union) confirmed the observations he had 
submitted to the Committee at its 192nd meeting 
concerning the contradictions which existed 
between article 4 of the draft convention under 
discussion and article 29 of the International 
Telecommunication Convention of 1947. Those 
observations were to be found in documents 
A/C.3/436 and in the summary record of the 
192nd meeting of the Third Committee. 

In the course of that meeting, the representa
tive of the United States had pi;:oposed that the 
question should be solved in a manner which had 
seemed perfectly satisfactory. She had submitted 
a specific text to that effect (A/C.3/465). Mr. 
Wolf thought, however, that the words "any 
telecommunication convention" in that text should 
be replaced by the words "the international tele
communication convention currently in force". 
The term "telecommunication" was very broad 
and could, equally well, apply to broadcasting. 
The rights in question were those which were 
conferred on States, either by the Atlantic City 
convention of 1947 or, for those States which had 
not adhered to that convention, by the Madrid 
International Telecommunication Convention of 
1932. Mr. de Wolf felt that the formula he pro
posed had the additional advantage of applying, 
if need be, to any new convention adopted by the 
International Telecommunication Union. 

Moreover, it was necessary to specify that the 
States parties to the convention on the inter
national transmiss.ion of news and the right of 
correction would not give up the rights conferred 

1 See Final Act of the United Nations Conference on 
Freedom of Information, annex C, page 31. 

de !'information a Geneve1. M. Noriega rappelle 
que le but de cette resolution etait d'encourager 
la creation d'entreprises d'information nationales 
et d'assurer aces entreprises nationales les memes 
droits et privileges qu'aux entreprises etrangeres 
existantes. 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) suggere 
une modification de pure forme pour le texte 
anglais, qu'il propose de rediger de la maniere 
suivante: may enjoy at all times in the national 
territory ... 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que, a la 192eme seance, 
il avait ete entendu que, au moment de l'examen 
de l'article 9, la Commission prendrait une deci
sion au sujet de !'insertion d'un paragraphe addi
tionnel concernant la Convention internationale 
des telecommunications (Atlantic City, 1947). 
M. de Wolf, representant de l'Union internationale 
des telecommunications, est venu expressement 
de Washington pour participer aux discussions 
sur ce point. En raison de l'heure tardive, le 
President propose d'interrompre la discussion ge
nerate sur l'article 9 afin d'entendre M. de Wolf. 

ll en est ainsi decide. 

Article 9: insertion d'un paragraphe additionnel 
relatif a la Convention internationale des tele
communications 

Sur l'invitation du President, M. de Wolf, repre
sentant de !'Union internation:a[e des telecommuni
cations, prend place a la table de la Commission. 

M. DE WoLF (Union internationale des tele
communications) confirme les observations qu'il 
a presentees a la Commission au cours de sa 
192eme seance, sur les contradictions qui existent 
entre !'article 4 du projet de convention a l'etude 
et !'article 29 de la Convention internationale 
des telecommunications de 1947. Ces observations 
sont consignees dans le document A/C.3/436 et 
dans le compte rendu analytique de la 192eme 
seance de la Troisieme Commission. 

Au cours de cette seance, la representante des 
Etats-Unis a propose de resoudre la question 
d'une maniere qui semble entierement satisfai
sante. Elle a presente un texte precis a cet effet 
(A/C.3/465). M. de Wolf est d'avis, toutefois, 
qu'il y aurait lieu de remplacer, dans ce texte, 
les mots "toute convention sur les telecommunica
tions" par "la convention internationale des tele
communications actuellement en vigueur". En 
effet, le terme "telecommunications" est tres large 
et peut aussi bien designer la radiodiffusion. Or 
les droits dont ii s'agit id sont ceux qui sont 
conferes aux Etats, soit par la convention d'Atlan
tic City de 1947, soit, pour ceux d'entre eux qui 
n'ont pas adhere a cette convention, par la Con
vention internationale des telecommunications de 
Madrid de 1932. M. de Wolf estime que la formule 
qu'il propose a egalement l'avantage de s'appliquer, 
le cas echeant, a toute nouvelle convention qui 
serait adoptee par l'Union internationale des tele
communications. 

En outre, il y aurait lieu de preciser que les 
Etats parties a la convention relative a la trans
mission internationale des informations et au droit 
de rectification ne renonceront aux droits que 

1 Voir l'Acte final de la Conference des Nations Unies 
sur la liberte de l'information, annexe C, page 33. 
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upon them by the Atlantic City convention except 
where other Contracting States were concerned. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) did not think that the States signatory 
to the International Telecommunication Conven
tion of 1947 could decide not to avail themselves 
of the provisions of article 29 of the said Con
vention without calling a special conference for 
that purpose. 

Mr. DE \VoLF (International Telecommunica
tion Union) pointed out that according to the 
terms of article 29, the signatories to the Inter
national Telecommunication Convention of 1947 
reserved the right to interrupt any telecommunica
tion etc. That did not imply an obligation on the 
part of the signatories who, having reserved a 
right, were at liberty not to exercise it if they 
did not wish to do so. Moreover, most of the 
signatories to the Atlantic City convention were 
contributing to the preparation of the draft con
vention on which the Committee was working. 

Replying to the representative of EGYPT, Mr. 
de Wolf stated that to date thirty-three countries 
had ratified the Atlantic City convention. Those 
who had not acceded to that convention were, 
for the most part, parties to the Madrid con
vention. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) recalled that at the 192nd meeting 
the representative of Belgium had proposed a 
solution radically opposed to that of the delegation 
of the United States. The delegation of the USSR 
preferred the suggestion made by the representa
tive of Belgium, which was to postpone the 
implementation of article 4 until such time as the 
provisions of the International Telecommunica
tion Convention of 1947 concerning the same 
subject had been revised. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
remarked that in practice, the solution recom
mended by the Belgian delegation would have 
the effect of suspending the application of the 
convention on the international transmission of 
news and the right of correction until such time 
as the International Telecommunication Conven
tion had been revised. The solution advocated by 
the delegation of the United States would, on 
the other hand, enable the convention to go into 
effect immediately. 

Mr. FoURIE (Union of South Africa) asked 
if, from a leg-al point of view, the draft conven
tion under discussion must of necessity refer to 
the Atlantic City convention. 

Mr. DE WOLF (International Telecommunica
tion Union) recalled that in document A/C.3/ 
436 he had explained at length the reasons why 
it would be unfortunate if the two international 
conventions were to contain contradictory pro
visions. In the event of a dispute, if each of the 
two documents was open to a different interpreta
tion, it would be difficult to know which of the 
two interpretations should prevail. 

Moreover, the International Telecommunication 
Union was a specialized agency of the United 
Nations, which could not ignore the conventions 
drawn up by one of its organs, especially when 

leur confere la convention d' Atlantic City qu' a 
l' egard des autres Etats contractants. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
li~tes s_ovietiques) ne pense pas que les Etats 
s1gnataires de la Convention internationale des 
telecommunications de 1947 puissent decider de 
ne pas se prevaloir des dispositions de !'article 29 
de ladite convention sans convoquer une. confe
rence Speciale a cet effet. 

M. DE WOLF (Union internationale des tele
communications) fait remarquer que, aux termes 
de l'article 29, les signataires de la Convention 
internationale des telecommunications de 1947 se 
reservent le droit d'interrompre toutes telecommu
nications, etc. Cela n'implique pas une obligation 
de la part des signataires, qui restent libres, 
s'etant reserve un droit, de ne pas l'exercer s'ils 
ne le desirent pas. La plupart des signataires 
de la convention d' Atlantic City contribuent du 
rest~ a l'etablissement du present projet de con
vention. 

En reponse . au representant de l'EGYPTE, 
~. d~ Wolf precise que trente-trois pays ont ratifie 
a ce JOUr la convention d'Atlantic City. Ceux qui 
n' ont pas adhere a cette convention sont, pour 
la plupart, parties a la convention de Madrid. 

. M. TsA~,A;KINE (Union des Republiques socia
hstes sov1ehques) rappelle que le representant 
de la Belgique a propose, a la 192eme seance une 
solution radicalement opposee a celle de la 

1

dele
gation des Etats-Unis. La delegation de l'URSS 
donne sa preference a la suggestion du repre
sen_tant de I~ Belgi~ue Jendan_t a ajourner l'appli
catton effective de 1 article 4 Jusqu'au moment on 
les dispositions de la Convention internationale 
des telecommunications de 1947 portant sur le 
meme sujet auront ete revisees. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) fait 
remarquer qu'en pratique la solution preconisee 
par la delegation de la Belgique aurait pour effet 
<le suspendre !'application de la convention rela
tive a la transmission internationale des informa
ti?ns et au droit de rectification jusqu'au moment 
ou la Convention internationale des telecommuni
cations aura ete revisee. Au contraire, la solution 
preconisee par la delegation des Etats-Unis per
mettrait l'entree en vigueur immediate de la con
vention. 

M. _FOURIE (Union Sud-Africaine) demande si, 
du pomt de vue juridique, le projet de convention 
a l'etude doit necessairement se referer a la con
vention d'Atlantic City. 

M. DE WOLF (Union internationale des tele
communication~) rappelle que, clans le document 
A/C.3/436, ii a longuement expose les raisons 
pour lesquelles il serait facheux que deux con
v;entions inte:nat_ionales continssent des disposi
tions contrad1cto1res. En cas de contestation, et 
ch~cun d~s deux doc~ments _Pretant a des interpre
tattons d1vergentes, 11 sera1t en effet difficile de 
savoir laquelle des deux interpretations devrait 
prevaloir. 

D'autre part, !'Union internationa,l.e des tele
communications est une institution specialisee de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies; celle-ci ne 
peut done passer sous silence des conventions 
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those conventions had been m force for many 
years. 

The CHAIRMAN thanked the representative of 
the International Telecommunication Union for 
having been good enough to take part once again 
in the work of the Committee, and for having 
given it the invaluable assistance of his technical 
knowledge and his vast exper.ience. 

The meeting rose at 6.45 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND SECOND 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Tuesday, 26 April 1949, at 1030 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF COR
RECTION (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) ( CON
TINUED) 

Article 9 (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee's atten
tion to the fact that oral amendments made by 
a number of representatives to the joint Mexican 
and French text (A/C.3/479) were set out in 
document A/C.3/481, in which the various alter
native proposals were grouped in three para
graphs. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) and Mr. JocKEL 
(Australia) withdrew their amendments, namely 
the alternative amendment ( b) to the first para
graph, and a proposal affecting alternative amend
ment (a) to the first phrase of the second 
paragraph respectively. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) believed that the word
ing of the last paragraph in the joint Mexican and 
French proposal (A/C.3/479) did not adequately 
express the ideas which the authors had obviously 
had in mind. He fully agreed with the principle 
that national information agencies should receive 
protection against abnormal or unfair competi
tion from foreign agencies, but the original text 
would enable a State which was hostile to any 
information agency to refuse it freedom of move
ment or access to its official documents in order 
to promote the development of national agencies, 
using that provision in the convention as its pre
text. Such an interpretation would nullify almost 
entirely the intention of safeguarding correspond
ents and information agencies. 

The principle was better expressed in the 
Colombian delegation's amendment to the third 
paragraph (A/C.3/481), set out in alternative 
amendment ( c). In that text the criterion which 
should guide governmental action was restricted 
and was defined as action against agencies which 
used abnormal or unfair means, whereas it left 

etablies par un des ses organes, d'autant plus 
que ces conventions sont en vigueur depuis de 
longues annees. 

Le PRESIDENT remercie le representant de 
!'Union internationale des telecommunications 
d'avoir bien voulu participer encore une fois aux 
travaux de la Commission et de lui avoir apporte 
le precieux concours de ses connaissances tech
niques et de sa vaste experience. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 45. 

DEUX CENT DEUXIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mardi 26 avril 1949, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

13 7. Liberte de l'inf ormation: 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 9 (suite) 

Le PRESIDENT attire !'attention de la Commis
sion sur le fait que les amendements oraux au 
texte franco-americain (A/C.3/479), presentes 
par un certain nombre de delegations, se trouvent 
dans le document A/C.3/481, clans lequel les 
diverses redactions proposees sont groupees en 
trois paragraphes. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) et M. JocKEL (Aus
tralie) retirent leurs amendements, a savoir, 
respectivement, l'amendement b) au premier para
graphe, et une proposition portant sur l'amende
ment a) a la premiere partie du deuxieme para
graphe. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) est d'avis que les mots em
ployes dans le dernier paragraphe du texte pre
sente conjointement par la France et le Mexique 
(A/C.3/479) ne rendent pas exactement l'idee 
qui etait, de toute evidence, celle de ses auteurs. 
M. Azkoul approuve tout a fait le principe selon 
lequel Jes entreprises d'information nationales doi
vent etre protegees contre toute concurrence inso
Iite OU deloyale de la part des entreprises etran
geres; mais le texte initial permettrait a un Etat 
hostile a une entreprise d'information quelconque 
de refuser a cette derniere toute tiberte de mouve
ment ainsi que l'acces aux documents officiels, en 
vue de favoriser le developpement des entreprises 
nationales, et ce, en se servant comme pretexte 
d'une disposition de la convention. Avec une tetle 
interpretation, la notion de protection des corres
pondants et entreprises d'information perdrait 
presque toute signification. 

Le principe se trouve exprime de maniere plus 
satisfaisante dans l'amendement de la Colombie 
au troisieme paragraphe ( A/C.3/481), expose 
dans l'amendement c). Dans ce dernier texte, le 
critere qui doit guider !'action gouvernementale se 
trouve restreint, cette action devant s'exercer 
contre les entreprises qui utilisent des procedes 



it to the State to determine the nature of its 
assistance to national agencies. 

Mr. Azkoul supported the Cuban proposal that 
the word "exclusively" should be inserted into 
alternative (a) of the first paragraph since it 
strengthened the words "to reserve". With re
gard to alternative ( b) of the second paragraph, 
he was in favour of the principle that a due 
proportion of national staff should be employed. 
Referring again to the third paragraph, he said 
he would support the Indian delegation's pro
posal that equality of opportunity for foreign 
agencies with national agencies ( alternative 
amendment ( b)) should be provided, but felt 
that it was incorrectly expressed. It should 
be stipulated that national information agencies 
should be accorded at least as much protection as 
foreign agencies, if not more. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) thought that the 
first paragraph of the joint Mexican and French 
proposal (A/C.3/479) was superfluous since it 
merely reiterated the inherent right of a State to 
control activities in its own territory. 

He agreed with the principles embodied in the 
second and third paragraphs and would support 
any drafting changes designed to make their mean
ing clearer. The Indian amendment ( c) to the 
third paragraph did not appropriately express the 
real intention that national information agencies 
should not be overwhelmed by foreign competitors 
using unfair means. That was essential because 
information agencies in under-developed countries 
had comparatively limited resources with which 
to resist such competition. It was desirable that 
national information agencies should enjoy equal
ity of opportunity because they could transmit 
news material genuinely reflecting the views prev
alent in such countries. The widest possible free
dom should be accorded in the gathering of news, 
but that freedom should be available equally to 
all concerned. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) was inclined 
to agree with the Lebanese representative that 
Some of the proposed amendments contained ideas 
which would be inappropriate in the convention. 
To include provisions for the prevention of actions 
which States would be most unlikely to take was 
most undesirable. 

The third paragraph of the joint Mexican and 
French proposal (A/C.3./479) would be more 
appropriate if framed as a resolution rather than 
as part of an article in an international convention. 

Mr. ARAMBuRu (Peru) informed the Commit
tee that the Mexican and French delegations were 
agreeable to his proposal for the deletion of the 
phrase "so that the said agencies may in the 
national territory at all times enjoy equality of 
opportunity with the foreign agencies" from the 
third paragraph of their joint proposal. They 
had agreed that the idea expressed was precisely 

insolites OU deloyaux, alors que le soin est laisse a 
I'Etat de determiner la nature de son assistance 
aux entreprises nationales. 

M. Azkoul appuie la proposition de Cuba ten
dant a inclure le mot "exclusivement", clans la 
variante a) du premier paragraphe, puisque ce 
root renforce l'expression "reserver". En ce qui 
concerne la variante b) du deuxieme paragraphe, 
le representant du Liban approuve le principe de 
l'empoi obligatoire d'une certaine proportion de 
personnel national. A propos du troisieme para
graphe, M. Azkoul appuiera la proposition de 
l'Inde tendant a assurer aux entreprises etrangeres 
les memes chances qu'aux entreprises nationales 
( variante b), mais il estime que l'idee est exprimee 
de fai;on inexacte. II conviendrait de preciser que 
les entreprises d'information nationales doivent 
recevoir une protection egale a celle accordee aux 
entreprises etrangeres, sinon plus grande. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) estime que le premier 
paragraphe du texte commun de la France et du 
Mexique (A/C.3/479) est inutile puisqu'il ne fait 
que reaffirmer le droit inherent que possede tout 
Etat de controler les diverses formes d'activite sur 
son propre territoire. 

Le representant du Pakistan donne son adhesion 
aux principes exprimes clans les deuxieme et 
troisieme paragraphes et appuiera egalement toutes 
modifications de redaction destinees a preciser le 
sens de ces paragraphes. L'amendement c) pro
pose par l'Inde au troisieme paragraphe n'exprime 
pas de fai;on satisfaisante le veritable but, qui est 
de faire en sorte que les entreprises d'information 
nationales ne soient pas ecrasees par des concur
rents etrangers utilisant des moyens deloyaux. 
Cela est essentiel car les entreprises d'information, 
dans les pays insuffisamment developpes, ne dis
posent que de ressources relativement faibles pour 
lutter contre la concurrence. II est egalement sou
haitable que les entreprises d'information natio
nales possedent les memes chances que les autres 
entreprises d'information, car elles sont en mesure 
de diffuser des informations refletant exactement 
les opinions qui prevalent clans leurs pays. La 
liberte la plus large devrait etre assuree en ce 
qui concerne l'acces aux informations, mais tous 
les interesses devraient jouir egalement de cette 
liberte. 

M. DAvrns (Royaume-Uni) est enclin a par
tager le point de vue du representant du Liban, 
selon lequel certaines des amendements proposes 
par les diverses delegations contiennent des idees 
qui ne seraient pas a leur place dans la conven
tion. II serait tout a fait contre-indique de com
prendre dans la convention des dispositions visant 
a prevenir certaines mesures qui ne seraient tres 
vraisemblablement jamais prises par aucun Etat. 

Quant au troisieme paragraphe de la proposi
tion commune du Mexique et de la France ( A/ 
C.3 / 479), il serait plus approprie de le presenter 
sous forme de resolution que de l'inclure clans un 
article d'une convention internationale. 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) informe la Commission 
que les delegations du Mexique et de la France se 
sont ralliees a sa proposition, qui visait a sup
primer, dans le troisieme paragraphe de leur 
proposition commune, les termes : "afin de le11r 
assurer a tout moment sur leur territoire une 
egalite de chance avec les entreprises etrangeres". 
Elles ont reconnu, en effet, que l'idee ainsi ex-
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the reverse of what had been intended. His advo
cacy of that deletion implied a proposal for the 
deletion of all the suggested alternatives for that 
phrase. He would, however, support the Cuban 
amendment (a) to the first paragraph and its 
amendment (a) to the second paragraph (A/C.3/ 
481 ) . In view of the fact that an international 
convention enjoyed priority over national legisla
tion in most countries, the utmost clarity in draft
ing was essential. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) accepted both the 
Cuban amendments. The Peruvian proposal might 
allay some doubts expressed in the discussion at 
the previous meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendments 
( A/C.3/ 481) to the first paragraph of the joint 
Mexican and French proposal. 

He called for the vote on the proposal that 
the word "power" should be substituted for the 
word "right". 

That amendment was adopted by 19 votes to 
none, with 30 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to vote 
on the proposed insertion of the word "exclu
sively" between the word "reserve" and the words 
"to its nationals". 

That amendment ·was rejected by 15 votes to 
11, with 20 abstentions. 

The proposal to substitute the word "organi
zations" for the word "undertakings" in the 
English text of document A/C.3/479 was 
adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole text 
of the first paragraph, as amended. 

The first paragraph, as amended, was adopted 
by 30 votes to 2, with 18 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN placed the amendments (A/ 
C.3/ 481) to the second paragraph of the joint 
French and Mexican proposal before the Com
mittee. The first and second alternative amend
ments affected the part as far as the words 
"Contracting States". The proposal ( b) for the 
substitution of the words "shall prejudice the 
adoption of domestic legislation by Contracting 
States" would be voted first. If adopted, it would 
replace the alternative amendment (a). 

Mr. KAYSER (France) and Mr. ZAYDiN (Cuba) 
suggested drafting changes in the French and 
Spanish texts. The words adoption and adop
ci6n should be used in the French and Spanish 
texts respectively. 

It was so agreed. 
Proposal (b) was adopted by 30 votes to none, 

with 14 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote 
on the amendments to the second part of the 
second paragraph beginning with the words "as 
regards the proportion". The vote would be 
taken first on the proposal to use the words 
"which provides that a portion of the staff em
ployed by foreign agencies operating in their 
territories shall be nationah, of those States". 

primee etait exactement le contraire de ce qu'elles 
avaient voulu dire. Le fait que M. Aramburu pre
conise cette suppression implique qu'il propose 
egalement la suppression de toutes Jes variantes 
proposees pour remplacer les termes en question. 
II appuiera toutefois l'amendement a) au premier 
paragraphe et l'amendement 0,) au deuxieme para
graphe, proposes par Cuba (A/C.3/481). Etant 
donne que, dans la plupart des pays, une conven
tion internationale prime la legislation interieure, 
il est indispensable que le texte de la convention 
soit parfaitement clair. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) accepte les deux amen
dements de Cuba. Selan Jui, la proposition du 
Perou est de nature a dissiper certains doutes 
exprimes au cours de la seance precedente. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que la Commission va 
passer au vote sur les amendements (A/C.3/481) 
au premier paragraphe de la proposition commune 
du Mexique et de la France. 

II met aux voix la proposition visant a substituer 
le mot "pouvoir" au mot "droit". 

Par 19 voix contre zero, avec 30 abstentions, 
cet amenclement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT invite ensuite la Commision a 
voter sur la proposition visant a inserer le mot 
"exclusivement" entre le mot "reserver" et les 
mots "a ses ressortissants". 

Par 15 voix contre 11, avec 20 abstentions, cet 
amendement est rejete. 

La proposition visant a substituer le mot 
organizations au mot undertakings clans le texte 
anglais du document A/C.3 /479 est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble du texte 
amende du premier paragraphe. 

Par 30 voix cont-re 2, avec 18 abstentions, le 
premier paragraphe ainsi amende est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix les amendements 
(A/C.3/481) au deuxieme paragraphe de la pro
position commune de la France et du Mexique. 
Les premier et deuxieme amendements a ce 
deuxieme paragraphe ont trait a sa premiere partie, 
qui va jusqu'aux mots "Etats contractants" inclus. 
La Commission commencera par voter sur la pro
position b), visant a substituer les termes: "au 
passage de legislation interieure par les Etats con
tractants" aux termes: "a la legislation interieure 
des Etats contractants". Si cette proposition est 
adoptee, elle remplacera la variante a). 

M. KAYSER (France) et M. ZAYDfN (Cuba) 
proposent de modifier Jes textes frarn;ais et espa
gnol en faisant usage des mots "adoption" clans 
celui-la. et adopci6n dans celui-ci. 

II en est ainsi decide. 
Par 30 voix contre zero, avec 14 abstentions, la 

proposition b) est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a voter sur 
les amendements a la seconde partie du deuxieme 
paragraphe, qui commence par les mots : "en ce 
qui concerne l'emploi". Elle commencera par voter 
sur la proposition visant a employer Jes mots : 
"en ce qui concerne l'emploi obligatoire d'une 
proportion de personnel national dans des entre
prises etrangeres fonctionnant sur leur territoire". 
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Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) proposed that the words 
"in accordance with the Constitution and the 
laws of each State" should be added to that text. 
Any convention had to be in conformity with the 
existing laws and constitution of the signatory 
country. 

The Cuban proposal was rejected by 14 votes 
to 4, with 30 abstentions. 

The proposed text was adopted by 24 votes to 
none, with 24 abstentions. 

~fr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) said that he had abstained 
from voting because that text conflicted with 
Cuban legislation, which contained the principle 
that all persons employed in that country should 
be nationals of it. Cuban legislation was therefore 
far more advanced than the situation envisaged 
in that part of the convention. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole text 
of the second paragraph as amended. 

The second paragraph, as amended, was adopted 
by 30 votes to 3, with 14 abstentions. 

Mr. ZAYDiN (Cuba) said that he had abstained 
from voting for reasons similar to those which 
had caused his abstention in the previous vote. 
He made that reservation in case problems arose 
at the time of ratification. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the amend
ment submitted orally by the Peruvian delega
tion in the course of the meeting. It suggested 
the deletion of all three of the variants proposed 
in connexion with the third paragraph of docu
ment A/C.3/481. If that amendment were 
adopted, the last part of the paragraph would 
read "or to prohibit practices tending to create 
monopolies". 

The amendment was adopted by 18 votes to 
3, ·with 26 abstentions. 

Mr. AZK•-CL (Lebanon) explained that he had 
voted against the Peruvian amendment because, 
although the three variants had been badly 
drafted, the idea they expressed would have 
been useful. In his opinion, the paragraph as it 
stood could really nullify all the other provisions 
of the convention. The inclusion of some explana
tory statement on the lines of those which had 
been rejected, would have restricted the scope 
of the paragraph to a certain extent. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal 
made by the Colombian representative at the 
201st meeting to replace the words "national 
information agencies" by "independent domestic 
information agencies". 

The proposal was adopted by 10 votes to 3, 
with 34 abstentions. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) re
quested that a separate vote should be taken on 
the words "p::-actices tending to create" before 
the word "monopolies" at the end of the para
graph. In his opinion, it would be best to delete 
those words since the term "monopolies" was 
clearly defined, while no clear definition existed 
of "practices tending to create monopolies". He 
felt that the inclusion of such a vague term might 
lay the convention open to abuses. 

M. ZAYDiN (Cuba) propose d'ajouter ace texte 
les mots: "conformement a la constitution et aux 
lois de chaque Etat". Toute convention doit, en 
effet, etre d'accord avec les Iois et la constitution 
de chacun des pays signataires. 

Par 14 voix contre 4, avec 30 abstentions, la 
proposition de Cuba est rejetee. 

Par 24 voix contre zero, avec 24 abstentions, le 
texte propose est adopte. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) s'est abstenu de voter parce 
que ce texte est incompatible avec la legislation 
cubaine qui contient le principe selon lequel toutes 
les personnes employees dans ce pays doivent en 
etre r~ssortissantes. La legislation cubaine est done 
beaucoup plus evoluee que les dispositions envi
sagees clans cette partie de la convention. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble du texte 
amende du deuxieme paragraphe. 

Par 30 voix contre 3, avec 14 abstentions, le 
deuxieme paragraphe ainsi a-mende est adopte. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) s'est abstenu de voter pour 
les memes raisons que lors du vote precedent. II 
formule cette reserve pour le cas ou certaines ques
tions se poseraient au moment de la ratification. 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a voter sur 
l'amendement soumis oralement au cours de la 
seance par le Perou et tendant a la suppression des 
trois variantes proposees pour le troisieme para
graphe, clans le document A/C.3/481. Si cet amen
dement est adopte, la derniere partie de ce para
graphe se lira ainsi: "et pour interdire les pra
tiques aboutissant a la creation de monopoles". 

Par 18 voix contre 3, avec 26 abstentions, 
l' a-mendement est adopte. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) explique qu'il a vote 
contre I'amendement du Perou parce que l'idee 
contenue clans les trois variantes du texte aurait 
ete utile, bien que le texte lui-meme fut mal 
redige. II estime que, sous sa forme actuelle, le 
paragraphe annule en fait toutes les autres disposi
tions de la convention. Le fait d'inclure une ex
plication du genre de celle qui vient d'etre sup
primee aurait limite, clans une certaine mesure, la 
portee du paragraphe. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition faite 
a la 20leme seance par le representant de la Co
lombie et tendant a ajouter le mot "independantes" 
apres les mots "entreprises nationales". 

Par 10 voix contre 3, avec 34 abstentions, la 
proposition est adoptee. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) de
mande qu'il soit vote separement sur les mots: 
"les pratiques aboutissant a la creation de", devant 
le mot "monopoles", a la fin du paragraphe. II 
serait preferable, a son avis, de supprimer ces 
mots,. car le terme "monopoles" est clairement 
defini, ce qui n'est pas le cas pour !'expression 
"pratiques aboutissant a la creation de monopoles". 
II pense que le fait d'inclure une expression aussi 
vague clans la convention risquerait de donner 
lieu a des interpretations abusives. 
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Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico), supported by Mr. 
KAYSER ( F ranee) , said that most countries had 
already taken legislative measures for the preven
tion of monopolies and that the term "practices 
tending to create monopolies" should not give 
rise to any difficulties of definition. The term was 
generally understood to mean such practices as 
undercutting prices and other forms of unfair 
competition. There was, therefore, no need to 
fear that the inclusion of the term would lay the 
convention open to abuses. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Un.ited 
States proposal for the deletion of the words 
"practices tending to create" before the word 
"monopolies". 

The proposal was rejected by 30 votes to 5, 
with 16 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the whole 
of the third paragraph, as amended. 

The third paragraph, as amended, was adopted 
by 29 votes to 9, with 11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRifAN called for a vote on the 
amended text of the three paragraphs as a whole. 
If adopted, it would be inserted between the first 
and second paragraphs of article 9. 

The text was adopted by 31 votes to 8, with 
13 abstentions. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) explained that he had 
voted in favour of the text as a whole, subject 
to the reservations he had made in connexion 
with the second paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN turned to document A/C.3/ 
441, which contained the original text of article 
9 and the amendments thereto. 

He called for a vote on the amendments con
nected with the second paragraph of the original 
text, which, if adopted, would become the fifth 
paragraph of article 9. A vote would be taken 
first on the Chilean amendment ( A/C.3 / 427), 
which proposed that the words "obscene news 
material" should be replaced by the phrase "news 
material contrary to public order, morals and 
decency". 

In reply to a question concerning translation 
raised by ?v1rs. FIGUEROA (Chile), the CHAIR
MAN said that the text rendered as well as pos
sible the Spanish expression buenas costumbres. 
He would therefore put the text to the vote, and 
if it were adopted, the Spanish text of the con
vention would naturally use the original Spanish 
term proposed by the representative of Chile. 

The amendment was adopted by 23 votes to 
15, with 12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the adoption of the 
Chilean amendment would involve a slight altera
tion in the wording of the United Kingdom 
amendment (A/C.3/434 ), which would have to 
be submitted in the form of a proposal to insert 
the words "which is blasphemous or" between 
"news material" and "contrary" in the phrase 
just adopted. 

He put the United Kingdom amendment to 
the vote. 

The mnendment was adopted by 33 votes to 
1, with 15 abstentions. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique), appuye par M. KAYSER 
(France), declare que la plupart des pays 
ont deja pris des mesures legislatives en vue 
d'empecher la formation de monopoles, et que 
!'expression: "pratiques aboutissant a la creation 
de monopoles" ne devrait donner lieu a aucune 
difficulte quant a sa definition. On entend gene
ralement par ce terme les pratiques telles que la 
vente au rabais ou autres formes de concurrence 
delovale. II n'est done pas a craindre que l'inclu
sion' de cette expression puisse donner lieu a des 
interpretations abusives. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition des 
Etats-Unis tendant a supprimer les mots: "pra
tiques aboutissant a la creation de", devant le mot 
"monopoles". 

Par 30 voi.x contre 5, wee 16 abstentions, la 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'ensemble du texte 
amende du troisieme i:nragraphe. 

Par 29 voi.x contre 9, avec 11 abstentions, le 
troisieme paragraphe ainsi amende est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a voter sur 
!'ensemble du texte amende des trois paragraphes. 
Si ce texte est adopte, ii sera insere entre les 
premier et deuxieme paragraphes de }'article 9. 

Par 31 voi.x contre 8, avec 13 abstentions, le 
te.xte est adopte. 

M. ZAYDiN (Cuba) declare qu'il a vote en 
faveur de ce texte, clans son ensemble, tout en 
maintenant la reserve qu'il a formulee a propos 
du deuxieme paragraphe. 

Le PRESIDENT passe a l'examen du document 
A/C.3/441 qui contient le texte primitif de !'article 
9 et les amendements qui s'y rapportent. 

11 invite la Commission a voter sur les amende
ments au deuxieme paragraphe du texte initial, 
paragraphe qui deviendra, s'il est adopte, le cin
quieme paragraphe de l'article 9. Le President 
mettra d'abord aux voix l'amendement de la dele
gation du Chili (A/C.3/427), qui vise a remplacer 
le mot: "obscenes" par les mots: "qui portent 
atteinte a l'ordre public, a la morale OU aux bonnes 
mceurs". 

En reponse a une question posee par Mme 
FIGUEROA ( Chili), le PRESIDENT indique que le 
texte traduit aussi exactement que possible l'ex
pression espagnole buenas costumbres. I1 mettra 
done ce texte aux voix et, s'il est adopte, il y aura 
naturellement lieu d'employer clans la version 
espagnole de la convention !'expression proposee a 
l'origine par la delegation du Chili. 

Par 23 voi.x contre 15, avec 12 abstentions, 
l' amendement est adopt e. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que, du fait de 
!'adoption de l'amendement chilien, il sera neces
saire d'apporter une legere modification a la redac
tion de l'amendement du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/ 
434) ; cet amendement devra etre presente sous 
forme de proposition tendant a inserer les mots : 
"blasphematoires ou" entre : "publications" et : 
"qui portent atteinte", clans le texte que l'on vient 
d'adopter. 

II met aux voix l'amendement du Royaume-Uni. 

Par 33 voi.x contre une, avec iS abstentions, 
l'amende1nent est adopte. 
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Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) explained that the 
Constitution of his country provided for freedom 
of conscience as well as for freedom of religion; 
the Church was also quite independen,t of the 
State. He had not voted in favour of the United 
Kingdom amendment because, in his opinion, it 
was ambiguous and might be used as a pretext 
for restricting freedom of conscience in countries 
where the Church was linked with the State. 

Mr. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) explained that 
he had abstained from voting on the United 
Kingdom amendment for reasons similar to those 
given by the representative of Yugoslavia. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) said that, 
at the 201st meeting, he had expressed agreement 
with the United Kingdom amendment. Upon 
further reflection, however, he considered that 
the term "blasphemous" would give rise to diffi
culties of interpretation, since there was no fixed 
definition for it, even in countries where the 
Church was intimately connected with the State. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) explained that he had 
not voted in favour of the United Kingdom 
amendment because he considered that the inclu
sion of the word "blasphemous" might make it 
easy for States to impose restrictions which would 
jeopardize freedom of thought. 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the United 
States proposal (A/C.3/437) to include the word 
"public" before "regulations" would be adopted 
without a vote, since it was only a drafting change 
bringing the English text into line with the 
French. 

He called for a vote on the paragraph as a 
whole. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) pointed out that there 
was some discrepancy between the term "news 
material" in the English text and publications 
in the French text. He preferred the wording of 
the French text, since -it was more general in 
scope and would thus be quite suitable for article 
9, which was drafted throughout in more general 
terms than the rest of the convention. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America), 
supported by Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) and 
Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia), con
sidered that the term "news material" should be 
retained, since it had been defined in article 1 
of the convention. It was not the object of the 
convention to cover publications of all kinds and 
it would be dangerous to introduce a new and 
broader term which had not been defined in 
article 1. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that, although 
the word publications would read better in the 
context, he was prepared to accept the term 
documents d'information, since it had been 
defined in article 1. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the French text 
would be brought into line with the English in 
that respect. 

M. DEDIJER (Yougoslavie) indique que la Cons
titution de son pays prevoit la liberte de conscience 
et la liberte de religion. En outre, l'Eglise est 
entierement independante de l'Etat. M. Dedijer 
n'a pas vote en faveur de !'adoption de l'amende
ment du Royaume-Uni parce qu'il le trouve em
preint d'ambiguite et estime que, clans les pays 
OU l'Eglise n'est pas separee de l'Etat, i1 pourrait 
servir de pretexte pour entraver la liberte de 
conscience. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) declare qu'il s'est 
abstenu de voter sur l'amendement du Royaume
Uni pour des raisons analogues a celles que vient 
de donner le representant de la Y ougoslavie. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) rappelle que, 
a la 201eme seance, i1 s'est declare d'accord sur les 
termes de l'amendement du Royaume-Uni. Cepen
dant, apres avoir longuement reflechi, il estime 
que le mot "blasphematoires" peut donner lieu a 
des difficultes d'interpretation, etant donne qu'il 
n'existe pas de definition precise de ce mot, meme 
clans les pays OU l'Eglise est etroitement rattachee a 
l'Etat. 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique) indique qu'il ne s'est 
pas prononce en faveur de l'amendement du 
Royaume-Uni, parce qu'il estime que l'emploi du 
mot "blasphematoires" pourrait aisement fournir 
un pretexte aux Etats pour imposer des mesures 
restrictives qui mettraient en peril la liberte de 
pensee. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que la proposition des 
Etats-Unis (A/C.3/437), qui consiste a ajouter le 
mot public avant le mot regulations sera adoptee 
sans etre mise aux voix, puisqu'il s'agit seulement 
d'apporter une modification a la redaction du texte 
anglais pour qu'il concorde avec le texte fram:;ais. 

II annonce qu'il va mettre aux voix le para
graphe clans son ensemble. 

M. AzKoUL (Liban) fait remarquer qu'il existe 
une difference de sens entre le terme news material 
( documents d'information) employes clans le texte 
anglais et le mot "publications" employe dans le 
texte frarn;ais. Pour sa part, ii prefere la redaction 
du texte fram;ais parce qu'elle a un sens plus large 
et conviendrait done mieux a !'article 9, qui est 
entierement redige en termes plus generaux que le 
reste de la convention. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique), auquel 
se joignent M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) et 
M. GoNzALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie), estime 
qu'il convient de conserver le terme news material 
dont on a donne une definition a !'article premier 
de la convention. La convention n'a pas pour objet 
d'englober les publications de toutes sortes, et il 
serait dangereux d'introduire un nouveau terme, 
de sens plus general, qui n'aurait pas ete defini a 
l'article premier. 

Bien que M. KAYSER (France) estime qu'en 
!'occurrence le mot "publications'' s'accorderait 
mieux avec le contexte que !'expression "docu
ments d'information", il est tout dispose a accepter 
cette derniere puisqu'elle se trouve definie a l'ar
ticle premier. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que le texte frarn;ais sera 
modifie de fac;on a concorder avec le texte anglais. 
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He put to the vote the amended text of the 
paragraph as a whole. 

The paragraph, as amended, was adopted by 
37 votes to none, with 16 abstentions. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) explained 
that he had voted in favour of the paragraph 
as a whole, subject to the reservations he had 
expressed with regard to the insertion of the 
word "blasphemous". 

The CHAIRMAN directed the Committee's at
tention to the additional paragraph proposed by 
the United States delegation ( A/C.3/437) and 
the Peruvian amendment to it (200th meet
ing), proposing to replace the words "and then 
only in accordance with article 4" by the words 
"and public order". 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
pointed out that in the English text the words 
"national military security" should read "national 
defence", in conformity with the wording used 
in article 4, adopted at the 191st meeting. 

He further suggested that the Peruvian amend
ment, which had not been fully debated, intro
duced a substantive change. 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) thereupon withdrew 
his amendment, remarking that, inasmuch as the 
words "public order" appeared in the first para
graph of article 9, their inclusion in the paragraph 
under discussion was immaterial. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) inquired whether the 
fact that the words "public order" had been re
tained in the first paragraph meant that they ap
plied to the paragraph proposed by the United 
States delegation and that consequently censor
ship in peacetime was permissible if needed to 
maintain public order. 

The CHAIRMAN remarked that the Chair could 
not decide on the relationship of the various 
paragraphs; the interpretation of that relationship 
was to be found in the protracted debate which 
had taken place on article 9. 

Mrs. RAY (India) observed that the paragraph 
under discussion appeared to contradict the para
graph just adopted by the Committee. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
was not aware of any such contradiction; the 
preceding paragraph dealt with the right of a 
State to prohibit news material which was blas
phemous or contrary to morals or decency, while 
the paragraph under consideration dealt with 
censorship only of news material leaving the 
State's territory. 

At the suggestion of the representative of 
BELGIUM, the CHAIRMAN put the paragraph to the 
vote in parts. 

He put to the vote the first part, up to and 
including the word "defence". 

That part was adopted by 29 votes to 9, with 
13 abstentions. 

He put to the vote the second part, reading 
"and then only in accordance with article 4". 

Il met aux v01x. }'ensemble du paragraphe 
amende. 

Par 37 voix contre zero, avec 16 abstentions, le 
paragraphe ainsi amende est adopte. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) precise qu'il 
a vote en faveur de l'ensemble du paragrapbe, sous 
reserve toutefois des objections qu'il a faites au 
sujet de l'insertion du mot "blasphematoires". 

Le PRESIDENT attire }'attention de la Commis
sion sur le paragraphe additionnel propose par la 
delegation des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/437) et sur 
l'amendement que le Perou a propose d'apporter a 
ce paragraphe (200eme seance) en remplac;ant les 
mots "et, clans ce cas, conformement aux disposi
tions de l'article 4" par les mots "et l'ordre public". 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) fait ob
server que l'on devrait employer clans le texte 
anglais l'expression national defence au lieu de 
!'expression national military security, pour que la 
redaction s'accorde avec celle de l'article 4, adopte 
a la 191eme seance. 

M. Canham signale d'autre part que l'amende
ment du Perou, que la Commission n'a pas encore 
discute d'une maniere approfondie, apporte une 
modification sur le fond. 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) retire son amendement 
en faisant observer que l'expression "l'ordre pu
blic" figure deja clans le premier paragraphe de 
}'article 9 et qu'il n'est done pas necessaire de la 
repr~ndre clans le texte du paragraphe en dis
cussion. 

M. BAGDADI (Egypte) demande si le fait que 
l'on emploie clans le premier paragraphe !'expres
sion "l'ordre public" signifie que ce terme s'ap
plique egalement au paragraphe propose par la 
delegation des Etats-Unis et que, par consequent, 
l'exercice de la censure en temps de paix est 
autorise si une telle mesure est necessaire pour 
maintenir l'ordre public. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer qu'il ne lui appar
tient pas de determiner la relation entre les diffe
rents paragraphes, et que cette question a ete 
reglee au cours du long debat qui a eu lieu sur 
!'article 9. 

Mme RAY (Incle) declare que le paragraphe en 
discussion lui semble etre en contradiction avec le 
paragraphe que la Commission vient d'adopter. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) ne 
pense pas qu'une telle contradiction existe : le 
paragraphe precedent traite du droit qu'a un Etat 
d'interdire les documents d'information blasphe
matoires ou qui portent atteinte a la morale ou 
aux bonnes mceurs, alors que le paragraphe que la 
Commission est en train d'examiner traite de la 
censure exercee seulement sur les documents d'in
formation sortant du territoire d'un Etat. 

Sur la proposition du representant de la BEL
GIQUE, le PRESIDENT met le paragraphe aux voix 
en le divisant en deux parties. 

Il met aux voix la premiere partie, qui va 
jusqu'aux mots "defense nationale" inclus. 

Par 29 voix contre 9, avec 13 abstentions, cette 
partie est adoptee. 

Il met aux voix la seconde partie: "et, dans ce 
cas, conformement aux dispositions de l'article 4". 
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That part was adopted by 26 votes to 8, with 
17 abstentions. 

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

The paragraph was adopted by 31 votes to 8, 
with 8 abstentions. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) stated that he had voted 
in favour of the paragraph; in view of the fact, 
however, that the Constitution of his country 
forbade censorship in peacetime, that paragraph 
would not apply to Cuba. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) stated that he had ab
stained because the relationship of the paragraph 
to the preceding text had not been made clear 
to him. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to con
sider the last paragraph of the original text of 
article 9 (E/1065) and the United States (A/C.3/ 
437) and the Netherlands amendments. As the 
United States representative did not press dele
tion of that paragraph, his suggested re-wording 
of it would be dealt with first. 

The Netherlands representative had suggested 
(200th meeting) the deletion, in the latter, of 
the words "in violation of article 2". The Chair
man put that suggestion to the vote. 

The amendment was adopted by 14 votes to 
5, with 29 abstentions. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) proposed the deletion 
of the final phrase of the paragraph as amended 
by the United States representative. 

In explanation of the manner in which he would 
vote on that paragraph, he remarked that article 
17 1 of the draft convenant on human rights said 
that every State retained the right "to control 
the entry of persons into its territory or the 
period of their residence therein" - a provision 
echoed in article 6 of the draft convention on 
freedom of information - while article 7 of that 
convention implied that the provisions of the 
draft covenant on human rights would supersede 
those of the convention. Any provision, there
fore, which conferred a privileged status upon 
any group of foreigners was unacceptable ; no 
State should have to surrend€!r' its right to exclude 
or deport any alien whatsoever. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America), in 
explanation of his forthcoming vote, said that 
the fact that the provisions of the draft con
vention under discussion might at some time be 
superseded by other agreements should not deter 
the committee from adopting such provisions as 
it thought right and proper. Furthermore, the 
United States amendment merely reaffirmed the 
statement contained in article 5, already adopted; 
the objections of the Mexican representative ap
plied more properly to that article than to the 
paragraph before the Committee. 

1 See Official Records of the Economic and Social 
Coimcil, third year, seventh session, SupPlement No. 2, 
annex B, page 24. 

Par 26 voi:r contre 8, avec 17 abstentions, cette 
partie est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met alors aux voix !'ensemble du 
paragraphe. 

Par 31 voi:r contre 8, avec 8 abstentions, le 
paragraphe est adopte. 

M. ZAYDiN (Cuba) declare que ce paragraphe, 
en faveur duquel il vient de voter, ne saurait nean
moins avoir d'application dans son pays, parce 
que la Constitution de Cuba interdit l'exercice de 
la censure en temps de paix. 

M. BAGDADI (Egypte) declare qu'il s'est abstenu 
parce qu'il n'a pas bien compris le rapport qui 
peut exister entre ce paragraphe et le texte pre
cedent. 

Le PRESIDENT demande a la Commission d'exa
miner le dernier paragraphe du texte initial de 
!'article 9 (E/1065) et les amendements proposes 
par les Etats-Unis (A/C.3/437) et les Pays-Bas. 
Comme le representant des Etats-Unis n'insiste 
pas pour que l'on supprime ce paragraphe et qu'il 
a proprose d'autre part d'en remanier le texte, c'est 
le nouveau texte propose par les Etats-U nis que la 
Commission examinera en premier lieu. 

Le representant des Pays-Bas ayant propose 
(200eme seance) de supprimer dans ce texte les 
mots: "contrairement aux dispositions de !'article 
2", le President met aux voix cette suggestion. 

Par 14 voi:r contre 5, avec 29 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) propose la suppression 
du dernier membre de phrase du paragraphe tel 
qu'il a ete amende par le representant des Etats
Unis. 

Pour expliquer la fac;on dont il va voter sur ce 
paragraphe, M. Noriega fait }'observation sui
vante: !'article 17 du projet de pacte des droits 
de 1'homme1 prevoit que chaque Etat garde le droit 
"de controler l'entree des personnes sur son ter
ritoire ou la duree du sejour qu'elles y effectuent". 
Cette disposition se retrouve clans l'article 6 du 
projet de convention relatif a la liberte de !'infor
mation, alors que }'article 7 de cette convention 
implique que les dispositions du pacte des droits 
de l'homme remplaceront les dispositions corres
pondantes de la convention. Toute disposition qui 
confererait a un groupe d'etrangers un statut pri
vilegie serait done inacceptable, car aucun Etat 
ne peut etre tenu d'abandonner le droit qu'il pos
sede de ne pas admettre sur son territoire ou de 
deporter un etranger quel qu'il soit. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) expli
que la maniere dont il votera. Le fait que les dis
positions du projet de convention a l'etude pour
ront etre un jour remplacees par d'autres accords 
ne doit pas empecher la Commission d'adopter 
telles dispositions qui lui semblent justes et appro
priees. De plus, l'amendement des Etats-Unis se 
contente de reproduire la declaration faite dans 
!'article 5 deja adopte; les objections soulevees 
par le representant du Mexique s'appliquent da
vantage a cet article qu'au paragraphe que la Com
mission est en train d'examiner. 

1 Voir les Proces-,•erbaux officiels du Conseil economi
que et social, troisieme annee, septieme session, Supple
ment No 2, annexe B, page 24. 
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Mexican 
amendment to delete the clause "and that any 
such restriction as to residence does not conflict 
with the provisions of article 5". 

The amendment was rejected by 22 votes to 
9, with 17 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the paragraph 
as amended. 

That paragraph, as amended, was adopted by 
29 votes to 5, mth 12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then directed the Committee's 
attention to the Mexican amendment, consisting 
of the first sentence of the text contained in docu
ment A/C.3/431/Corr.1. 1 

Mr. KAYSER (France) suggested that the pre
amble might be a better place for that sentence 
than article 9. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico), supported by the re
presentatives of YUGOSLAVIA and IRAQ, again 
asked that his amendment be considered in con
nexion with article 9, as the text of the preamble 
would not be legally binding upon the signatory 
States. 

He also requested a vote by roll-call. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Mexican amend
ment would, if adopted, become the last para
graph of article 9. 

A vote was taken by roll-call as follows; 

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

In favour: Liberia, Mexico, Panama, Peru, 
Saudi Arabia, Siam, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Argentina, Burma, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Colombia, 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iraq. 

Against; Lebanon, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Philippines, Sweden, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States of Amer
'ica, Uruguay, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, 
Greece. 

Abstaining: Pakistan, Poland, Turkey, Vene
zuela, Yemen, Chile, China, Costa Rica, France, 
India. 

The amendment was adopted by 24 votes to 
15, .with 10 abstentions. 

Mr. INGEBRETSEN (Norway) stated that he 
would vote against the whole of article 9 on the 
grounds that it was superfluous and that it might 
'be used to curtail rather than promote freedom 
·of information. 

The meeting rose at 1.40 p.m. 
1 See 200th :meeting. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
mexicain portant radiation de la clause: "et que 
de telles restrictions relatives aux conditions de 
sejour ne soient pas en contradiction avec les 
dispositions de !'article 5". 

Par 22 voix contre 9, avec 17 abstentions, 
l'amende·ment est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe dans 
sa forme amendee. 

Par 29 voix contre 5, avec 12 abstentions, le 
paragraphe ainsi amende est <Uiopte. 

Le PRESIDENT attire alors l'attention de la Com
mission sur l'amendement mexicain qui constitue 
la premiere phrase du texte presente dans le docu
ment A/C.3/431/Corr.11. 

M. KAYSER (France) est d'avis que cette phrase 
serait plus a sa place clans le preambule que clans 
l'article 9. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique), soutenu par les repre
sentants de la YouGOSLAVIE et de l'lRAK, insiste 
pour que son amendement soit examine a propos 
de l'article 9. En effet, !'adoption du preamhule 
par les Etats signataires ne comporte pas pour 
ceux-ci d'obligation juridique. 

Il demande en outre qu'il soit procede au vote. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que l'amendement mexi
cain deviendra, s'il est adopte, le dernier para
graphe de !'article 9. 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal. 

L'appel commence par le Liban, dont le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

V otent pour: Liberia, Mexique, Panama, Perou, 
Arabie saoudite, Siam, Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Y ougoslavie, Afghanistan, Argentine, 
Birmanie, Repuhlique socialiste sovietique de 
Bielorussie, Colombie, Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, 
Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, Egypte, 
Ethiopie, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Irak. 

V otent contre: Liban, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Norvege, Philippines, Suede, Union Sud
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-U nis d' Amerique, 
Uruguay, Australie, Belgique, Bresil, Canada, 
Grece. 

S'abstiennent: Pakistan, Pologne, Turquie, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Chili, Chine, Costa-Rica, 
France, Inde. 

Par 24 voix contre 15, avec 10 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

M. INGEBRETSEN (Norvege) declare qu'il votera 
contre l'ensemble de l'article 9 parce qu'il le juge 
superflu et parce qu'il serait plus facile de s'en 
prevaloir pour restreindre la liberte de !'informa
tion que pour !'assurer. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 40. 

' Voir la 200eme seance. 
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TWO HUNDRED AND TffiRD 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Tuesday, 26 April 1949, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) (CON
TINUED) 

Article 9 (continued) 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said that at 
the previous meeting he had voted against the 
Mexican amendment, not because he was opposed 
to the principles set forth in it, but because he 
believed it was impossible to apply them in prac
tice. Consequently, such provisions were not 
appropriate in the enacting clauses of the con
vention. 

In so far as that amendment would have the 
legal value which the Mexican representative was 
anxious to attach to it, its adoption amounted 
to compelling each of the countries signatories to 
the convention to take action to ensure that all 
eorrespondents and information agencies situated 
within its territory conformed to the provisions of 
the amendment. If, therefore, a correspondent did 
not comply with those obligations, it would be the 
duty of his country's Government to punish him. 
The representative of the United Kingdom did 
not see how that could be done in practice, since 
- by definition, one might say- foreign corre
spondents resided abroad. 

The United Kingdom delegation thought the 
only way of applying such provisions would be 
to act like those totalitarian governments which 
told correspondents what they might or might 
not write. 

In those circumstances, he would vote against 
article 9 as a whole. If the article were rejected, 
as he hoped, he reserved the right to propose that 
a sub-committee should be set up to re-examine 
that article and to draft new provisions which 
it would be possible to apply in practice. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
recalled that during the German occupation, the 
Netherlands Press had shown that it was aware 
of its responsibilities. The Netherlands delega
tion wholeheartedly accepted the principle of the 
Mexican amendment, but it could not understand 
how any Government could apply such provi
sions. It would have to have recourse to a very 
strict control of the Press. That would be a very 
grave responsibility for governments. 

That being so, he would vote against article 
9 as a whole, although he was in favour of several 
of its paragraphs. 

Mr. NADLER (Guatemala) would vote in favour 
of article 9 as a whole. He thought the provisions 
contained in the Mexican amendment would lose 
all their value if they were transferred to the 
preamble of the convention. 

DEUX CENT TROISIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mardi 26 avril 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

138. Liberte de l'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 9 (suite) 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) declare qu'il a vote 
a la seance precedente contre l'amendement du 
Mexique, non parce qu'il s'oppose aux principes 
enonces clans cet amendement, mais parce qu'il 
considere comme impossible de les appliquer d'une 
maniere pratique. Par consequent, de telles clauses 
ne se trouvent pas a leur place clans le dispositif 
de la convention. 

Pour autant que cet amendement ait la valeur 
juridique que le representant du Mexique tient 
a lui attribuer, son adoption revient a obliger 
chacun des pays qui signera la convention a faire 
en sorte que tous les correspondants et toutes 
les entreprises d'information qui ont leur siege 
clans ce pays se conforment aux dispositions de 
l'amendement. Si done un correspondant ne se 
conforme pas a ces obligations, le devoir du gou
vernement de son pays sera de le punir. Le 
representant du Royaume-Uni ne voit pas com
ment cela pourra etre pratiquement realise puisque 
les correspondants resident - par definition, pour
rait-on dire - a l'etranger. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni pense que la 
seule fa~on d'appliquer une telle disposition con
sisterait a agir comme les gouvernements totali
taires, qui indiquent aux correspondants ce qu'ils 
peuvent ou ne peuvent pas ecrire. 

Dans ces conditions, le representant du 
Royaume-Uni declare qu'il votera contre l'ensem
ble de !'article 9. Si l'article est rejete, ce qu'il 
espere, il se reserve le droit de proposer la creation 
d'un comite charge d'examiner de nouveau cet 
article et de rediger de nouvelles dispositions qui 
seraient susceptibles d'une application pratique. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) rap
pelle que la presse neerlandaise a montre, au 
cours de l' occupation allemande, la conscience 
qu'elle avait de sa responsabilite. La delegation 
des Pays-Bas accepte sans reserve le principe 
de l'amendement du Mexique, mais n'arrive pas 
a comprendre comment un gouvernement pourrait 
appliquer de telles dispositions. II faudrait avoir 
recours a un controle tres etroit de la presse. Ce 
serait la une tres grave responsabilite pour les 
gouvernements. · 

Dans ces conditions, le representant des Pays
Bas votera contre !'ensemble de !'article 9, bien 
qu'il soit partisan de plusieurs des paragraphes 
de cet article. 

M. NADLER (Guatemala) votera pour !'ensemble 
de l'article 9. II estime que les dispositions prevues 
clans l'amendement du Mexique perdraient toute 
leur valeur si elles se trouvaient clans le preambule 
de la convention. 
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He reiterated his oppos1t1on to the United 
Kingdom amendment (A/C.3/434), for the in
sertion of the words "or blasphemous", which he 
considered to be a retrograde step. 

Mr. ANDREN (Sweden) endorsed the state
ments of the representatives of the United King
dom and the Netherlands regarding article 9; 
he would be unable to vote in favour of that 
article. 

Mr. PAYsst REYES (Uruguay) considered that 
the Mexican amendment would be a mortal blow 
to the convention and would consequently vote 
against article 9. 

He supported the United Kingdom representa
tive's suggestion to refer the article to a sub
committee. 

In his opinion, the provisions of the Mexican 
amendment should appear in the preamble to the 
convention and not among its operative clauses. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) protested energetically 
against certain statements made concerning his 
amendment. Although it had been adopted by 
the majority of the members of the Committee, 
there was no hesitation in describing it as a symp
tom of totalitarian tendencies. 

In his opinion, certain delegations were actually 
manoeuvring to make the Committee go back on 
a decision it had taken according to the rules of 
procedure. The voting on article 9 had begun and 
it was too late to submit new proposals. Such an 
attitude would mean showing disrespect towards 
a Committee of the General Assembly. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said he had 
attacked neither the Mexican representative nor 
his opinions. He had not said that the Mexican 
amendment showed totalitarian or fascist tenden
cies, but simply that the provisions contained 
in that amendment could be applied only by 
having recourse to totalitarian control of the 
Press. 

In conclusion, he reminded the Committee that 
he had proposed that article 9 should be referred 
to a sub-committee only if it were rejected. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) recalled that his coun
try had suffered a great deal from the biased 
attitude of foreign correspondents who had con
tributed to the adoption of unfair decisions with 
regard to Lebanon. He should, therefore, be the 
first to wish that measures be taken to limit the 
:abuse, by the foreign Press, of the freedom ac
corded to it by the convention. 

AII the same, he would vote against article 9 
because, if that article were to include, first, the 
unrestricted right of the State to take measures 
to develop national enterprises, and secondly, the 
duties of correspondents as legally binding pro
visions, the whole practical value of the other 
provisions of the convention would be removed 
and foreign correspondents would thus be power
less against State despotism. He expressed the 
hope that a new text would be found, making it 
possible to safeguard the interest of national 

Le representant du Guatemala rappelle son 
opposition a l'amendement du Royaume-Uni ( A/ 
C.3/434) tendant a inserer dans !'article 9 les 
mots "ou blasphematoires". Selon M. Nadler, cet 
amendement est retrograde. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) fait siennes Jes declara
tions des representants du Royaume-Uni et des 
Pays-Bas relatives a l'article 9, et ne pourra 
voter en faveur de cet article. 

M. PAYSSE REYES (Uruguay) estime que 
l'amendement du Mexique est un coup mortel 
porte a la convention et, dans ces conditions, ii 
votera contre !'article 9. 

Le representant de l'Uruguay appuie la sug
gestion du representant du Royaume-Uni tendant 
a renvoyer cet article a un comite. 

A son avis, les dispositions contenues dans 
l'amendement du Mexique devraient figurer dans 
le preambule de la convention et non clans son 
dispositif. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) proteste energiquement 
contre certaines expressions employees a propos 
de l'amendement qu'il a presente. Bien que la 
majorite des membres de la Commission l'aient 
adopte, on n'hesite \las a le qualifier comme etant 
de tendance totalita1re. 

Le representant du Mexique estime que cer
taines delegations se livrent a de veritables ma
nceuvres afin de faire revenir la Commission sur 
une decision qu'elle a prise conformement au 
reglement interieur. Le vote sur l'article 9 a com
mence et i1 est trop tard pour presenter de nou
velles propositions. II s'agit la d'un manque de 
respect a l'egard d'une Commission de l'Assemblee 
generate. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) tient a preciser 
qu'il ne s'est attaque ni aux opinions ni a la per
sonne du representant du Mexique. II n'a pas dit 
que l'amendement du Mexique denotait des ten
dances totalitaires ou fascistes, mais simplement 
que les dispositions contenues dans cet amende
ment ne pourraient etre appliquees qu'en ayant 
recours a un controle totalitaire de la presse. 

Enfin, le representant du Royaume-Uni rappelle 
qu'il a propose le renvoi de !'article 9 a un comite 
clans le seul cas ou cet article serait rejete. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) rappelle que son pays a 
beaucoup souffert de la partialite des correspon
dants etrangers qui ont contribue a l'adoption de 
decisions injustes a l'egard du Liban. II devrait 
done etre le premier a souhaiter que l' on prenne 
des mesures en vue de limiter les abus par la 
presse etrangere des libertes que Iui accorde la 
convention. 

Toutefois, le representant du Liban votera 
contre !'article 9 parce que, en incorporant clans 
cet article, premierement le droit pour les Etats 
de prendre sans restriction toute mesure en vue du 
developpement des entreprises nationales, deuxie
mement les devoirs des correspondants, en tant 
que dispositions j uridiques obligatoires, on enleve 
toute valeur pratique aux autres dispositions de la 
convention, et les correspondants etrangers se 
trouveraient ainsi depourvus de tout recours contre 
le despotisme de l'Etat. M. Azkoul exprime 
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enterprises, the principles set forth in the Mexi
can amendment and the freedom of information. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) did not think that the 
Mexican amendment was in any way contrary to 
the spirit of the convention nor that it could 
entail totalitarian control measures. The amend
ment reaffirmed the principles of Article 1 of the 
United Nations Charter. It should moreover be 
remembered that the Press was one of the best 
agencies for the implementation of those prin
ciples. 

He quoted articles 20 and 33 of the Cuban 
Constitution and concluded that the adoption of 
article 9, incorporating the Mexican amendment, 
would not in any way make it essential to have 
recourse to totalitarian control methods, which 
would in any case be impossible in democratic 
countries. 

Mr. TREODOROPOULOS (Greece) recalled that 
he had voted in favour of the first part of article 
9 but said that he would vote against the second 
part of that article. He did not see how the Parlia
ment of his country could accept the provisions 
which the Mexican amendment had introduced 
into the convention. He thought, generally speak
ing, that the convention should tell the Press 
what it ought not to do rather than what it ought 
to do. 

Mr. J ocKEL (Australia) noted that the United 
Kingdom representative 11aid that the new pro
vision in article 9 could be implemented only 
by very restrictive measures. On the other hand, 
the Mexican representative had given no indica
tion of how the provision would be implemented, 
if at all. That situation raised a serious problem of 
interpretation and the Committee would be fail
ing in its responsibility if it did not reconsider 
the matter. 

He would therefore vote against article 9. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
thought that the Committee had reached a cru
cial point in its debates on the convention. Much 
to his regret he would vote against article 9 as 
a whole. The article contained some very useful 
provisions but the Mexican amendment made it 
unacceptable. Since agreement seemed unanimous 
on the principle expressed in that amendment, it 
should be possible to find a formula which would 
be unanimously accepted. It was much more im
portant to reach an agreement than a vote : it 
should be possible for the convention to be applied 
in such a way as to promote not only freedom 
of information, but also the maintenance of inter
national peace and security, and the United 
Nations as a whole. 

His delegation approved every word of the 
provisions of the Mexican amendment. The real 
problem was how any government could admit 
that that moral obligation, which nobody ques
tioned, also coJ.lstituted a legal obligation. Not 
many Governments had attempted to ensure the 
observance of such provisions. 

l' espoir que I' on trouvera un texte nouveau per
mettant de sauvegarder les interets des entre
prises nationales, les principes etablis dans l'amen
dement du Mexique, et la liberte de l'information. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) ne pense pas que l'amende
ment du Mexique soit en quelque fa<;on contraire 
a !'esprit de la convention ni qu'il puisse entrainer 
des mesures de controle totalitaire. Cet amende
ment reprend les principes qui se trouvent a 
I' Article 1 de la Charte des Nations U nies. 
11 faut se souvenir par ailleurs que la presse 
est l'un des meilleurs agents pour la mise en 
~uvre de ces principes. 

Le representant de Cuba cite les articles 20 
et 33 de la Constitution de Cuba et conclut que 
l'adoption de !'article 9, incorporant l'amende
ment du Mexique, ne rendra en aucune fa<;on 
indispensable le recours a des methodes de controle 
totalitaire, ce qui serait d'ailleurs impossible clans 
les pays democratiques. 

M. TmfoDOROPOULOS ( Grece) rappelle qu'il a 
vote la premiere partie de !'article 9 mais declare 
qu'il votera contre la deuxieme partie de cet 
article. En effet, il ne voit pas comment le Parle
ment de son pays pourrait accepter les dispositions 
que l'amendement du Mexique a introduites clans 
la convention. 11 estime que, de fa<;on generale, 
la convention devrait indiquer a la presse ce 
qu'elle ne doit pas faire plut6t que ce qu'elle doit 
faire. 

M. J ocKEL ( Australie) constate que le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni a declare que la nou
velle disposition qu'il est propose d'inserer clans 
}'article 9 ne pourrait etre appliquee qu'en ayant 
recours a des mesures restrictives tres severes. 
D'autre part, le representant du Mexique n'a 
donne aucune indication quant a la fa<;on dont 
ladite disposition serait appliquee. La situation 
souleve un grave probleme d'interpretation et la 
Commission manquerait a ses responsabilites s1 
elle ne procedait pas a un nouvel examen de la 
question. 

C'est pourquoi M. Jockel votera contre !'article 9. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) estime 
que la Commission est arrivee au point critique 
de ses debats sur la convention. II declare que, 
a son plus grand regret, il votera contre l'ensemble 
de l'article 9. Cet article contient certaines dispo
sitions tres utiles, mais l'amendement du Mexique 
le rend inacceptable. Puisque !'accord semble una
nime sur le principe enonce clans cet amendement, 
le representant des Etats-U nis pense qu'il devrait 
etre possible de le formuler de maniere a realiser 
un accord unanime. II est plus important d'aboutir 
a un accord qu'a un vote: la convention devra 
pouvoir s'appliquer de fa<;on a favoriser non seule
ment la liberte de !'information, mais encore le 
maintien de la paix et de la securite internatio
nales, et !'Organisation des Nations Unies dans 
son ensemble. 

La delegation des Etats-U nis approuve chacun 
des termes de l'amendement du Mexique. Le pro
bleme reel consiste a savoir comment un gouver
nement quelconque pourra admettre que cette 
obligation morale, que personne ne conteste, con
stitue une obligation juridique. II ne s'est pas 
trouve beaucoup de gouvernements pour essayer 
d'assurer le respect de dispositions de ce genre. 
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The United States delegation would constantly 
strive to reach agreement on that point, but was 
opposed to the adoption of any obligation which 
was not clearly defined. While the United States 
Government fully realized that it was the duty of 
information agencies to report facts faithfully, 
it was unable to ensure respect for that obliga
tion. 

In the circumstances, his delegation would vote 
against article 9. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) had voted for 
the Mexican amendment as he thought that it 
would provide the only guarantee that small 
countries would have the right of correction of 
false news. A number of delegations seemed to 
consider that the provisions introduced by the 
Mexican amendment might give rise to conditions 
of tyranny. In actual fact, it was the foreign corre
spondents who were frequently the tyrants, as 
Saudi Arabia knew to its cost. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) recalled that his delegation had always 
maintained, during the consideration of the con
vention, that that document should contain cer
tain precise provisions for the maintenance of 
friendly relations between nations and the main
tenance of international peace and security, and 
for the suppression of all war propaganda. The 
Mexican amendment had been drafted to that 
end; it obliged correspondents and information 
agencies to report the facts correctly; and it was 
in perfect agreement with Article 1 of the Charter. 
Since the principles laid down in Article 1 of 
the Charter were in the operative part of the 
Charter and not in its Preamble, there was no 
reason why the Mexican amendment should be 
inserted in the preamble of the convention rather 
than in its operative part. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that 
it still had to decide how to solve the problem 
posed by the contradiction between the provisions 
of article 29 of the International Telecommunica
tion Convention (Atlantic City, 1947) and those 
of article 4 of the draft convention. 

The United States delegation suggested insert
ing a passage ( A/C.3/465/Rev.1) to that effect 
in article 9. The Belgian delegation had sug
gested a formula without specifying where it 
should be inserted (A/C.3/467). 

The Chairman asked the Committee to decide 
on that question before voting on article 9 as a 
whole. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
thought that the text relating to the International 
Telecommunication Convention proposed by his 
delegation should form a separate article, so that 
its fate should not be linked with that of article 
9 as a whole. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) was in complete agree
ment with the United States representative on 
that matter. That proposal was quite in order, as 
the Committee would have before it a fresh ques
tion concerning the draft convention as a whole, 
and not article 9 only. 

La delegation des Etats-U nis s' efforcera cons
tamment d' obtenir un accord sur ce point, mais 
elle est opposee a l'adoption de toute obligation 
qui ne soit pas definie precisement. S'il conc;oit 
parfaitement que le devoir des entreprises d'infor
mation consiste a rapporter exactement les faits, 
le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis n'est pas en 
mesure d'assurer le respect de cette obligation. 

Dans ces conditions, la delegation des Etats
U nis votera contre !'article 9. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) a vote l'amen
dement du Mexique parce qu'il estime qu'il s'agit 
la de la seule garantie qu'auront les petites na
tions pour exercer le droit de rectification des 
fausses nouvelles. Plusieurs delegations semblent 
considerer les dispositions introduites par l'amen
dement du Mexique comme une source de tyran
nie. En fait, ce sont souvent les correspondants 
etrangers qui sont des tyrans. L' Arabie saoudite 
en a fait la triste experience. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) rappelle que sa delegation a tou
jours maintenu, au cours de l'etude de la con
vention, que ce document devrait contenir cer
taines dispositions precises visant au maintien des 
relations amicales entre les nations, au maintien 
de la paix et de la securite internationales, et a 
la repression de toute propagande de guerre. 
L'amendement du M~xique a ete redige clans ce 
sens; il astreint les correspondants et les entre
prises d'information a rapporter les faits d'une 
maniere exacte et il est en parfait accord avec 
l' Article 1 de la Charte. Puisque les prin
cipes qu' etablit l' Article 1 de la Charte se 
trouvent dans le dispositif de la Charte elle-meme, 
et non clans son Preambule, il n'y a aucune raison 
pour que l'on insere l'amendement du Mexique 
clans le preambule de la convention plutot que 
clans son dispositif. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle a la Commission qu'elle 
doit encore decider de la maniere dont elle resou
dra le probleme ne de la contradiction qui existe 
entre les dispositions de !'article 29 de la Conven
tion internationale des telecommunications (At
lantic City, 1947) et celles de !'article 4 du projet 
de convention. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis propose d'in
serer un texte a cet effet (A/C.3/465/Rev.1) 
clans !'article 9 actuellement a l'etude. D'autre part, 
la delegation de la Belgique a suggere une formule 
sans preciser le lieu ou il conviendrait de l'in
serer (A/C.3/467). 

Le President demande a la Commission de 
trancher cette question avant de passer au vote 
sur !'ensemble de l'article 9. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) pense 
que le texte relatif a la Convention internationale 
des telecommunications, propose par sa delegation, 
devrait faire l'objet d'un article separe, afin que 
son sort ne soit pas lie a celui de l'ensemble de 
!'article 9. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) se declare entierement 
d'accord avec le reJ)resentant des Etats-Unis a 
ce sujet. Du point de vue de la procedure, cette 
proposition est entierement justifiee, etant donne 
que la Commission se trouve saisie d'une question 
nouvelle qui concerne l'ensemble du projet de 
convention et non pas exclusivement !'article 9. 
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The CHAIRMAN accepted that view. 
He put to the vote article 9 as a whole, as 

adopted, paragraph by paragraph, at the previous 
meeting. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) asked that a vote be 
taken by roll-call. 

A vote was taken by roll-call as follows: 
The Dominican Republic, having .been drawn 

by lot by the Chairman, was called upon to vote 
for st. 

In favour: Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, 
Iraq, Liberia, Mexico, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, 
Poland, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia. 

Against: Lebanon, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Philippines, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United 
States of America, Uruguay, Australia, Belgium, 
Brazil, Canada, Denmark. 

Abstaining,: France, India, Iran, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela, Yemen, 
China. 

Article 9 was adopted by 27 votes to 17, with 
7 abstentions. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) explained that he had 
abstained from voting as he felt a major crisis 
had developed in the Committee's work. 

Some compromise formula, whereby unanimity 
could be achieved on such an important matter, 
should have been found. The French delegation 
reserved the right to take that point up again 
when the draft convention was examined by the 
General Assembly, and it would do its utmost 
to find some satisfactory solution whereby agree
ment could be reached both on article 9 and on 
the draft convention as a whole. 

Additional draft article on the International Tele
communication Convention 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
explained that the text submitted by his dele
gation (A/C.3/465/Rev.1) had been amended in 
the light of the suggestions made by the repre
sentative of the International Telecommunica
tion Union at the 201st meeting. 

The United States representative stressed, in 
the first place, that the International Telecom
munication Convention conferred no new powers 
on the Governments signatories of that instru
ment, but simply recorded the regulations already 
in force internationally in the matter of tele
commu).'lications. 

The conferences which had led to the drafting 
of conventions of that type had been meetings 
of experts dealing with technical, legal or other 
questions in the field of telecommunications. But, 
without encroaching on the field of those experts, 
the representatives of Governments accredited to 
the Third Committee were perfectly entitled to 
speak their minds on the various aspects of the 
question of gathering news. A number of them 
had indeed participated in the work of the Geneva 
Conference in 1947. Moreover, they had a clearly 
defined task which went beyond the terms of 
reference of the International Telecommunication 

Le PRESIDENT accepte ce point de vue. 
II met aux voix !'ensemble de l'article 9, tel qu'il 

a ete adopte, paragraphe par paragraphe, au COUTS 

de la seance precedente. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) demande que le vote 
ait lieu par appel nominal. 

ll est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par la Republique Domini

caine, dont le nom est tire au sort par le President. 

V otent pour: Republique Dominicaine, Equa
teur, Egypte, Ethiopie, Guatemala, Haiti, Hondu
ras, Irak, Liberia, Mexique, Pakistan, Panama, 
Perou, Pologne, Arabie saoudite, Siam, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Y ougo
slavie, Afghanistan, Argentine, Birmanie, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Chili, 
Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie. 

Votent contre: Liban, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, N orvege, Philippines, Suede, Syrie, Tur
quie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats
Unis d' Amerique, Uruguay, Australie, Belgique, 
Bresil, Canada, Danemark. 

S'abstiennent: France, Incle, Iran, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Chine. 

Par 27 voix contre 17, avec 7 abstentions, l'ar
ticle 9 est adopte. 

M. KAYSER (France) explique qu'il s'est abs
tenu de participer au vote parce qu'il estime qu'une 
crise majeure vient de se produire clans les travaux 
de la Commission. 

II aurait fallu trouver une formule de compromis 
permettant de realiser l'unanimite sur cette im
portante question. La delegation de la France se 
reserve le droit de reprendre ce point lors de l'exa
men du projet de convention par l'Assemblee gene
rate et £era tous 11es efforts pour trouver une solu
tion satisfaisante permettant de realiser l'accord 
tant sur l'article 9 que sur l'ensemble du projet 
de convention. 

Projet d'article additionnel relatif a la Convention 
internationale des telecommunications 
M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) precise 

que l'amendement presente par sa delegation ( A/ 
C.3/465/Rev.1) est un texte qui a ete amende en 
tenant compte des suggestions formulees a la 
20leme seance par le representant de l'Union 
internationale des telecommunications. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis souligne, tout 
d'abord, que la Convention internationale des 
telecommunications ne confere pas de nouveaux 
pouvoirs aux gouvemements signataires de cet ins
trument, mais ne fait qu'enregistrer des regle
ments deja en vigueur sur le plan international 
en ce qui concerne les telecommunications. 

II fait remarquer ensuite que les conferences 
qui ont abouti a la redaction de conventions de cet 
ordre ont ete des reunions d'experts charges de 
traiter des questions techniques, juridiques ou 
autres dans le domaine des telecommunications. 
Mais, sans empieter sur le domaine de ces experts, 
les representants des gouvernements accredites 
aupres de la Troisieme Commission sont parfaite
ment fondes a se prononcer sur les differents 
aspects de la question de l'acces aux informations. 
Nombre d'entre eux, en effet, ont participe aux 
travaux de la Conference de Geneve, en 1947. Ils 
ont d'ailleurs une mission bien definie qui depasse 
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Union; namely, to examine all questions relating 
to the gathering of news and its transmission 
from one country to another. 

It would be most regrettable if the Committee 
were to abandon the consideration of those ques
tions, which it could not, in any case, do without 
departing from its terms of reference, which pro
vided for the study of those problems. 

He emphasized that the adoption of the Bel
gian proposal would enable Governments to use, 
as a justification for the introduction of censor
ship, the four reasons listed in article 29 of the 
International Telecommunication Convention of 
1947, whereas the Committee, by adopting article 
4 of the first draft convention, had indicated its 
wish to admit censorship in peacetime only to 
meet the requirements of national defence. The 
Committee could not therefore agree to reconsider 
that principle, which had already been adopted, 
without departing from its terms of reference, 
which were to ensure freedom of information to 
the greatest possible extent. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) reminded the Com
mittee that it did not have before it a formal 
proposal by the Belgian delegation. The latter 
had merely suggested a possible formula, the only 
one which appeared to it to be legally sound, to 
solve the difficulty confronting the Committee. 
His delegation would of course vote for that 
formula if another delegation thought fit to take 
it up again on its own account. 

He explained the legal considerations which had 
led his delegation to oppose the solution advo
cated by the United States delegation. 

On the international plane, more particularly 
in the field of telecommunications, there existed 
a convention established under the auspices of a 
specialized agency of the United Nations - the 
International Telecommunication Union. That 
convention had been ratified by thirty-three na
tions. But an assembly composed in the majority 
of States not parties to that convention was 
proposing to suspend, by means of a new instru
ment, some of the effects of the said convention 
without even referring to its signatories. Such a 
procedure could only cause confusion in the field 
of international law. 

A better solution would have been to request 
the Secretary-General of the International Tele
communication Union to initiate a consultation 
among the States parties to the Atlantic City 
convention, with a view to the conclusion of an 
agreement between those States, or a certain 
number of them, to waive the rights they reserved 
in articles 29 and 30 of the convention. 

The USSR representative had stated during 
the debate that had taken place at the 201st meet
ing in the presence of the representative of the 
ITU, that the solution proposed by the United 
States delegation was not legally sound. Mr. 
Lebeau could not agree with that opinion. He 
pointed out that the States parties to a conven
tion, or some of them, could always agree among 
themselves to waive certain rights conferred on 
them by an international convention, without 
revision of the convention. That method was 
legally possible but a deplorable practice from 
the viewpoint of international law and he hoped 

le mandat de l'Union internationale des telecom
munications, a savoir : examiner toutes Jes ques
tions ayant trait a l'acces aux informations et a 
leur transmission d'un pays a l'autre. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis trouverait emi
nemment regrettable que la Commission abandonne 
l'examen de ces questions, ce qu'elle ne saurait 
faire, d'ailleurs, sans renoncer a son mandat qui 
prevoit un tel examen. 

M. Canham fait valoir que !'adoption de la 
proposition de la Belgique permettrait aux gou
vernements de se fonder, pour justifier l'etablis
sement de la censure, sur Jes quatre raisons enon
cees a !'article 29 de la Convention internationale 
des telecommunications de 1947, alors que la Com
mission, en adoptant !'article 4 du premier projet 
de convention, a signifie sa volonte de n'admettre 
la censure en temps de paix que pour satisfaire aux 
seules exigences de la defense nationale. La Com
mission ne peut done accepter de revenir sur ce 
prindpe, adopte anterieurement, sans faillir a son 
mandat qui est d'assurer, clans la plus large me
sure possible, la liberte de l'information. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) rappelle a la Commis
sion qu'elle n'est pas saisie d'une proposition for
melle de la part de la delegation beige. Celle-ci 
s' est contentee de suggerer une formule possible, 
la seule qui lui paraisse correcte du point de vue 
juridique, pour resoudre la difficulte a laquelle la 
Commission doit faire face. La delegation beige 
votera naturellement pour cette formule si une 
autre delegation juge opportun de la reprendre a 
son compte. 

M. Lebeau expose les considerations d'ordre 
juridique qui ont amene sa delegation a prendre 
position contre la solution preconisee par la dele
gation des Etats-Unis. 

II existe, sur le plan international, et plus par
ticulierement clans le domaine des telecommunica
tions, une convention etablie sous Jes auspices 
d'une institution specialisee de l'Organisation des 
Nations Unies: l'U nion internationale des tele
communications. Cette convention a ete ratifiee 
par trente-trois nations. Or, une assemblee com
posee en majorite d'Etats non parties a cette con
vention se propose aujourd'hui, au moyen d'un 
instrument nouveau, de suspendre certains effets 
de ladite convention sans meme en referer a ses 
signataires. Un tel procede ne pourrait que jeter 
la confusion dans le domaine du droit international. 

Une meilleure solution aurait consiste a deman
der au Secretaire general de l'Union internationale 
des telecommunications de prendre l'initiative 
d'une consultation entre les Etats parties a la 
convention d' Atlantic City en vue de la conclu
sion d'un accord entre tous ces Etats ou certains 
d' entre eux, par lequel ils auraient renonce a 
exercer Jes droits qu'ils se sont reserves par les 
articles 29 et 30 de la convention. 

Le representant de l'URSS a declare, au cours 
du debat qui s'est deroule a la 20leme seance, en 
presence du representant de l'UIT, que la solu
tion envisagee par la delegation des Etats-Unis 
n'etait pas juridique. M. Lebeau n'est pas de cet 
avis. II fait remarquer que les Etats parties a une 
convention, ou certains d'entre eux, peuvent tou
jours convenir entre eux de renoncer a exercer 
certains droits qu'ils detiennent en vertu d'une 
convention internationale, sans que celle-ci fasse 
l'objet d'une revision. C'est la une methode juri
diquement concevable, mais d'une pratique deplo
rable en droit international, et il espere que l'Or-
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that the United Nations, which created inter
national law, would not have recourse to it. 

The South African representative had won
dered, during the same debate, whether it was 
really necessary for the draft convention to men
tion the International Telecommunication Con
vention of 1947. Mr. Lebeau thought such refer
ence necessary for, by seeming to be unaware of 
the existence of the 1947 convention and by 
adopting new provisions contradicting those of 
the said convention, an even greater confusion 
might be created than that which would result 
from the adoption of the United States proposal. 
If the new convention made no mention of the 
Atlantic City convention, and if a State, party 
to both conventions, were to use its prerogative 
under the Atlantic City convention to suspend 
telecommunications on any of the grounds men
tioned in articles 29 and 30, another State, also 
party to both conventions, would be able to argue 
that the first was violating the convention on the 
international transmission of news. There would 
thus arise a dispute in international law which 
would be insoluble. 

The International Telecommunication Conven
tion, the provisions of which had been in force 
since 1947, would therefore have to be men
tioned. But that could be done only in the form 
suggested by the Belgian delegation (A/C.3/ 
467), by declaring that 

"The present Convention does not prejudice 
the rights at present reserved to States under the 
International Telecommunication Convention of 
Atlantic City, 1947", 

that is, by admitting that the provisions of 
the 1947 convention must remain in force until 
the next conference of the International Tele
communication Union which alone was qualified 
to alter the provisions of article 29. 

There was nothing to prevent the General 
Assembly of the United Nations from asking the 
ITU to revise those provisions at its next con
ference, in 1952. The difficulties and delays which 
would no doubt retard the ratification and entry 
into force of the draft convention under con
sideration made that three years' time-limit quite 
acceptable. 

Mrs. RAY (India) stated that the delegation 
of India, which entirely shared the views just 
expressed by the representative of Belgium, would 
formally place the proposal appearing in docu
ment A/C.3/467 before the Committee. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) announced that as 
he had not received from his Government the in
structions he had requested following the decision 
taken by the Committee at its 192nd meeting, 
the delegation of Pakistan would be unable to 
take_ part in the vote on the texts under dis
cussion. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) remarked that the 
provisions of article 29 of the International Tele
communication Con,vention of 1947 gave the 
States such rights with regard to censorship that 
only totalitarian governments would dare to exer
cise them fully. Those provisions were in absolute 
contradiction to those of article 4 of the draft 
convention, which, on the QOntrary, proposed 
limiting censorship as much as possible in time 
of peace. 

ganisation des Nations Unies, creatrice de droit 
international, ne voudra pas y recourir. 

Au cours du meme debat, le representant de 
l'Union Sud-Africaine s'est demande s'il etait 
vraiment necessaire que le projet de convention 
fit mention de la Convention internationale des 
telecommunications de 1947. M. Lebeau estime 
necessaire un tel rappel car, en paraissant ignorer 
l'existence de la convention de 1947 et en adop
tant de nouvelles dispositions contredisant celles 
de ladite convention, on creerait une confusion 
plus grande encore, peut-etre, que celle qui resul
terait de !'adoption de la proposition des Etats
Unis. Si la nouvelle convention etait muette au 
sujet de la convention d' Atlantic City et si un 
Etat, partie aux deux conventions, se prevalait 
du droit qu'il detient en vertu de la convention 
d' Atlantic City de suspendre Jes telecommunica
tions pour un des motifs mentionnes clans les 
articles 29 et 30, un autre Etat, egalement partie 
aux deux conventions, pourrait soutenir que le 
premier viole la convention relative a la transmis
sion des informations d'un pays a l'autre. Ainsi 
surgirait un conflit de droit international insoluble. 

II faut done mentionner la Convention interna
tionale des telecommunications, dont les disposi
tions sont en vigueur depuis 1947. Mais on ne peut 
le faire, selon M. Lebeau, que sous la forme sug
geree par la delegation beige ( A/C.3 / 467) , en de
clarant que : 

"Les dispositions de la presente Convention ne 
prejugent pas les droits actuellement reserves 
aux Etats par la Convention internationale des 
telecommunications d'Atlantic City de 1947", 

c'est-a-dire en admettant que les dispositions 
de la convention de 1947 devront rester en vigueur 
jusqu'a la prochaine conference de l'Union inter
nationale des telecommunications, seule habilitee 
a modifier les dispositions de l'article 29. 

Rien n'empeche l'Assemblee generale des Na
tions l; nies de demander a l'UIT de reviser ces 
dispositions a sa prochaine conference, c' est-a-dire 
en 1952. Les difficultes et les longueurs qui ne 
manqueront sans doute pas de retarder la ratifi
cation et l'entree en vigueur du present projet de 
convention rendent ce delai de trois ans tout a fait 
acceptable. 

Mme RAY (Incle) declare que la delegation de 
l'Inde, partageant entierement les vues qui vien
nent d'etre exposees par le representant de la Bel
gique, saisit formellement la Commission de la pro
position qui figure au document A/C.3/467. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) annonce que, n'ayant 
pas encore rec;u de son Gouvernement les instruc
tions qu'il avait sollicitees a la suite de la decision 
prise par la Commission a sa 192eme seance, la 
delegation du Pakistan se verra obligee de ne pas 
participer au vote sur les textes qui font l'objet de 
la discussion. 

M. PENTEADO (Bresil) fait remarquer que les 
dispositions de l'article 29 de la Convention inter
nationale des telecommunications de 1947 donnent 
aux Etats de tels pouvoirs en matiere de censure 
que seuls des gouvernements totalitaires oseraient 
les exercer pleinement. Ces dispositions sont en 
contradiction absolue avec celles de l'article 4 du 
projet de convention, qui se propose, au contraire, 
de limiter au maximum la cew,ure en temps de 
paix. 
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The delegation of Brazil was therefore of the 
opinion that it was extremely important to ensure 
the immediate application of article 4, and it would 
consequently vote in favour of the United States 
proposal. 

Mr. MAYRAND (Canada) recalled that the 
Committee, by its vote of 19 April 1949 (192nd 
meeting) on article 4, had dearly indicated its 
intention of restricting, more effectively than had 
been done by the International Telecommunica
tion Convention of 1947, the right to censor 
dispatches in time of peace. All that had to be 
done, therefore, was to find the most effective way 
of reconciling the two conventions on correct 
legal lines. 

Mr. Mayrand thought there was no real cause 
for the Belgian representative's apprehension 
with regard to the confusion which would result 
in international law if the text proposed by the 
delegation of the United States were adopted. 
The States which were members of the Third 
Committee as well as parties to the Atlantic City 
convention, could decide not to avail themselves 
of all the rights granted to them by article 29 
of the said convention, without for that reason 
infringing the provisions of that article. Mr. 
Mayrand emphasized the fact that international 
law, which was the law agreed to by the com
munity of States, was generally based on common 
sense. In that respect he quoted Oppenheim's 
International Law, according to which, as every 
principle of law had to be reasonably applied, 
no new treaty inconsistent with a former treaty 
could be considered invalid, if it did not seriously 
prejudice certain parties to the first treaty, or 
if that prejudice could be considered of little 
importance compared to the advantages which 
all of its signatories would derive from the new 
treaty. It was clear that the States which applied 
the provisions of article 4 would in no way pre
judice the interests of the signatories of the 
International Telecommunication Convention of 
1947, which would not be parties to the new 
convention and which, if they so wished, were 
free to abide by the provisions of article 29 of 
the International Telecommunication Convention. 

In those conditions, the delegation of Canada 
accepted the solution suggested by the repre
sentative of the ITU for solving that question, 
as incorporated by the United States delegation 
in document A/C.3/465/Rev.l. 

Mrs. RAY (India) did not think the members 
of the Third Committee were entitled to restrict 
the rights granted to States by the International 
Telecommunication Convention of 1947, to which 
India was a party. 

The delegation of India understood the diffi
culties which the Committee was trying to solve; 
that was why it had adopted the suggestion of 
the Belgian delegation which, in its opinion, was 
the only one capable of solving the question. The 
delegation of India thought in fact that it was 
impossible to accept the solution proposed by 
the United States delegation. It did not contest 
it's validity from a legal standpoint, but considered 
that the members of the Committee could not 
fairly restrict the provisions of a convention con
cluded by other representatives of their respec
tive Governments, the more so as that convention 

La delegation du Bresil estime done qu'il est de 
la plus haute importance d'assurer l'application 
immediate de l'article 4, et c'est pourquoi elle 
votera pour la proposition des Etats-Unis. 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) rappelle que la Com
mission, par son vote du 19 avril 1949 ( 192eme 
seance) sur !'article 4, a clairement indique sa vo
lonte de restreindre, plus que ne le fait la Conven
tion internationale des telecommunications de 
1947, le droit de censure sur les telegrammes en 
temps de paix. Il ne s'agit done plus que de trouver 
le moyen le plus apte a mettre les deux conventions 
en harmonie, tout en faisant ceuvre juridique cor
recte. 

Pour sa part, M. Mayrand estime que les crain
tes exprimees par le representant de la Belgique 
en ce qui concerne la confusion que l'on intro
duirait dans le droit international en adoptant le 
texte propose par la delegation des Etats-Unis 
ne sont pas entierement fondees. Les membres de 
la Troisieme Commission parties a la convention 
d' Atlantic City peuvent decider de ne pas se pre
valoir de la totalite des droits qui leur sont accordes 
par l'article 29 de ladite convention, sans pour cela 
contrevenir aux dispositions de celle-ci. M. May
rand souligne que le droit international, qui est 
le droit consenti par la communaute des Etats, 
est generalement fonde sur le bon Sens. Il cite a 
ce propos l'ouvrage de M. Oppenheim intitule In
ternational Law selon lequel, etant donne que tout 
principe de droit doit etre applique raisonnable
ment, aucun traite nouveau contredisant un traite 
anterieur ne saurait etre considere comme non 
valable s'il ne porte pas de prejudice grave a cer
taines parties au premier traite, ou si ce prejudice 
peut etre considere comme peu important par rap
port aux avantages resultant du nouveau traite 
pour l'ensemble de ses signataires. Il est clair que 
les Etats qui appliquent les dispositions de l'article 
4 ne porteront atteinte en aucune fac;on aux inte
rets des signataires de la Convention internatio
nale des telecommunications de 1947 qui ne seront 
pas parties a la nouvelle convention, et qui restent 
libres de s'en tenir, s'ils le jugent bon, aux dispo
sitions de !'article 29 de la Convention inter
nationale des telecommunications. 

Dans ces conditions, la delegation du Canada 
accepte la solution suggeree par le representant de 
l'UIT telle qu'elle a ete reprise par la delegation 
des Etats-Unis dans le document A/C.3/465/ 
Rev.I. 

Mme RAY (Inde) estime que Jes membres de 
la Commission n'ont pas le droit de restreindre 
les droits accordes aux Etats par la Convention 
internationale des telecommunications de 1947, a 
laquelle l'Inde est partie. 

La delegation de l'Inde comprend les difficul
tes que la Commission s'efforce de resoudre et 
c' est la raison pour laquelle elle a repris a son 
compte la suggestion de la delegation de la Bel
gique, la seule qui, a son avis, permette de resou
dre la question. La delegation de l'Inde estime en 
effet impossible d'accepter la solution preconisee 
par la delegation des Etats-Unis. Elle n'en con
teste pas la validite du point de vue juridique, 
mais elle considere que les membres de la Com
mission ne peuvent, en toute correction, restreindre 
les dispositions d'une convention conclue par 
d'autres representants de leurs gouvernements, 
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was of a technical nature, and had been drawn 
up by telecommunications experts. 

She was certain, for that matter, that the Gov
ernments, after having taken note of the opinion 
of the majority during the discussions, would 
take measures accordingly and re-examine the 
question at the next conference of the Inter
national Telecommunication Union. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
supported the observations made by the repre
sentatives of the United States, Brazil, and 
Canada. He recalled that the question had al
ready been fully discussed at Geneva. The repre
sentative of the United Kingdom to the Economic 
and Social Council had even, at the time, 1 pro
posed an amendment on the lines of the Indian 
proposal but realizing that the. amendment would 
be contrary to the very purpose of the conven
tion on the gathering and international trans
mission of news, he had withdrawn it. 

Mr. van Heuven Goedhart pointed out, more
over, that all the postal conventions concluded in 
the course of the previous fifty years contained 
a clause on censorship similar to the one in the 
International Telecommunication Convention of 
1947. However, the aim of the Committee was 
precisely to move a step forward in the field of 
international law and to abandon the outdated 
principles concerning the censorship of news to 
be found in the postal conventions in force. 

The Netherlands delegation could not, there
fore, accept the Indian proposal (A/C.3/467) 
which would delay for at least three months the 
enforcement of that part of the convention. Such 
an eventuality would be most regrettable, and 
for that reason it would give its vote to the solu
tion proposed by the delegation of the United 
States (A/C.3/465/Rev.l ). 

Mr. FouRIE (Union of South Africa) remarked 
that by inserting in the draft convention a refer
ence to a former convention, the Committee 
might create serious legal difficulties. The best 
way of solving the problem would be to omit men
tion of the International Telecommunication Con
vention. If the Governments accepted the obliga
tions set forth in article 42 of the draft conven
tion, they could not afterwards refuse to respect 
those obligations, on the pretext that they did 
not appear in a former convention. 

Moreover, Mr. Fourie thought that the States 
themselves should decide on the way in which they 
would apply the provisions of the convention ; 
it therefore seemed to him useless to give them 
any directives in that respect. 

Mr. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopia) stated that his 
delegation shared the views of the representative 
of the Union of South Africa. At the time of 
the International Telecommunication Conference 
held at Atlantic City, at which he had been pre
sent, and which had brought together States 
Members and non-members of the United 
Nations, it had been feared that by bringing the 
International Telecommunication Union into the 

1 See El AC.27 /SR.23. 
• Article VII in the final text, 

d'autant plus qu'il s'agit d'une convention de carac
tere technique, etablie par des experts en matiere 
de telecommunications. 

Mme Ray se declare du reste certaine que les 
gouvernements, apres avoir pris connaissance de 
l'avis de la majorite au cours de la discussion ac
tuelle, prendront leurs dispositions en consequence 
et examineront de nouveau la question au cours 
de la prochaine conference de !'Union internatio
nale des telecommunications. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) ap
puie les observations formulees par les represen
tants des Etats-Unis, du Bresil et du Canada. 11 
rappelle que la question a deja ete longuement 
discutee a Geneve. Le representant du Royaume
U ni au Conseil economique et social s'etait meme 
propose, a l'epoque,1 de deposer un amendement 
dans le sens de la proposition de l'Inde, mais, 
s' etant rendu compte que cet amendement allait a 
l'encontre du but meme de la convention relative 
a l'acces aux informations et a leur transmission 
d'un pays a l'autre, il l'avait retire. 

M. van Heuven Goedhart fait remarquer, de 
plus, que toutes les conventions postales conclues 
au cours des cinquante dernieres annees compor
tent une clause sur la censure similaire a celle qui 
existe clans la Convention internationale des tele
communications de 1947. Or, la Commission a jus
tement pour tache de faire un pas en avant clans 
le domaine du droit international et de s'ecarter des 
principes perimes qui gouvernent les conventions 
postales en vigueur en ce qui concerne la censure 
des informations de presse. 

La delegation des Pays-Bas ne peut, en conse
quence, accepter la proposition de l'lnde A/C.3/ 
467), qui retarderait d'au moins trois ans l'entree 
en vigueur de cette partie de la convention. Elle 
estime qu'une telle eventualite serait excessive
ment regrettable et c'est pourquoi elle donnera 
sa voix a la solution proposee par la delegation 
des Etats-Unis ( A/C.3 / 465 /Rev .1). 

M. FouRIE (Union Sud-Africaine) fait remar
querer que, en inserant dans le projet de conven
tion une reference a une convention anterieure, la 
Commission risque de creer des difficultes d'ordre 
juridique tres facheuses. M. Fourie maintient que 
la meilleure fa~on de resoudre le probleme serait 
de ne pas faire mention de la Convention inter
nationale des telecommunications. Si les gouverne
ments acceptent les obligations inscrites a l'article 
42 du projet de convention, ils ne pourront refuser 
par la suite de respecter ces obligations sous le 
pretexte qu'elles ne figurent pas dans une conven
tion anterieure. 

En outre, M. Fourie pense qu'il appartient aux 
Etats eux-memes de decider de la maniere dont 
ils appliqueront les dispositions de la convention; 
il lui parait done inutile de leur donner des direc
tives a cet egard. 

M. AMAYEHOU (Ethiopie) fait connaitre que 
sa delegation partage les vues exprimees par le 
representant de l'Union Sud-Africaine. A l'epoque 
de la Conference internationale des telecommuni
cations tenue a Atlantic City, a laquelle le repre
sentant de l'Ethiopie se trouvait present, et qui 
reunissait des Etats Membres et des Etats non 
membres de l'Organisation des Nations U nies, 
on avait craint que, en faisant entrer l'Union inter-

1 Voir E/AC.27/SR.23. 
• Article VII clans le texte definitif. 
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framework of the United Nations, political ties 
would he established which were a source of 
concern to some States. 

If the solution proposed by the United States 
were now accepted, those fears might he justi
fied. In the circumstances, it would therefore 
he preferable to have all those questions re
examined when the ITU held another conference. 

In the opmrnn of Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt), the 
problem raised by the Belgian representative de
served the Committee's attention not only because 
of its legal aspect hut also because it raised a 
question of principle. 

What was the reason for the proposal to alter 
the provisions of an international convention 
adopted in 1947, provisions which, at that time, 
had been carefully examined by the signatory 
States? Had the situation changed so greatly 
that it justified a revision of generally recognized 
principles? He thought the reply to that question 
should dictate the Committee's decision on the 
two proposed solutions. 

The Egyptian delegation thought it would be 
preferable to adopt the text proposed by the 
Indian delegation, were it only to enable States 
parties to the International Telecommunication 
Convention to accede to the new convention. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) confirmed that, 
as the Netherlands representative had recalled, 
his delegation had, in the Human Rights Com
mittee of the Economic and Social Council, 
recognized the necessity of limiting the exten
sive powers which were recognized to States in 
matters of censorship under article 29 of the 
International Telecommunications Convention. He 
therefore thought it necessary to add to the draft 
convention an article which would take account 
of that difficulty. However, in view of the diver
gencies of opinion which had appeared on the 
legal aspect of the problem, he suggested that 
the Committee should request the advice of the 
Legal Department of the United Nations. 

To avoid any misunderstanding, his delegation 
wished to explain clearly its conception of censor
ship. It thought that was important in view of 
the fact that among other provisions of the Uni
versal Postal Convention, article 46 prohibited 
the transmission by post of obscene or immoral 
articles and authorized their immediate destruc
tion, if found. In connexion with those last words, 
he wished to state that his delegation considered 
censorship to imply a regular system of organized 
examination and search. It did not consider that 
the rights conferred upon States under either the 
International Telecommunication Union or the 
Universal Postal Convention to suppress obscene, 
blasphemous or seditious material discovered dur
ing the routine handling of messages, constituted 
censorship. 

With that reservation, his delegation would sup
port the United States proposal. 

Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) explained that 
article 29 of the International Telecommunica
tion Convention of 1947 was limited to a state
ment that the parties to that convention reserved 
certain rights. Those parties were therefore en-

nationale des telecommunications dans le cadre 
de !'Organisation, on creerait des liens politiques 
que certains Etats redoutaient de voir s'etablir. 

Si l'on acceptait maintenant la solution pro
posee par les Etats-Unis, ces craintes pourraient 
se trouver justifiees. Dans ces conditions, ii serait 
done preferable que toutes ces questions soient re
prises lorsque l'UIT reunira de nouveau une confe
rence .. 

De l'avis de M. BAGDADI (Egypte), le probleme 
souleve par le representant de la Belgique merite 
de retenir l'attention de la Commission non seule
ment pour son cote juridique mais parce qu'il pose 
une question de principe. 

Pour quel motif se propose-t-on de modifier 
les dispositions d'une convention internationale 
adoptee en 1947, dispositions qui, a cette epoque, 
ont fait l'objet d'un examen approfondi de la part 
des Etats signataires? La situation a-t-elle change 
a ce point qu'elle justifie une revision de principes 
generalement reconnus? M. Bagdadi estime que 
la reponse a cette question devra dieter la decision 
qui prevaudra a la Commission en ce qui conceme 
les deux solutions proposees. 

Pour sa part, la delegation de l'Egypte estime 
qu'il serait preferable d'adopter le texte propose 
par la delegation de l'Inde, ne fut-ce que pour per
mettre aux Etats parties a la Convention interna
tionale des telecommunications d'adherer a la nou
velle convention. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) confirme, ainsi que 
l'a rappele le representant des Pays-Bas, que la 
delegation du Royaume-Uni avait reconnu au 
Comite des droits de l'homme du Conseil econo
rnique et social la necessite de limiter les pouvoirs 
etendus en matiere de censure reconnus aux Etats 
par l'article 29 de la Convention internationale des 
telecommunications. II estime done necessaire 
d'ajouter un article au projet de convention pour 
tenir compte de cette difficulte. Cependant, etant 
donne les divergences d'opinions qui se sont mani
festees en ce qui concerne l'aspect juridique du 
probleme. M. Davies suggere a la Commission 
de solliciter l'avis du Departement juridique de 
l'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni voudrait, pour 
eviter tout malentendu, exposer clairement com
ment elle com;oit la notion de censure. Elle estime 
que cela est important etant donne que, entre au
tres dispositions de la Convention postale univer
selle, l'article 46 interdit la transmission postale 
de publications obscenes ou immorales et en auto
rise la destruction immediate lorsqu' elles sont de
couvertes. M. Davies tient a declarer a l'egard 
de ce dernier point que, par censure, sa delegation 
entend un systeme organise de controle et d'inves
tigations. Elle ne considere pas que les droits con
feres aux Etats, soit par l'U nion internationale des 
telecommunications, soit par la Convention postale 
universelle, de supprimer les publications obscenes, 
blasphematoires OU seditieuses trouvees au cours 
de la manutention de messages, constituent une 
censure. 

Sous cette reserve, la delegation du Royaume
Uni appuiera la proposition des Etats-Unis. 

M. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) explique que l'ar
ticle 29 de la Convention internationale des tele
communications de 1947 se borne a affirmer que les 
parties a cette convention se reservent certains 
droits. Ces parties sont done en droit de decider de 
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titled to decide not to avail themselves of the 
rights which were reserved in that article. That 
decision involved only the waiving of a right and 
not the amendment of an obligation. Moreover, 
article 40 of the International Telecommunication 
Convention confirmed the right of contracting 
parties to conclude special agreements among 
themselves. 

He also cited the decision of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice in the case of the 
Belgian Congo ( 1934). By that decision, the 
Court had recognized the right of Contracting 
States to conclude separate agreements of which 
the application was limited inter se. 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) felt that no useful pur
pose would be achieved by the adoption of the 
article proposed by the United States. He shared 
the view of Mr. Canham that the adoption of 
the formula suggested by Mr. Lebeau might limit 
the scope of the provisions of the convention ; 
on the other hand he considered that the argu
ments invoked by the representative of Belgium 
against the United States proposal were also well
founded. 

He therefore agreed with the opinion of the 
representative of the Union of South Africa, and 
considered it preferable to make no reference to 
the International Telecommunication Convention 
in the convention and to apply the general prin
ciples of international law according to which, 
when the provisions of a given treaty contra
dicted those of a previous one, the provisions of 
the more recent treaty should prevail. 

Mr. Aramburu therefore formally proposed that 
the convention should not contain any article 
concerning the International Telecommunication 
Convention. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) said that after a careful 
study of article 29 of the International Telecom
munication Convention of 1947, the Cuban dele
gation held the view that, in peacetime, Cuba could 
not exercise the right provided in that article 
because such action would be tantamount to 
establishing censorship. Censorship could be estab
lished in Cuba only in time of war, in the cases 
provided by the Constitution of the country. 

In the circumstances, the Cuban delegation 
found no difficulty in supporting the United States 
proposal. 

On the other hand, the proposal formally sub
mitted by the Indian delegation, maintaining in 
force article 29 of the Atlantic City convention, 
would, therebJ, mean recognition of the right of 
Contracting :::,tates to suspend communications. 
Such a provision was inconsistent with the prin
ciple of freedom of information established in the 
convention the Committee was drafting, which 
demanded that States renounce their right of 
censorship in time of peace. It had been argued 
that the Atlantic City convention could be revised 
at the forthcoming ITU conference in 1952. It 
was equally possible, however, that it might not 
be revised. Thus, the retention of article 29 would 
render the convention under discussion ineffec
tive. 

The retention of article 29 of the Atlantic City 
convention would give States an even more dan
gerous weapon than the censorship which the 
convention before the Committee aimed to restrict 
as much as possible. The Cuban delegation was 

ne pas se prevaloir des droits qui leur sont reserves 
dans cet article. Cette decision n'entraine que la 
renonciation a un droit et non la modification d'une 
obligation. L'article 40 de la Convention interna
tionale des telecommunications confirme d'ailleurs 
le droit des parties contractantes de conclure des 
accords particuliers entre elles. 

II cite egalement la decision de la Cour perma
nente de Justice internationale concernant le cas 
du Congo beige ( 1934), decision par laquelle la 
Cour a reconnu le droit des Etats contractants de 
condure des accords separes dont Jes effets sont 
limites inter se. 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) ne voit pas l'utilite 
d'adopter !'article propose par les Etats-Unis. 
II croit, comme M. Canham, que !'adoption 
de la formule suggeree par M. Lebeau risque de 
restreindre la portee des dispositions de la con
vention, mais il estime, d'autre part, que les 
raisons invoquees par le representant de la Bel
gique contre la proposition des Etats-Unis sont 
egalement fondees. 

C'est pourquoi ii se rallie a !'opinion du repre
sentant de !'Union Sud-Africaine et croit pre
ferable de ne faire aucune reference a la Conven
tion internationale des telecommunications clans la 
convention et de laisser s'appliquer en la matiere 
les principes generaux de droit international 
selon lesquels, clans le cas ou les dispositions d'un 
traite contredisent celles d'un traite anterieur, les 
dispositions du traite le plus recent l'emportent 
sur celles du traite anterieur. 

M. Aramburu propose done formellement de 
n'inserer clans la convention aucun article visant 
la Convention internationale des telecommunica
tions. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) declare que la delegation 
cubaine, apres avoir etudie attentivement !'article 
29 de la Convention internationale des telecom
munications de 1947, est d'avis que son pays ne 
peut pas, en temps de paix, faire usage du droit 
prevu clans cet article, car l'exercice de ce droit 
equivaut a l'etablissement de la censure. Or, la 
censure ne peut etre etablie a Cuba qu'en temps 
de guerre clans les cas prevus par la Constitution 
du pays. 

La delegation de Cuba n'eprouve, etant donne 
ces conditions, aucune difficulte a appuyer la propo
sition des Etats-Unis. 

Au contraire, k. proposition presentee formelle
ment par la delegation de l'Inde, en maintenant en 
vigueur !'article 29 de la convention d'Atlantic 
City, aboutirait a reconnaitre le droit des Etats 
contractants de suspendre les communications. 
Cette disposition est en contradiction avec le prin
cipe de la liberte de !'information etabli par la pre
sente convention, qui exige que les Etats renon
cent au droit de censure en temps de paix. La con
vention d' Atlantic City pourrait, dit-on, etre revisee 
au cours de la prochaine conference de l'UIT en 
1952. Mais ii se pourrait egalement qu'elle ne soit 
pas revisee et ainsi, du fait du maintien de !'article 
29, la presente convention demeurerait sans effet. 

Le maintien de !'article 29 de la convention 
d' Atlantic City donnerait aux Etats une arme plus 
dangereuse encore que la censure dont la presente 
convention vise a limiter le plus possible !'applica
tion. La delegation de Cuba est done opposee a 
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therefore against the adoption of the Indian pro
posal because it wished it to be possible for the 
convention to come into force so as to permit the 
free gathering and international transmission of 
news. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) thought that the sugges
tion of the representative of the Union of South 
Africa, which had been supported by the Peruvian 
representative, would be the simplest and would 
be adequate to overcome the difficulty. If no 
reference were made to the International Tele
communication Convention, the general principles 
of international law would normally apply; that 
had been confirmed by the authoritative opinion 
of Mr. Oppenheim, which was quoted by the 
Canadian representative. 

Mr. MAYRAND (Canada) said that while, 
strictly speaking, it was unnecessary to add to the 
convention the article suggested by the United 
States (A/C.3/465/Rev.l), he thought it would, 
in practice, be advisable to do so, in order to 
avoid any controversy. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GOEDHART (Netherlands) 
wondered whether a provision referring to the 
International Telecommunication Convention 
could really be omitted from the convention with
out raising serious difficulties. In that event. a 
State which was a party to the convention, but 
not yet a signatory of the Atlantic City conven
tion, might be prevented from signing or ratify
ing the latter because the provisions of article 
29 would not be consistent with the convention 
under consideration. 

The additional article suggested by the United 
States therefore seemed indispensable and prefer
able to the article proposed by India. The Com
mittee itself should determine the limitations to 
be placed on the right of censorship and leave 
it to the ITU conference to be held in 1952 to 
revise the International Telecommunication Con
vention accordingly. 

Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) did not think 
it was essential for the convention to include a 
provision referring to article 29 of the Inter
national Telecommunication Convention, since the 
article in question only stipulated that certain 
rights were reserved. The provisions of the con
vention under discussion would prevail over those 
of the Atlantic City convention in the relations 
between the Contracting States. 

The discussion ota that point, however, had 
shown that the addition of an article similar to 
the one proposed by the United States would meet 
practical requirements and prevent a certain 
amount of confusion. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) emphasized that the Committee was 
dealing with an important question of principle: 
could the General Assembly modify conventions 
which had been concluded between States, some of 
which were not members of the United Nations, 
and which related to questions within the com
petence of the specialized agencies ? Article 57 
of the Charter stated that the special{zed agencies 
had wide international responsibilities in various 
fields. The General Assembly, therefore, could 
not alter international agreements concluded out
side the United Nations under the auspices of 
those agencies. The USSR delegation was there-

!'adoption de la proposition de l'Inde car elle desire 
que la presente convention puisse entrer en vigueur 
afin de permettre le libre acces aux informations 
et leur libre transmission d'un pays a l'autre. 

M. KAYSER (France) croit que la suggestion du 
representant de !'Union Sud-Africaine, appuyee 
par le representant du Perou, serait la plus simple 
et suffirait a resoudre la difficulte. S'il n'est fait 
aucune reference a la Convention internationale 
des telecommunications, Jes principes generaux de 
droit international s'appliqueront normalement a 
la matiere ainsi que le confirme !'opinion autorisee 
de M. Oppenheim citee par le representant du 
Canada. 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) precise que si, a stricte
ment parler, ii n'est pas neces~aire d'ajouter a la 
convention !'article propose par les Etats-Unis 
( A/C.3 / 465 /Rev .1), ii croit pourtant qu' en pra
tique ii est preferable de le faire pour eviter toute 
con testation. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) de
mande si l'on peut vraiment eviter, sans soulever 
de serieuses difficultes, de faire figurer dans la pre
sente convention une disposition visant la Conven
tion internationale des telecommunications. Un 
Etat partie a la presente convention, mais non en
core signataire de la convention d' Atlantic City, 
risquerait alors, en effet, de se trouver empeche de 
signer ou de rectifier celle-ci parce que Jes dispo
sitions de !'article 29 seraient en contradiction 
avec la presente convention. 

L'article additionnel propose par-les Etats-Unis 
lui parait done indispensable et preferable a !'ar
ticle propose par l'Inde. La Commission doit fixer 
elle-meme Jes limites qu'elle desire etablir au droit 
de censure et laisser a la conference de l'UIT qui 
doit se tenir en 1952 le soin de reviser la Conven
tion internationale des telecommunications en con
sequence. 

M. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) repond qu'il ne 
croit pas qu'il soit indispensable de faire figurer 
clans la presente convention une disposition visant 
!'article 29 de la Convention internationale des 
telecommunications, puisque cet article ne fait que 
stipuler que certains droits sont reserves. Les 
dispositions de la presente convention prevau
draient sur celles de la convention d' Atlantic City 
clans les rapports entre les Etats contractants. 

Mais la discussion sur ce sujet a montre que 
!'addition d'un article analogue a celui que pro
posent les Etats-Unis repondrait a des necessites 
d'ordre pratique et eviterait qu'il ne se produise 
certaines confusions. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) souligne qu'il s'agit d'une ques
tion de principe importante. L' Assemblee gene
rate peut-elle apporter des modifications a des con
ventions conclues entre des Etats dont certains ne 
sont pas membres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies et concernant des questions qui sont de la 
competence des institutions specialisees? L' Article 
57 de la Charte affirme que les institutions specia
lisees ont des attributions internationales etendues 
clans divers domaines. L' Assemblee generate ne 
peut done pas apporter de modifications a des 
traites internationaux conclus sous les auspices de 
ces institutions en dehors du cadre de l'Organi-
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fore of opinion that the Committee had not the 
power to modify, or make certain reservations in 
connexion with, the International Telecommuni
cation Convention. 

From the legal standpoint, any decision reached 
by the Committee on that score would be equally 
unacceptable and even contrary to common sense. 
The United Nations comprised fifty-eight Mem
ber States, less than thirty of which were mem
bers of the ITU. The Committee's decision would 
therefore be reached by a majority of Members 
who were not members of the ITU. As the 
Belgian representative had pointed out, such a 
decision would bring chaos into international law. 

Some representatives had argued that the con
vention under discussion was political in nature 
while the International Telecommunication Con
vention was only a technical instrument. That 
was not a valid argument, for the convention 
which was being prepared was of a purely tech
nical nature and in its existing form no longer had 
any political significance. 

Furthermore, should the United States pro
posal be adopted, certain States which wished to 
accede to the Atlantic City convention would be 
unable to sign the convention under discussion, 
as it would restrict their rights under the Atlantic 
City convention. 

In view of those considerations, the USSR 
delegation would vote for the Indian proposal 
which alone, in its view, seemed to provide a 
legally sound solution to the problem. 

Mrs. RAY (India) emphasized that the adoption 
of the United States proposal would set a dan
gerous precedent. It would encourage the view 
that it was possible to go back on the provisions 
of existing international treaties without any pre
liminary revision. That was why the Indian dele
gation had formally proposed the adoption of 
the formula suggested by the Belgian representa
tive. 

It could not agree with the opinion of the South 
African and Peruvian representatives, in view 
of the uncertainty that might result from the 
absence of any provisions. 

Mr. CAN HAM (United States of America) 
agreed with the Indian representative that the 
United States proposal would set a dangerous 
precedent in cases where an international treaty 
in force had to be altered. As Mr. Schachter, the 
representative of the Legal Department of the 
Secretariat, had emphasized, however, the Com
mittee was concerned not with the changing of 
an obligation but with the waiving of a right. 
The United States proposal, therefore, did not 
raise any legal difficulty. It was normal for 
States to agree to waive a right to which they 
were entitled as signatories to a previous con
vention. 

The real question was whether a provision re
establishing the right of censorship in a new 
form was to be inserted in the convention. To 
accept the formula proposed by the Belgian rep
resentative was to recognize the right of the Con
tracting States not to comply with the provisions 
of the convention. 

Three proposals were before the Committee : 
that of the United States, which merely reaffirmed 
the principles already adopted in article 4; that 

sation des Nations Unies. La delegation de 
L'URSS estime par consequent que la Commis
sion n'a pas le pouvoir de modifier la Convention 
internationale des telecommunications OU d'y ap
porter certaines reserves. 

Du point de vue juridique, la decision que 
pourrait prendre la Commission a cet egard serait 
egalement inacceptable et meme contraire au bon 
sens. L'Organisation des Nations Unies com
prend en effet cinquante-huit Etats Membres 
dont moins de trente sont membres de l'UIT. La 
decision de la Commission serait done prise par 
une majorite de Membres qui ne font pas partie 
de l'UIT. Comme l'a <lit le representant de la 
Belgique, une telle decision apporterait l'anarchie 
clans le droit international. 

Certains representants ont fait valoir que la 
convention a l'etude a un caractere politique 
tandis que la Convention internationale des tele
communications n'a qu'un caractere technique. Cet 
argument n'est pas valable, car la presente con
vention est de nature purement technique et n'a 
sous sa forme actuelle plus aucune portee poli
tique. 

En outre, si la proposition des Etats-Unis etait 
adoptee, certains Etats qui desirent adherer a 
la convention d'Atlantic City se verraient clans 
!'obligation de ne pas signer la presente conven
tion, car elle limiterait les droits qui leur seraient 
accordes par la convention d' Atlantic City. 

C'est pourquoi la delegation de l'URSS votera 
pour la proposition de l'Inde, qui seule lui semble 
apporter une solution juridiquement correcte au 
probleme. 

Mme RAY ( Inde) souligne que !'adoption de la 
proposition des Etats-Unis creerait un dangereux 
precedent. Elle permettrait de considerer que l'on 
peut revenir sur les dispositions des traites inter
nationaux en vigueur sans que ceux-ci aient ete 
par ailleurs revises. C'est pourquoi la delegation 
de l'Inde a formellement propose d'adopter la 
formule suggeree par le representant de la Bel
gique. 

Etant donne l'equivoque qui pourrait exister en 
!'absence de toute disposition, elle ne peut pas se 
rallier a !'opinion des representants de l'Union 
Sud-Africaine et du Perou. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) pense, 
comme la representante de l'Inde, que la proposi
tion des Etats-Unis constituerait un precedent dan
gereux s'il s'agissait d'apporter une modification 
a un traite international en vigueur. Mais, comme 
l'a souligne M. Schachter, representant du Depar
tement juridique du Secretariat, i1 ne s'agit pas 
de la modification d'une obligation, mais de la 
renonciation a un droit. La proposition des Etats
Unis ne souleve done en realite aucune difficulte 
d'ordre juridique; il est normal que des Etats 
s'accordent entre eux pour renoncer a un droit 
qui leur etait reserve en vertu d'une convention 
qu'ils avaient signee anterieurement. 

La veritable question est de savoir si l'on va 
inserer dans la convention une disposition etablis
sant de nouveau, sous une nouvelle forme, le 
droit de censure. Or, si l'on accepte la formule 
suggeree par le representant de la Belgique, on 
reconnait le droit des Etats contractants de ne 
pas se conformer aux dispositions de la convention. 

La Commission est saisie de trois propositions : 
celle des Etats-Unis qui se borne a reaffirmer 
les principes deja adoptes clans l'article 4, celle 
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of India, which amounted to writing into the con
vention the right of censorship in its strictest 
form; and the Peruvian proposal that no article 
should be added. 

The United States delegation considered that, 
although the provisions of the draft convention 
dealt with the question of censorship in a normal 
way, it would be preferable to add an article to 
prevent any misunderstanding. However, it still 
preferred to make no mention of the International 
Telecommunication Convention rather than to 
adopt the proposal of India. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) disagreed with the asser
tions of the USSR representative and thought 
that the draft convention was obviously political. 
He stressed the fact that, when a new law con
flicted with the provisions of a previous law, the 
current practice was to insert into the more 
recent law a clause indicating that such provisions 
were thereby annulled. There was frequently risk 
of contradiction in the case of multilateral con
ventions. The provisions of article 29 of the 
Atlantic City convention would interfere with the 
application of the draft convention when the latter 
was signed and ratified. To wait for the revision 
of the Atlantic City convention would therefore 
mean delaying the application of the convention 
before the Committee. 

For that reason the Cuban delegation urged 
the adoption of the United States proposal. 

Mr. K.\HALI (Syria) believed that the diver
gence of opinions of the members of the Commit
tee showed that the question had not been studied 
attentively enough. It was a legal problem, for 
which there should be only one solution. The 
Syrian delegation therefore proposed that the dis
cussion of the matter should be adjourned and 
that a sub-committee of legal experts should be 
set up to study it thoroughly. 

If the various proposals submitted by the dele
gations of the United States, India, and Peru 
were put to the vote, the Syrian delegation would 
have to abstain. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) wished to point out 
that the Indian proposal in no way aimed at 
establishing the right of censorship, but only at 
maintaining the legal system in force by virtue 
of the International Telecommunication Conven
tion of 1947, until its revision in 1952. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal 
of the Syrian representative to adjourn the dis
cussion and to set up a sub-committee. 

The proposal was rejected by 30 votes ta 2, 
-with 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the pro
posal of the representative of Peru not to add 
to the convention an article concerning the Inter
national Telecommunication Convention. 

The proposal was rejected by 15 votes to 6, 
-with 19 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the United 
States proposal (A/C.3/465/Rev.1). 

The proposal was rejected by 20 votes to 18, 
-with 6 abstentions. 

Lastly, the CHAIRMAN put to the vote the 
Indian proposal (A/C.3/467). 

de l'Inde qui equivaut a inscrire clans la conven
tion le droit de censure sous sa forme la plus 
absolue, et celle du Perou qui consiste a n'ajouter 
aucun article. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis estime que, bien 
que les dispositions de la convention regissent 
normalement la question de la censure, ii est 
preferable d'ajouter un article pour eviter tout 
malentendu. Cependant, elle prefererait encore ne 
faire aucune mention de la Convention interna
tionale des telecommunications plutot que d'adop
ter la proposition de l'Inde. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) estime, contrairement aux 
assertions du representant de l'URSS, que la 
convention a un caractere manifestement politi
que. II souligne que, lorsqu'une nouvelle loi entre 
en conflit avec les dispositions d'une loi anterieure, 
ii est de pratique courante d'inserer dans la loi 
la plus recente une clause indiquant que ces dis
positions anterieures sont annulees. Le risque de 
contradiction est frequent clans le cas de conven
tions multilaterales. Les dispositions de l'article 29 
de la convention d' Atlantic City font obstacle a la 
mise en vigueur de la presente convention une 
fois signee et ratifiee. Attendre la revision de la 
convention d' Atlantic City retarderait done la 
mise en vigueur de la presente convention. 

C'est pourquoi la delegation cubaine insiste pour 
!'adoption de la proposition des Etats-Unis. 

M. KAHALI (Syrie) estime que la divergence 
des opinions des membres de la Commission revele 
que la question n'a pas fait l'objet d'une etude 
assez attentive. II s'agit d'un probleme juridique 
auquel ii ne devrait y avoir qu'une seule solution. 
La delegation syrienne propose done l'ajourne
ment du debat sur la question et la creation d'un 
comite compose de juristes et charge d'etudier 
la question de maniere complete. 

Si les differentes propositions presentees par 
les delegations des Etats-Unis, de I'Inde et du 
Perou sont mises aux voix, la delegation de la 
Syrie devra s'abstenir. 

:\L LEBEAU (Belgique) desire souligner que 
la proposition de l'Inde ne vise en aucune maniere 
a etablir le droit de censure, mais seulement a 
maintenir le systeme juridique en vigueur en 
vertu de la Convention internationale des tele
communications de 1947, jusqu'a la revision de 
celle-ci en 1952. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition 
du representant de la Syrie visant a ajourner 
le debat et a creer un comite. 

Par 30 voix contre 2, avec 9 abstentions, cette 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met alors aux voix la proposi
tion du representant du Perou tendant a ne pas 
ajouter a la convention un article concernant la 
Convention internationale des telecommunications. 

Par 15 voix contre 6, avec 19 abstentions, cette 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met ensuite aux voix la propo
sition des Etats-Unis ( A/C.3/ 465 /Rev.I). 

Par 20 voix contre 18, avec 6 abstentions, cette 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met enfin aux voix la proposition 
de l'Inde (A/C.3/467). 
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The proposal was rejected by 19 votes to 16, 
'With 7 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that consequently no 
additional article concerning the International 
Telecommunication Convention would be included 
in the draft convention. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) stated that, in his opin
ion, the result of the Committee's votes was that 
no decision had been taken on the question, either 
in favour of the application of the general prin
ciples of international law on the subject, or in 
favour of the maintenance of the rights provided 
in article 29 of the International Telecommunica
tion Convention. 

The meeting rose at 6.40 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND FOURTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Wednesday, 27 April 1949, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) (CON
TINUED) 

Article 151 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the original 
text of article 15 and the amendments to it were 
to be found in document A/C.3/445. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) said that the aim of the 
amendment submitted by his delegation (A/C.3/ 
430) was perfectly clear; it was intended to extend 
the benefits of the convention to Non-Self-Gov
erning and Trust Territories. The aim of the con
vention was to ensure the free flow of information 
throughout the world and, if its provisions were 
beneficial, as most delegations considered them to 
be, there was no reason why they should not be 
extended to all the peoples of the world. 

If the metropolitan Powers were really encour
aging the political, economic and social progress of 
the peoples in the territories for which they were 
responsible, there was no reason why they should 
object to extending the application of the conven
tion to those territories so that the rest of the 
world could be informed of their progress. One of 
the aims of freedom of information was the crea
tion of a strong international public opinion cap
able of influencing international relations. Free
dom of information should therefore be extended 
to all peoples and the exclusion of Non-Self-Gov
erning Territories from participation in the con
vention would constitute a violation of Article 76 
of the United Nations Charter. He therefore urged 
the Committee to adopt the amendment submitted 
by his delegation. 

He realized, however, that the metropolitan 
Powers might raise objections to his amendment 

1 Article XVIII in the final text (A/C.3/496). 

Par 19 voix contre 16, avec 7 abstenti-Ons, cette 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'en consequence aucun 
article additionnel relatif a la Convention inter
nationale des telecommunications ne sera insere 
dans la convention. 

De l'avis de M. BAGDADI (Egypte), il resulte 
des votes emis par la Commission que la question 
n'est pas resolue. On ne peut en effet deduire 
de ces votes aucune decision, ni en faveur de 
l'application des principes generaux du droit inter
national en la matiere, ni en faveur du maintien 
des droits prevus a !'article 29 de la Convention 
internationale des telecommunications. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 40. 

DEUX CENT QUATRIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mercredi 27 avril 1949, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norvege). 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA TRANSMIS
SION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS ET 
AU DROIT DE RECTIFICATION (E/1065 ET A/C.3/ 
425) (SUITE) 

Article 151 

Le PRESIDENT indique que le texte initial de 
!'article 15 et les amendements qui s'y rapportent 
figurent clans le document A/C.3/445. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) declare que le but de 
l'amendement presente par sa delegation (A/C.3/ 
430) est tres clair : faire beneficier les territoires 
non autonomes et les Territoires sous tutelle des 
avantages de la convention. La convention se 
propose d'assurer la libre circulation des informa
tions a travers le monde, et, si les dispositions 
qu'elle contient sont bienfaisantes, ainsi que le 
pensent la plupart des delegations, ii n'y a pas de 
raison pour qu'elles ne s'appliquent pas a tous les 
peuples du monde. 

Si les Puissances coloniales favorisaient vrai
ment le progres politique, economique et social des 
populations des territoires dont ils ont la charge, 
il n'y aurait aucune raison pour qu'elles s'opposent 
a ce que la convention s'applique a ces territoires, 
ce qui permettrait au reste du monde d'etre tenu 
au courant de leur developpement. Un des objec
tifs de la liberte de l'information est la creation 
d'une opinion publique internationale suffisam
ment forte pour orienter les relations internatio
nales. Il convient done d'accorder la liberte de 
!'information a tous les peuples, et le fait de ne 
pas etendre !'application de la convention aux ter
ritoires non autonomes constituerait une violation 
de !'Article 76 de la Charte des Nations Unies. 
Aussi M. Sultan prie-t-il instamment la Com
mission d'adopter l'amendement presente par sa 
delegation. 

Toutefois, le representant de l'Egypte admet 
que les Puissances coloniales pourraient formuler 

1 Article XVIII dans le tcxte definitif (A/C.3/496). 



on constitutional grounds. His delegation had 
therefore submitted a compromise suggestion in 
the form of an amendment to the United States 
amendment (A/C.3/483). The text of that 
amendment was taken from article 8 of the Pro
tocol to the Convention on Narcotic Drugs1 which 
had been adopted during the first part of the 
third session of the General Assembly. At that 
time a small drafting committee had been set up 
to reconcile the opposing views on the clause deal
ing with colonies and he suggested that the Com
mittee might again follow that procedure, if his 
compromise suggestion were not acceptable. 2 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Egyptian 
amendment (A/C.3/483) could be accepted only 
if the Committee decided by a two-thirds majority 
to reconsider the decision it had taken at its 182nd 
meeting on the time-limit for submitting substan
tive amendments. 

He put the question to the vote. 
It was decided by 17 votes to 10 'With 18 absten

tions not to reconsider the question of the time 
limit for submitting substantive amendments. 

Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) said that his delega
tion's attitude towards the clause referring to col
onies was well known. Freedom of information 
was so important that it should not be reserved 
solely for the peoples of independent sovereign 
States. In his opinion it was even more essential 
for the peoples of Non-Self-Governing Terri
tories to have free access to information, since the 
colonial system had itself been based on a lack of 
information from outside. The United Kingdom 
representative on the First Committee had re
cently stated that his country had made great prog
ress in educating the peoples of Non-Self-Gov
erning Territories.3 In Mr. Altman's opinion, that 
statement was not borne out by facts. 

His amendment (A/C.3/433) was in complete 
conformity with the purposes of the United Na
tions and he therefore urged the Committee to 
adopt it. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) said 
that the article concerning the application of the 
convention to Non-Self-Governing Territories did 
not create any problems for his country. The 
United States had always extended the application 
of any conventions to which it adhered to all the 
territories in its charge and it would continue to 
follow that practice. 

He agreed entirely with the aims expressed by 
the Egyptian representative but he did not think 
that the adoption of the Egyptian amendment 
(A/C.3/430) would really achieve those aims, 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the General 
Assembly, Part I, Resolutions, No. 211 A (III). 

• See Official Records of the third session of the Geneml 
Assembly, Part I, Third Committee, 87th meeting. 

• See Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Part II, First Committee, 239th meeting. 

des objections au sujet de son amendement, du 
point de vue constitutionnel. Cest pourquoi sa 
delegation a propose un formule de compromis 
sous la forme d'un amendement a l'amendement 
des Etats-Unis ( A/C.3/483). Le texte de cet 
amendement est tire de !'article 8 du Protocole 
relatif a la Convention sur les stupefiants2 qui a 
ete adopte au cours de la premiere partie de la 
troisieme session de I' Assemblee generale. A cette 
epoque, la Troisieme Commission a constitue un 
comite de redaction restreint charge de concilier 
les divergences de vues au sujet de la clause rela
tive aux colonies1

• M. Sultan pense que la Com
mission pourrait peut-etre avoir recours a la meme 
methode, au cas ou la solution de compromis qu'il 
propose ne serait pas acceptee. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer que l'amendement 
de l'Egypte (A/C.3/483) ne peut etre adopte 
que si la Commission decide, par un vote a la ma
jorite des deux tiers, de revenir sur la decision 
qu'elle a prise a la 182eme seance en ce qui con
cerne le delai accorde pour la presentation d'amen
dements de fond. 

Le President met la question aux voix. 
Par 17 voix contre 10, avec 18 abstentions, il 

est decide de ne pas examiner a nouveau la ques
tion du delai de presentation des amendements de 
fond. 

M. ALTMAN (Pologne) declare que la position 
de sa delegation, quant a la clause relative aux 
colonies, est bien connue. La liberte d'information 
presente une telle importance qu'il conviendrait 
de ne pas la reserver uniquement aux populations 
des Etats souverains independants. M. Altman 
pense que la possibilite d'acceder librement aux 
informations est encore plus indispensable aux 
populations des territoires non autonomes, etant 
donne que le systeme colonial, lui-meme, repose 
sur !'absence d'informations venant de l'exterieur. 
Le representant du Royaume-Uni a la Premiere 
Commission a declare recemment que son pays 
avait fait de grands progres dans le domaine de 
l'education des populations des territoires non 
autonomes1• M. Altman considere que cette asser
tion n'est pas confirmee par les faits. 

L'amendement presente par la delegation de la 
Pologne (A/C.3/433) est parfaitement conforme 
aux buts de !'Organisation; M. Altman recom
mande done instamment a la Commission de !'adop
ter. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
que !'article concernant l'application de la conven
tion aux territoires non autonomes ne pose aucun 
probleme a son pays. Les Etats-Unis ont toujours 
inclus dans le champ d'application des conventions 
dont ils sont signataires tous les territoires dont 
ils ont la charge, et ils continueront d' observer 
ce principe. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis approuve entie
rement les fins auxquelles tend l'amendement 
presente par le representant de l'Egypte (A/C.3/ 
430), mais il ne pense pas que !'adoption de cet 

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la troisibne session de 
l'Assemblee generale, p,remiere partie, Resolutions, No 
211 A (III). 

2 Voir Jes Documents officiels de la troisieme session de 
l'Assemblee generale, premiere partie, Troisieme Com
mission, 87eme seance. 

• Voir les Documents o/ficiels de la troisieme session de 
l'Assemblee genirale, deuxieme partie, Premicre Com
mission, 239erne seance. 
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~ince it did not take the realities of the situation 
mto account. Some territories which had not 
reached full independence were nevertheless self
governing in some respects and it would be im-, 
possible to apply the convention to them auto
i:iatically without first consulting the local authori
ties. Thus the Egyptian and Polish amendments 
were not prac~icable. There was indeed no possible 
legal foundatto_n for the provision in paragraph 
( b) of the Pohsh amendment that the convention 
should at:,toma_tically_ enter in~o force with regard 
to Non-Self-Govermng Territories even if the 
State responsible for their foreign' relations had 
no! ratifie~ it. Those two amendments would really 
deteat their own ends since their adoption would 
prevent cer~ain 1;1etropolitan Powers from signing 
the convent101: ;_ 1t would then be impossible to ex
tend the prov1s10ns of the convention to the Non
Self-Governing Territories in their charge. 

. His ?elegation had given the matter careful con
s1derat10n and had decided to submit an amend
mei:t inco:porating the wording adopted in con
nexion with the Protocol to the Convention on 
Narcotic Drugs. In his opinion, the adoption of 
that text would really help to ensure the extension 
of the application of the convention to all Non
Self-Governing Territories as soon as possible and 
at ~he same time, it would not prevent the metro~ 
poht~n Powers from signing the convention. 

With regard to the Indian amendment (A/C 
3/438) to substitute the words "six months" fo; 
the :Vords "as from the thirtieth day", he saw no 
spec1~l reason why the period to elapse before de
nunc1at10n of the convention could come into force 
should necessarily be the same for Non-Self-Gov
erning Territories as for the metropolitan Powers. 
He felt that the adoption of the Indian amend
ment might make it more difficult for the metro
politan Powers to sign the convention. 

His delegation sincerelv desired the provisions 
of the convention to be e'xtended as soon as pos
sible to all Non-Self-Governing Territories and he 
felt that the adoption of his amendment v.:ould be 
the best method of achieving that end. 

Mr. RAo (India) said that his delegation's first 
amendment, that the word "international" should 
be replaced by "foreign", had been submitted 
1-:urely for the sake of uniformity. If some delega
tions preferred the word "international" he would 
not object to the use of that word pr~vided the 
same term were used throughout the article. 

With regard to his second amendment, concern
ing the period which would elapse before denunci
ation of the convention could come into force, 
he could see no reason why that period should not 
be the same for Non-Self-Governing Territories 
as for metropolitan Powers. Nor did he under
stand why the United States representative 
thought that the adoption of the amendment would 
make it difficult for metropolitan Powers to sign 
the convention. 

His delegation was prepared to accept the 
United States amendment provided that a few 

amendement pem1ette, en fait, d'atteindre ces fins, 
etant donne que l'amendement ne tient pas compte 
de la situation telle qu'elle se presente. Certains 
territoires n'ont pas encore acquis leur pleine inde
pendance, tout en etant autonomes a certains 
egards; ii ne serait done pas possible de leur appli
quer automatiquement la convention sans consulter 
au prealable les autorites locales. Les amendements 
de l'Egypte et de la Pologne ne sont done pas pra
tiquement applicables. II est en fait impossible de 
justifier, du point de vue juridique, la disposition 
contenue dans l'alinea b) de l'amendement de la 
Pologne prevoyant que la convention entrera auto
matiquement en vigueur a l'egard des territoires 
non autonomes, meme si Jes Etats qui assurent les 
relations internationales de ces territoires n'ont pas 
ratifie la convention. Ces deux amendements vont 
a l'encontre de leur objectif, car le fait de les 
adopter empecherait certaines Puissances colo
niales de signer la convention. I1 serait alors im
possible d'appliquer la convention aux territoires 
non autonomes dont elles ont la charge . 

La delegation des Etats-Unis a etudie la ques
tion avec soin et a decide de presenter un amende
ment reprenant la formule adoptee pour le Proto
cole relatif a la Convention sur Jes stupefiants. 
M. Canham pense que !'adoption de ce texte con
tribuerait vraiment a assurer, clans le plus bref 
delai possible, !'application de la convention a tous 
les territoires non autonomes, et n'empecherait pas 
Jes Puissances coloniales de signer cette conven
tion. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement de l'Inde 
(A/C.3/438) visant a remplacer les mots: "a 
partir du trentieme jour qui suit" par: "six mois 
apres", le representant des Etats-Unis ne voit 
pas de raison particuliere pour que le delai entre 
la denonciation de la convention et le moment ou 
la convention cessera effectivement d'etre en 
vigueur soit necessairement le meme pour les ter
ritoires non autonomes et pour les Puissances dont 
ils dependent. M. Canham craint que !'adoption de 
l'amendement de l'Inde ne mette les Puissances 
coloniales clans une situation encore plus difficile 
quant a la signature de la convention. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis desire sincerement 
que les dispositions de la convention soient appli
quees le plus tot possible a tous les territoires non 
autonomes, et elle considere que l'adoption de 
l'amendement qu'elle a presente serait le meilleur 
moyen de parvenir a cette fin. 

M. RAO (Incle) precise que le premier amende
ment de sa delegation, qui propose de substituer 
!'expression "relations exterieures" aux mots: 
"relations internationales", a ete presente unique
ment pour que la terminologie employee reste 
uniforme. Si certaines delegations preferent le mot 
"internationales", ii n'a aucune objection a ce 
qu'on utilise ce terme, pourvu qu'on l'emploie 
clans tout !'article. 

A propos de son second amendement, relatif au 
delai qui doit s'ecouler avant que la denonciation 
de la convention puisse entrer en vigueur, il ne 
voit pas pour quelles raisons ce delai ne serait pas 
le meme pour les territoires non autonomes que 
pour les Puissances chargees de leur administra
tion. Il ne comprend pas non plus pourquoi le 
representant des Etats-Unis estime que !'adoption 
de cet amendement rendrait plus difficile la signa
ture de la convention par les Puissances colo
niales. 

Sa delegation est disposee a accepter l'amende
ment des Etats-Unis sous reserve de quelques 
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minor alterations were made in the text. He pro
posed that the last two paragraphs of the United 
States amendment (A/C.3/437) should be 
amended to read as follows : 

"Each Contracting State undertakes to take as 
soon as possible the necessary steps in order to 
extend the application of this Convention to the 
remaining territories, if any, subject, where nec
essary for constitutional reasons, to the consent of 
the Governments of such territories. 

" ( b) Each State which has made a declaration 
under paragraph (a) above may at any time tbere
after, by notification to the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations, declare that the Convention 
shall cease to extend to any territory na1ned in the 
notification and the convention shall then cease to 
extend to such territory six months after the date 
of receipt by the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations of the notification." 

The changes he had proposed would not alter 
the substance but would simply bring out the 
meaning more clearly. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) ac
cepted the alterations suggested by the Indian rep
resentative, with the exception of the one concern
ing the time factor. In his opinion, it might make 
it more difficult for several countries to ratify the 
convention if the words "six months" were sub
stituted for the words "as from the thirtieth day". 

Mr. KAHAL! (Syria) said that he had already, 
on several occasions, objected to the way in which 
the benefits of the convention were strictly limited 
to apply to the peoples of Contracting States. The 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights applied 
to all peoples regardless of whether their Govern
ments had actually signed the Declaration and he 
thought that the conventions under discussion 
should also be universal in application. He would 
not propose the deletion of the word "Contract
ing" from the article under discussion, because 
some delegations would be bound to say that 
such a suggestion was not practical. He therefore 
confined himself to supporting the Egyptian 
amendment, since he felt that the least that could 
be done was to make sure that the application of 
the convention would be extended to the peoples 
of Non-Self-Governing Territories. In his opinion, 
the article in its existing form was an example of 
discrimination and a violation of the principles laid 
down in the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights and in the United Nations Charter. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) said that his country 
was a member of the Trusteeship Council and was 
therefore particularly interested in the question of 
extending the application of the convention to 
Trust Territories. He realized that it might not be 
feasible to extend the application of a convention 
on freedom of information to some Trust Terri
tories where there was a very low degree of liter
acy. Nevertheless, the United Nations was re
sponsible for supervising the progress of the peo
ples of Trust Territories towards independence. He 
understood that there might be some constitutional 
objections to the automatic application of a con
vention to certain Non-Self-Governing Territor
ies, but he could see no reason why a convention 
prepared by the United Nations should not be au-

legeres modifications du texte. II propose que Jes 
deux derniers paragraphes de l'amendement des 
Etats-Unis (A/C.3/437) se lisent comme suit: 

"Chaque Etat contractant s'engage a prendre 
aussit6t que possible toutes mesures necessaires 
pour etendre l'application de la presente Con
vention aux territoires resta,nfs, s'il y en a, sous 
reserve, le cas echeant, de l'assentiment des gou
vernements de ces territoires qui serait requis pour 
des raisons constitutionnelles. 

"b) Chaque Etat qui, conformement a l'alinea 
a,) ci-dessus, a fait une declaration etendant )'appli
cation de la presente Convention, pourra declarer 
a une date ulterieure, par notification adressee au 
Secretaire general de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, que la Convention cessera de s'appliquer 
a l' un quelconque des territoires designes dans la 
notification. La convention cessera de s'appliquer 
au territoire en question six mois apres la date a 
laquelle le Secretaire general de !'Organisation des 
Nations U nies aura rec;u cette notification." 

Les modifications qu'il propose ne constituent 
pas des changements de fond; ils ne font qu'ex
primer avec plus de clarte le sens de }'article. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) accepte 
les changements proposes par le representant de 
l'Inde, a !'exception de celui relatif au delai. A 
son avis, le remplacement des termes: "a partir 
du trentieme jour qui suit" par: "six mois apres" 
rendra plus difficile pour plusieurs pays la ratifi
cation de la convention. 

M. KAH ALI ( Syrie) dit qu'il a deja, a plusieurs 
reprises, eleve des objections contre le fait qu'on 
limite etroitement aux populations des Etats con
tractants les avantages resultant de }'application 
de la convention. La Declaration universelle des 
droits de l'homme s'applique a tous les peuples, 
que leurs gouvernements l'aient ou non signee, et 
il estime que !'application de la convention a l'etude 
doit egalement etre universelle. II ne propose pas 
la suppression du mot "contractant" de !'article 
soumis a l'examen de la Commission; certaines 
delegations ne manqueraient pas, en effet, de dire 
qu'il est materiellement impossible de donner suite 
a une telle proposition. II se borne, par consequent, 
a soutenir l'amendement egyptien, etant donne 
qu'il estime que le moins qu'on puisse faire, c'est 
de s'assurer que la convention s'appliquera aux 
populations des territoires non autonomes. A son 
avis, !'article, sous sa forme actuelle, est un exem
ple de discrimination et de violation des principes 
etablis clans la Declaration universelle des droits 
de l'homme et dans la Charte des Nations Unies. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) signale que son pays 
est membre du Conseil de tutelle et qu'il s'interesse 
a ce titre tout particulierement a voir etendre l'ap
plication de la convention aux Territoires sous 
tutelle. Il n'ignore pas qu'il peut etre malaise 
d'etendre !'application d'une convention sur la 
liberte de !'information a certains des Territoires 
sous tutelle OU le degre d'instruction est tres bas. 
Cependant, !'Organisation des Nations Unies est 
chargee de guider les populations des Territoires 
sous tutelle vers l'independance. M. Noriega se 
rend compte de }'existence possible d'objections 
d'ordre constitutionnel a !'application automatique 
d'une convention a certains territoires non auto
nomes, mais il ne voit pas pour quelles raisons une 
convention preparee par l'Organisation des 
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tomatically extended to Trust Territories as soon 
as the Administering Authority concerned had 
ratified it. He requested the opinion of the Ad
ministering Authorities on that point. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) remarked that 
his delegation had explained on several occasions 
why the colonial application clause was necessary. 
A clause of that type had regularly been used in 
international conventions and had been the ac
cepted practice under the League of Nations. 
While the question of the advancement of Trust 
Territories fell within the province of the Trustee
ship Council, it might be pertinent to state that 
there was considerable evidence of steady progress 
towards self-government in the colonies of the 
British Empire. 

If the colonial application clause were omitted 
from the convention, the United Kingdom would 
be faced with two possibilities. The first would be 
to force that convention upon the colonies, which 
could not be done for constitutional reasons. The 
United Kingdom Government could not force its 
colonies to alter laws regulating domestic matters, 
inasmuch as the colonies were sovereign in that 
field. Such an action would surely be undesirable 
from both the political and the social viewpoint ; 
it would represent a violation of Article 73 of the 
Charter; it would, in fact, be utterly reactionary. 
The second possibility would be to wait until each 
Non-Self-Governing and Trust Territory had 
been consulted with respect to the draft convention 
and until they had all passed the necessary domes
tic legislation enabling them to accede to the con
vention. Only then would the United Kingdom be 
able to ratify that convention. Such a procedure 
would greatly delay ratification by the United 
Kingdom and by other colonial Powers and, there
fore, appeared undesirable. 

The purpose of a colonial application clause was 
therefore to expedite rather than to delay the 
entry into force of the convention. After the 
metropolitan Powers had ratified it, the colonies 
would follow. 

In reply to the Mexican representative, Mr. 
Davies said that, as the Trust Territories were 
sovereign in certain matters, the same constitu
tional difficulty existed in their case as in that of 
Non-Self-Governing Territories. 

The·· two paragraphs of the Polish amendment 
(A/C.3/433) appeared to contradict each other; 
while paragraph (a) recognized that the conven
tion should be communicated to the Non-Se!£
Governing Territories through the metropolitan 
Powers, paragraph ( b) stated that those territor
ies were to become parties to the convention re
gardless of the action taken by the metropolitan 
Powers. 

Mr. Davies urged the Committee to appreciate 
the true reasons why the metropolitan Powers 
needed the colonial application clause and were 
constitutionally unable to impose the convention 
on their colonies. There was no desire to exclude 
the colonies from the benefits of the convention. A 
glance at the record would show that a number of 
conventions which had not been ratified by the 

Nations Unies ne serait pas automatiquement 
etendue aux Territoires sous tutelle, des que l'Au
torite chargee de !'administration l'aura ratifiee. 
I1 demande sur ce point l'opinion des Autorites 
chargees d'administration. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) fait observer que sa 
delegation a explique a plusieurs reprises les rai
sons qui rendent necessaires des dispositions spe
ciales en ce qui concerne !'application de la con
vention aux colonies. Des dispositions de ce genre 
ont toujours figure dans les conventions interna
tionales et constituaient un usage etabli a la 
Societe des Nations. Si la question du progres 
dans les Territoires sous tutelle est du ressort du 
Conseil de tutelle, peut-etre est-ce !'occasion de 
rappeler qu'on ne manque pas de preuves du 
progres continu vers l'autonomie qui se poursuit 
clans les colonies de !'Empire britannique. 

Si l'on omettait de la convention des disposi
tions speciales en ce qui concerne son application 
aux colonies, le Royaume-Uni serait oblige de 
choisir entre deux fai;ons d'agir. La premiere 
serait d'imposer cette convention aux colonies, 
ce qui ne saurait etre fait pour des raisons d'ordre 
constitutionnel. Le Gouvernement du Royaume
U ni n'a pas le droit d'obliger ses colonies a modi
fier leur legislation interieure, etant donne que 
les colonies sont souveraines clans ce domaine. 
Une telle fai;on d'agir serait evidemment indesi
rable, aussi bien du point de vue politique que du 
point de vue social. Elle constituerait une viola
tion de 1' Article 73 de la Charte et aurait, en fait, 
un caractere absolument reactionnaire. La seconde 
possibilite serait d'attendre qu'on ait consulte, au 
sujet du projet de convention, tous les territoires 
non autonomes et Territoires sous tutelle, et qu'ils 
aient tous adopte la legislation interieure neces
saire pour leur permettre d'adherer a la conven
tion. C'est seulement a ce moment-la que le 
Royaume-Uni pourrait ratifier cette convention. 
Une telle methode retarderait considerablement la 
ratification de la convention par le Royaume-Uni 
et par d'autres Puissances coloniales; elle ne parait 
done pas souhaitable. 

Le but des dispositions speciales visant a !'ap
plication de la convention aux colonies est par 
consequent d'accelerer plutot que de retarder l'en
tree en vigueur de la convention. Une fois que les 
Puissances metropolitaines l'auront ratifiee, son 
application aux colonies s' ensuivra. 

En reponse au representant du Mexique, 
M. Davies declare que les Territoires sous tutelle 
etant souverains en certaines matieres, leur cas 
presente la meme difficulte d' ordre constitutionnel 
que celui des territoires non autonomes. 

Les deux paragraphes de l'amendement de la 
Pologne (A/C.3/433) paraissent se contredire 
l'un l'autre; alors que le paragraphe a) reconnait 
que la convention doit etre communiquee par les 
Puissances metropolitaines aux territoires non 
autonomes, le paragraphe b) porte que ces terri
toires doivent devenir parties a la convention, quel
les que soient les mesures prises par les Puis
sances metropolitaines. 

M. Davies invite instamment la Commission a 
se rendre compte des vraies raisons pour lesquel
les la clause d'application aux colonies est neces
saire aux Puissances metropolitaines, leurs cons
titutions leur interdisant d'imposer la convention 
a leurs colonies. Elles n'ont nul desir d'empecher 
les colonies de beneficier des avantages de la con
vention. I1 est facile de constater qu'un certain 
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cntics of the colonial application clause were m 
force in British colonies. 

In conclusion, Mr. Davies remarked that he was 
happy to accept the United States amendment 
(A/C.3/437) with the modifications suggested by 
the Indian representative. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) warmly sup
ported the Egyptian amendment (A/C.3/430). 

The constitutional difficulties to which the 
United Kingdom representative had referred had 
also been mentioned at the first part of the third 
session of the General Assembly. If, as that repre
sentative had stated, the colonies were sovereign in 
certain matters, representatives of those colonies 
should have been invited to the Third Committee 
to express their views on those matters. Such a 
procedure would at least have prevented similar 
difficulties from arising in the future. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) stated that Belgium 
was bound by Article 73 of the Charter concern
ing Non-Self-Governing Territories. That Article 
represented a recognition of the great differences 
in cultural development in various regions of the 
world. The material, physical, economic, social, 
and other differences which existed between New 
Yorkers and Yucatan Indians, or the inhabitants 
of Shanghai and the Eskimos, could not be denied. 
Yet the Egyptian amendment was an attempt to 
deny them and to extend the same provisions to 
the inhabitants of highly developed and of under
developed regions, with utter disregard for the re
alities of the situation. 

While he was not opposed to the spirit of the 
Egyptian amendment, he agreed with the United 
Kingdom representative that its effect would be to 
delay ratification of the convention by all the co
lonial Powers until it could be ascertained whether 
that convention was acceptable to the colonies. 

He failed to understand the Polish amendment 
(A/C.3/433), the intention of which appeared to 
be hostile to his country. Its adoption would, for 
example, dislocate the constitutional relationship 
between Belgium and the Congo for the interna
tional relations of which Belgium was responsible. 
If such were indeed its intention, it would be con
trary to Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter 
and the Belgian delegation could only protest 
against its submission. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico), referring to the United 
Kingdom representative's statement that Trust 
Territories were sovereign in certain matters, re
marked that two years' experience in the Trustee
ship Council had furnished him with enough infor
mation concerning Trust Territories to conclude 
that no such sovereignty existed - exception 
being made of the French Trust Territories, to 
which France had generously extended the provi
sions of its own Constitution. The legislative coun
cils which existed in some of the other Trust Ter
ritories were composed largely of Europeans, the 
few indigenous members being named and to 
all intents and purposes appointed - by the Gov
ernor. Furthermore, those councils could deal only 
with domestic matters. Mr. Noriega failed to see 

nombre de conventions qui n'ont pas ete ratifiees 
par les Etats qui critiquent la clause coloniale sont 
appliquees aux colonies britanniques. 

En conclusion, M. Davies declare qu'il est heu
reux d'accepter l'amendement des Etats-Unis (A/ 
C.3/437) avec les modifications suggerees par le 
representant de l'Inde. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) appuie chaleu
reusement l'amendement de l'Egypte (A/C.3/ 
430). 

On a deja parle, au cours de la premiere partie 
de la troisieme session de l' Assemblee generate, 
des difficultes d'ordre constitutionnel auxquelles 
le representant du Royaume-Uni a fait allusion. 
Si, comme le declare ce representant, les colonies 
sont souveraines en certaines matieres, des repre
sentants de ces colonies auraient du etre invites a 
la Troisieme Commission pour exprimer leurs vues 
sur ces questions. En procedant ainsi, on aurait 
tout au moins empeche que des difficultes analo
gues ne se reproduisent a l'avenir. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) declare que la Belgique 
est liee par l' Article 73 de la Charte, qui traite des 
territoires non autonomes. Cet Article reconnait les 
grandes differences de developpement culturel des 
diverses regions du monde. Les differences mate
rielles, physiques, economiques, sociales et autres 
qui existent entre les New-Yorkais et les Indiens 
du Yucatan ou les habitants de Changhai et les 
Esquimaux ne peuvent etre niees. Cependant, 
l'amendement de l'Egypte represente un effort 
en vue de les nier et d'etendre les memes disposi
tions aux habitants des regions tres developpees et 
des regions insuffisamment developpees; c'est 
meconnaitre profondement les realites. 

Bien qu'il ne soit pas oppose au principe de 
l'amendement de l'Egypte, M. Lebeau convient, 
avec le representant du Royaume-Uni, que cet 
amendement aurait pour effet de retarder la ratifi
cation de la convention par toutes les Puissances 
coloniales jusqu'au moment ou la certitude pour
rait etre acquise que les colonies jugent cette con
vention acceptable. 

Le representant de la Belgique ne comprend 
pas l'amendement de la Pologne (A/C.3/433), 
qui lui semble etre inspire par des sentiments hos
tiles a son pays. Il indique, a titre d'exemple, que 
!'adoption de cet amendement desorganiserait les 
relations constitutionnelles entre la Belgique et le 
Congo, territoire dont la Belgique assure les rela
tions internationales. Si tel est bien son but, cet 
amendement serait en contradiction avec les dis
positions du paragraphe 4 de l' Article 2 de la 
Charte, et la delegation de la Belgique ne pourrait 
que protester contre sa presentation. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique), rappelant la declara
tion du representant du Royaume-Uni suivant 
laquelle les Territoires sous tutelle sont souverains 
en certaines matieres, declare que deux annees 
d'experience au Conseil de tutelle l'ont suffisam
ment renseigne sur les Territoires sous tutelle pour 
qu'il puisse conclure qu'une telle souverainete 
n' existe pas, exception faite pour les Territo ires 
sous tutelle fram;aise, auxquels la France a gene
reusement etendu les dispositions de sa propre 
constitution. Les conseils legislatifs qui existent 
dans certains des autres Territoires sous tutelle 
sont composes en majeure partie d'Europeens, les 
quelques indigenes qui en font partie etant desi
gnes - et, en pratique, nommes par le Gou
verneur. D'ailleurs, ces conseils ne s'occupent que 
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how in those circumstances there could be any 
question of sovereignty. 

The United Kingdom representative had sug
gested that the question was rather within the 
province of the Trusteeship Council. Mr. Noriega 
pointed out that the function of the Trusteeship 
Council was merely to supervise the carrying out 
of Trusteeship Agreements. The Council had no 
authority to solve the question. Under the Trus
teeship Agreements the Administering Authori
ties were responsible for the advancement of the 
Trust Territories, and it was clearly for them to 
accept the convention under discussion and simi
lar conventions, on behalf of their Trust Terri
tories. 

He could not accept the distinction drawn by 
the Belgian representative between the population 
of underdeveloped and highly developed areas. A 
highly civilized and industrialized nation, Ger
many, had only recently used its technical devel
opment for mass murder. The Yucatan Indians 
had nothing like that on their record. 

There was a deplorable tendency to regard the 
inhabitants of Trust Territories as an inferior 
category of human beings. The Committee would 
be guilty of a serious error of judgment if it failed 
to extend the provisions of the convention to those 
Territories. 

Mr. ANDREN (Sweden) agreed with the United 
Kingdom representative that the adoption of either 
the Egyptian or the Polish amendment would, for 
.constitutional reasons, present a reactionary step. 

Therefore, although his delegation had no di
rect interest in the matter, it would support the 
United States amendment (A/C.3/437) with the 
changes suggested by the representative of India. 

Mr. KAYSER (France), after speaking against 
the texts which involved automatic application, 
pointed out that, while he preferred the original 
text of article 15, he was prepared to accept the 
United States amendment which took into account 
the vital factor of the situation. That factor was 
the constitutional relationship between the metro
politan Powers and the non-metropolitan territo
ries. France had granted equality of rights and 
duties to the inhabitants of the latter, without 
distinction as to race or religion. The relationship 
between metropolitan France and the other parts 
of the French Union was governed by statutes 
which made it impossible for France to accept the 
convention on behalf of the members of the Union 
without first consulting them. 

On the other hand, France was responsible for 
the international relations of the territories of the 
French Union. Under the United Nations Char
ter, it was for France to decide. Moreover, the 
Trusteeship Agreements provided that the Ad
ministering Authority was empowered to decide 
what international conventions should apply to its 
Trust Territories. Hence it was for the administer
ing Power to decide whether or not the convention 
.should apply to those Territories. 

He pointed out that the whole question had al
ready been discussed on several occasions in the 

de questions d'ordre interieur. M. Noriega ne 
voit pas comment, dans ces conditions, il pourrait 
etre question de souverainete. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a suggere que 
la question etait plutot du ressort du Conseil de 
tutelle. M. Noriega fait remarquer que le Conseil 
de tutelle a uniquement pour fonction de sur
veiller la mise en execution des accords de tutelle. 
Le Conseil n'a aucune autorite pour resoudre la 
question. Aux termes des accords de tutelle, il in
combe aux Autorites chargees de l'administra
tion de favoriser le developpement des Territoires 
sous tutelle, et il est clair que c'est a elles qu'il 
appartient d'accepter la convention a l'etude, 
comme toutes conventions analogues, au nom 
des territoires dont la tutelle leur a ete confiee. 

M. Noriega ne peut accepter la distinction etablie 
par le representant de la Belgique entre Jes popu
lations des regions insuffisamment developpees et 
celles des regions tres developpees. Une nation 
extremement industrialisee et d'une civilisation 
avancee, l'Allemagne, s'est servie, il y a peu de 
temps encore, de son developpement technique 
pour organiser des massacres. Rien de semblable 
ne peut etre releve contre les Indiens du 
Yucatan. 

Il y a une tendance deplorable a considerer les 
habitants des Territoires sous tutelle comme des 
etres humains d'une categorie inferieure. La Com
mission commettrait une grave erreur de jugement 
si elle n'etendait pas Jes dispositions de la conven
tion a ces Territoires. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) convient, avec le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni, que l'adoption de 
l'amendement de la Pologne comme de celui de 
l'Egypte representerait, pour des raisons d'ordre 
constitutionnel, une mesure reactionnaire. 

Aussi, bien que sa delegation ne soit pas directe
ment interessee a la question, appuiera-t-il l'amen
dement des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/437) avec les 
modifications snggerees par le representant de 
l'Inde. 

M. KAYSER (France), apres avoir combattu les 
textes comportant l'automatisme, fait observer 
que, bien qu'il prefere le texte initial de !'article 15, 
il est pret a accepter l'arnendement des Etats
U nis, car celui-ci tient compte de !'element essen
tiel de la situation. Cet element, c'est la relation 
constitutionnelle entre Jes Puissances metropoli
taines et Jes territoires non metropolitains. La 
France a accorde aux habitants de ces derniers 
l'egalite des droits et des devoirs, sans distinction 
de race ou de religion. Les relations entre la 
France metropolitaine et Jes autres parties de 
!'Union frarn;aise sont regies par des statuts qui 
font qu'il est impossible a la France d'accepter 
la convention au nom des membres de !'Union 
sans avoir consulte ceux-ci au prealable. 

D'autre part, la France assure les relations 
internationales des territoires de I'Union fran
~aise. C'est a elle, d'apres la Charte des Nations 
Unies, qu'appartient la decision. Par ailleurs, Jes 
accords de tutelle prevoient que I' Autorite chargee 
de !'administration a pouvoir de decider quelles 
conventions internationales s'appliqueront aux 
territoires places sous sa tutelle. C' est done la 
Puissance administrante qui doit determiner si la 
convention doit etre OU non appliquee a ces terri
toires. 

M. Kayser rappelle que cette question a ete 
plusieurs fois discutee dans son ensemble a l'Or-
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United Nations, and that a colonial clause, with
out provision for automatic application, was in
cluded in the Protocol to the Convention on 
Narcotic Drugs and in the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Geno
cide. I That would continue to happen until the 
rise of an international organization above na
tional sovereignties an event foreseen by the 
French Constitution, the preamble to which stated 
that, subject to reciprocity, France accepted some 
limitations on its sovereignty. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) observed that all op
ponents of the Egyptian amendment (A/C.3/ 
430) had pleaded that constitutional difficulties 
would prevent its implementation if it were 
adopted. If certain features of that amendment 
were impractical, it was surprising that the Ad
ministering Powers-usually so prodigal of minor 
amendments - had submitted none designed to 
correct such defects. The flat refusal to consider 
a proposal affecting two hundred million persons 
did not appear to be a valid approach to the 
problem. 

The Egyptian proposal could not prejudice the 
interests of the territories concerned ; it would in 
many ways promote them. They were precisely the 
areas from which the greatest possible flow of 
information, transmitted by independent and ob
jective agencies, was desirable. Constitutional 
difficulties might be greatly exaggerated. In the 
experience of his own country, such considera
tions had long been used as a pretext for re
fusing self-government; as soon, however, as 
there was a real desire to accord that status, the 
means to do so had been discovered immediately. 
The fact that certain territories might not be suffi
ciently advanced to enjoy the full benefits of the 
convention was no argument against an attempt 
by the United Nations to accord them a measure 
of freedom which could not in any case harm 
their interests. 

The Egyptian amendment was relatively satis
factory, but he would be prepared to accept any 
suggested improvements. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) observed that the discussion of article 15 
had once more brought to the fore a situation 
long familiar in the Trusteeship Council and in 
the Fourth Committee of the General Assembly. 
The representatives of the United Kingdom, the 
United States, Belgium and France, in opposing 
the Polish amendment (A/C.3/433), had ad
vanced the plea of constitutional difficulties and 
their own efforts to improve conditions in the 
Trust and Non-Self-Governing Territories 
efforts which he did not consider very serious. 

The arguments could not, in his view, stand, 
because in practice the only persons consulted in 
the Territories concerned would be the Govern
ors appointed by the Administering Powers. In 
Kenya, for example, the executive and legislative 
powers and the Governor were all Europeans ; the 
need to consult the indigenous population did not 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Part I, Resolutions, No. 260 A (III). 

ganisation des Nations Unies et qu'une clause colo
niale sans automatisme figure clans le Protocole 
relatif a la Convention sur les stupefiants et dans 
la Convention pour la prevention et la repression 
du crime de genocide.I Il en sera ainsi jusqu'au 
jour de l'avenement d'une organisation interna
tionale au-dessus des souverainetes nationales, ce 
jour que prevoit la Constitution frarn,aise, puis
qu'elle porte clans son preambule que, sous reserve 
de reciprocite, la France consent a des limitations 
de souverainete. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) fait observer que tous 
les adversaires de l'amendement egyptien (A/C.3/ 
430) ont pretendu que, si cet amendement etait 
adopte, des difficultes d'ordre constitutionnel vien
draient en empecher la mise en ceuvre. Si 
certaines dispositions de cet amendement sont 
difficiles a appliquer, ii est etonnant que les 
Puissances chargees d'administration - qui habi
tuellement proposent quantite de petites modifica
tions aux textes --:- n'aient pas cherche a corriger 
les defauts de celui-ci. II ne semble pas que la 
bonne fac:;on d'aborder le probleme consiste a 
refuser simplement d'examiner une proposition 
qui interesse deux cents millions de personnes. 

La proposition de l'Egypte, loin de porter pre
judice aux territoires dont ii s'agit, servirait de 
diverses manieres leurs interets. II s'agit en effet 
de territoires sur lesquels ii serait particulierement 
souhaitable d'avoir un grand nombre d'informa
tions transmises par des entreprises independantes 
et objectives. On a pu exagerer !'importance des 
difficultes d'ordre constitutionnel. Pour le Pakis
tan, par exemple, on s'est longtemps servi d'ar
guments de ce genre pour refuser l'autonomie; 
cependant, des que l'on a veritablement voulu lui 
accorder son autonomie, on a trouve immediate
ment le moyen de le faire. Si certains territoires 
n'ont pas encore effectue assez de progres pour 
pouvoir beneficier pleinement des avantages de 
la convention, ce n'est pas la une raison suffisante 
pour que !'Organisation des Nations Unies ne 
tente pas de leur accorder un certain degre de 
liberte qui ne saurait en tout cas leur etre nuisible. 

L'amendement de l'Egypte est relativement 
satisfaisant, mais le representant du Pakistan 
accueillerait volontiers les suggestions que l'on 
pourrait faire pour ameliorer ce texte. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que le debat sur !'article 
15 fait apparaitre a nouveau un etat de choses qui 
existe depuis longtemps au Conseil de tutelle et a 
la Quatrieme Commission de 1' Assemblee gene
rale. Les representants du Royaume-Uni, des 
Etats-Unis, de la Belgique et de la France se sont 
eleves contre l'amendement polonais (A/C.3/433) 
en invoquant des difficultes d'ordre constitution
nel et en arguant des efforts que font leurs pays 
en vue d'ameliorer la situation des Territoires sous 
tutelle et des territoires non autonomes, efforts 
que M. Tsarapkine juge peu serieux. 

Les arguments invoques sont sans valeur parce 
qu'en fait les seules personnes qui seraient con
sultees dans les territoires dont ii s'agit seraient 
les gouverneurs, qui sont nommes par les Puis
sances chargees d'administration. Au Kenya par 
exemple, le Gouverneur est un Europeen et les 
pouvoirs executif et legislatif sont aux mains des 

1 Voir les Dociuncnts officiels de la troisieme session de 
/' Assemb/ee generate, premiere partie, Resolutions N",:: 
260 A (III). ' 
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therefore arise. The plea of constitutional difficul
ties was even less valid. When an Administering 
Power was eager to pursue its own advantage, 
such difficulties never arose. The United King
dom, for example, had passed a law to amalgamate 
a Non-Self-Governing with a Trust Territory in 
East Africa without consulting the wishes of the 
indigenous population, and even contrary to those 
wishes. His own delegation, however, took the 
opposite view: the advancement of the indigenous 
inhabitants should be the paramount considera
tion, in accordance with Article 76, paragraphs b 
and c, of the Charter. 

The application of article 15 would not only 
shed light on conditions within the Territories 
concerned but would also bring to their inhabitants 
some knowledge of the methods employed by the 
Administering Powers and by the United Na
tions in dealing with those Territories. That 
knowledge those Powers had attempted to sup
press. The Trust Territories, however, were not 
the property of the Administering Authorities but 
the concern of the United Nations, which should 
be interested in the unimpeded flow of news ma
terial to and from them. 

Mr. Tsarapkin believed that the words "sub
ject, where necessary for constitutional reasons, to 
the consent of the Governments of such Territo
ries" in the United States amendment (A/C.3/ 
437) had been intended as a loop-hole allowing 
the Administering Authorities to avoid extending 
to Trust Territories the right to freedom of infor
mation. Under that provision, such countries as 
Indonesia or Viet-Nam would have to subordinate 
their decision about the convention to the views of 
the Netherlands or the French Government, con
trary to all logic and equity. 

In his view, the Polish amendment (A/C.3/ 
433) provided the correct solution to the problem 
by removing the obstacles set up by the Adminis
tering Powers ; and he would therefore vote for it. 

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) agreed with the Egyp
tian delegation that the rights of N on-Self-Gov
erning Territories should be safeguarded, but he 
felt that the amendment submitted by that dele
gation might not provide the best means of effect
ing that purpose. The convention was concerned 
mainly with the protection of correspondents and 
information agencies. The Non-Self-Governing 
Territories, however, possessed few such agencies. 
There was a danger, therefore, that the conven
tion might compel the territories to extend protec
tion to foreign correspondents without enjoying 
reciprocal rights abroad. Moreover, experience 
had shown that correspondents operating in 
such territories frequently distorted the infor
mation which they transmitted, in the interests 
of the Administering Powers. If, however, they 
genuinely accepted the responsibilities imposed 

Europeens, de sorte que l'on n'a guere besoin de 
consulter la population indigene. Les difficultes 
d' ordre constitutionnel constituent un argument 
moins valide encore: lorsqu'une Puissance char
gee d'administration veut prendre des mesures 
favorables a ses propres interets, aucune difficulte 
de ce genre ne se presente jamais. C'est ainsi, par 
exemple, que, clans l'Est Africain, le Royaume
U ni n'a nullement consulte la population indigene 
et qu'il est meme alle a l'encontre de ses desirs 
lorsqu'il a passe une loi portant fusion d'un ter
ritoire non autonome avec un Territoire sous tu
telle. La delegation de l'URSS estime au contraire 
que, conformement aux paragraphes b et c de 
I' Article 76 de la Charte, la fin essentielle doit 
etre de favoriser les progres de la population 
indigene. 

L'application de !'article 15 aurait non seule
ment pour effet de faire connaitre a l'exterieur la 
situation qui existe dans ces territoires, mais aussi, 
au moins clans une certaine mesure, de faire con
naitre a la population indigene les methodes em
ployees en ce qui concerne ces territoires par les 
Puissances chargees d'administration et par !'Or
ganisation des Nations Unies. Or c'est la ce que 
ces Puissances ont voulu empecher. Pourtant, les 
T erritoires sous tutelle ne constituent pas, pour les 
Autorites chargees de l'administration, une pro
priete, et il appartient a l'Organisation des Nations 
Unies de s'interesser au sort de ces Territoires et 
d'assurer le libre echange des informations entre 
ces Territoires et le reste du monde. 

M. Tsarapkine pense que si les Etats-Unis ont 
prevu clans leur amendement (A/C.3/437) que la 
convention s'appliquera "sous reserve, le cas 
echeant, de l'assentiment des gouvernements de 
ces Territoires qui serait requis pour des raisons 
constitutionnelles", c'est pour fournir aux Autori
tes chargees d'administration une echappatoire qui 
leur permettrait de ne pas accorder aux Territoires 
sous tutelle la liberte de !'information. Contraire
ment a la Iogique et a l'equite, une telle disposi
tion obligerait en effet des pays comme l'Indonesie 
ou le Viet-Nam a ne prendre de decision relative
ment a la convention qu'avec !'accord du Gouver
nement neerlandais ou du Gouvernement fram;ais, 
respectivement. 

Le representant de l'URSS estime que l'amen
dement polonais (A/C.3/433) apporte la meilleure 
solution au probleme en supprimant les obstacles 
opposes par les Puissances chargees d'adminis
tration; il votera done en faveur de cet amende
ment. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) pense, comme le repre
sentant de I'Egypte, qu'il faut sauvegarder les 
droits des territoires non autonomes. M. Azkoul 
ne croit pas toutefois que l'amendement propose 
par la delegation egyptienne fournisse les meil
leurs moyens d'atteindre ce but. La convention a 
pour principal objet de proteger les correspon
dants et les entreprises d'information. Or, les 
territoires non autonomes ne possedent guere 
d'entreprises de ce genre. L'on peut done craindre 
que la convention oblige ces territoires a proteger 
les correspondants etrangers sans que ces terri
toires puissent exercer, par reciprocite, les memes 
droits en d'autres pays. D'autre part, !'experience 
a montre que les correspondants clans les terri
toires en question deforment souvent les informa
tions qu'ils recueillent, et cela afin de satisfaire 
les interets des Puissances chargees de l'adminis-
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upon them in the amended text of article 9, the 
article under discussion might be advantageous. 

Mr. Azkoul pointed out that a convention dif
fered from a recommendation of the United 
Nations ; a recommendation was binding even 
upon the minority which had opposed it, whereas 
there was no obligation to accede to an interna
tional convention. The automatic extension of the 
convention to Non-Self-Governing Territories, as 
proposed by the Egyptian and Polish delegations, 
might, therefore, either cause Powers which did 
not desire such extension to refuse to accede to 
the convention or, alternatively, increase rather 
than diminish their coercive powers by according 
them the right to enforce automatic application. To 
require that application should be subject to the 
consent of the Territories concerned would per
haps lead to other undesirable results, since it was 
a well-known fact that in such circumstances 
certain Powers tended to employ somewhat devi
ous methods to give the appearance that the T er
ritories had rejected measures which in fact they 
had accepted. 

Mr. Azkoul emphasized that the principal 
danger lay rather in the acceptance by the United 
Nations of the principle of colonization and in the 
weakness of the powers given to the Trusteeship 
Council. 

The United States amendment was an improve
ment on the original text because it stipulated that 
certain measures should be taken, whereas the 
latter merely indicated that the Secretary-General 
should be notified of the extension. Paragraph (a) 
of the Polish amendment introduced the valuable 
provision that the convention should be commu
nicated to the Non-Self-Governing and Trust 
Territories. That provision would bring the exist
ence of the convention to the attention of the 
inhabitants of those territories and enable them to 
discuss its merits. 

He would therefore support the United States 
amendment and hoped that the relevant part of 
the Polish amendment would be incorporated with 
it in the final text of article 15. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND FIFTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New Yorjk, 
on Wednesday, 27 April 1949, at 3 p.m. 

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

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) ( CON
TINUED) 

Article 15 (continued) 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN G0EDHART (Netherlands) 
was opposed to the amendments proposed by 

tration. Cependant, si ces correspondants accep
taient vraiment les responsabilites qui leur incom
bent aux termes de !'article 9 amende, !'article 
que l'on discute pourrait avoir son utilite. 

M. Azkoul rappelle qu'il existe une difference 
entre une recommandation de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies et une convention: la recommanda
tion lie meme la minorite qui a marque son oppo
sition lors du vote, alors qu'aucun pays n'est tenu 
d'adherer a une convention internationale. Par 
consequent, si !'on etendait automatiquement !'ap
plication de la convention aux territoires non auto
nomes comme le proposent les delegations de 
l'Egypte et de la Pologne, ii pourrait arriver, ou 
bien que les Puissances qui ne veulent pas que la 
convention s'applique a ces territoires refusent de 
signer cet instrument, ou bien que les pouvoirs de 
coercition dont ces Puissances disposent se trou
vent accrus, et non diminues, du fait qu'elles au
raient le droit de mettre a execution l'application 
automatique de la convention dans ces territoires. 
En exigeant que !'application de la convention ne 
se fasse qu'avec !'accord des territoires interesses, 
on risque d'aboutir a d'autres resultats peu desi
rables; on sait en effet qu'en pareilles circonstances 
certaines Puissances ont tendance a employer des 
methodes quelque peu frauduleuses afin de donner 
!'impression que les territoires ont rejete certaines 
mesures qu'ils ont en realite acceptees. 

M. Azkoul estime que le principal danger reside 
plutot dans l'acceptation par !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies du principe de la colonisation, 
ainsi que clans la faiblesse des pouvoirs conferes 
au Conseil de tutelle. 

L'amendement des Etats-Unis apporte une 
amelioration au texte initial. Cet amendement pre
voit, en effet, que certaines mesures devront etre 
prises, alors que le texte primitif indiquait simple
ment que le Secretaire general devrait recevoir 
notification de !'application de la convention aux 
territoires. L'amendement de la Pologne introduit 
dans son paragraphe a) cette excellente disposition 
selon laquelle les territoires non autonomes et les 
Territoires sous tutelle devront recevoir communi
cation de la convention. Cette disposition attirera 
en effet !'attention des habitants de ces territoires 
sur la convention et leur pern1ettra de la discuter. 

M. Azkoul appuiera done l'amendement des 
Etats-Unis; ii espere que la partie de l'amende
ment polonais qui se rapporte a la meme question 
sera egalement incorporee dans le texte definitif 
de !'article 15. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX CENT CINQUIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mercredi 27 avril 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norvege). 

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

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

Article 15 (suite) 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) com
bat les amendements proposes par la Pologne 
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Poland (A/C.3/433) and Egypt (A/C.3/430), the 
adoption of either of which would make it im
possible for his country to sign the convention. 

The actual situation at the moment should be 
borne in mind, if accession to the convention by 
the various States was to be facilitated. The Neth
erlands had undertaken to confer full sovereignty, 
within the near future, on the United States of 
Indonesia, which would then be entitled to decide 
for itself whether it wished to adhere to the con
vention or not. Elections had moreover already 
taken place or were about to take place in the 
Netherlands \:Vest Indies and in Surinam, which 
would also acquire their own autonomous govern
ments as a result. The adoption of the Egyptian 
amendment would mean that the provisions of the 
convention would be imposed on those territories 
and would consequently be a step backwards in 
the development of the Non-Self-Governing Ter
ritories towards independence. It seemed a contra
diction that the USSR representative, who had on 
a number of occasions expressed his intention 0f 
voting against the draft convention because it 
allegedly ran counter to the principle of national 
sovereignty, should, nevertheless, support an 
amendment which would automatically extend its 
provisions to Non-Self-Governing and Trust Ter
ritories, thereby ignoring the right of those terri
tories to decide for themselves. 

The Charter laid down specific provisions re
garding the Non-Self-Governing Territories. It 
had been customary to insert a colonial clause, on 
the lines recommended by the United States, in 
all the conventions adopted to date. It was, there
fore, desirable to include such a clause also in the 
draft convention. That was why the Netherlands 
delegation accepted the amendment proposed by 
the United States (A/C.3/437), which seemed to 
mark a considerable step forward as compared 
with the clause inserted in the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide.1 

It would also vote for the amendments pro
posed by the Indian delegation (A/C.3/438). 

Mr. RAo (India) said that under Article 73 of 
the Charter to which the Belgian and Netherlands 
representatives had referred at the previous meet
ing, States administering Non-Self-Governing 
Territories assumed responsibilities and accepted 
a sacred trust in regard to these territories. It was 
to be regretted that those States did not feel them
selves legally bound by that Article to assume their 
full responsibilities. 

India would have liked the application of the 
convention to be extended to all the Non-Self
Governing Territories, since in its opinion, the 
convention concerned a fundamental human right. 
However, in view of the reserved attitude adopted 
by the metropolitan Powers tov,,ards any direct 
intervention by the United Nations in the adminis
tration of the Kon-Self-Governing Territories, the 
Indian delegation had, in order to make allowance 
for the existing state of affairs, supported the 
amendment proposed by the United States. As 
long as the met,opolitan Powers did not alter their 
attitude, it seemed useless to try to adopt more 
radical provisions; as the representative of the 
United Kingdom had remarked (204th meeting), 

1 See O jficial Records of the third session of the 
General Assembly, Part I, No. 260 A (III). 

(A/C.3/433) et par l'Egypte (A/C.3/430). 
L'adoption de l'un quelconque de ces amendements 
rendrait impossible pour son pays la signature de 
la convention. 

II est necessaire, si l'on veut faciliter !'adhesion 
des Etats a la convention, de tenir compte de 
la situation reelle existante. Les Pays-Bas, pour 
leur part, Se sont engages a conferer d'ici peu 
une pleine souverainete aux Etats-Unis d'Indo
nesie; ceux-ci seront alors en droit de decider 
eux-memes s'ils veulent OU non adherer a la 
convention. Des elections ont d'autre part deja 
eu lieu, ou vont avoir lieu, aux Antilles neerlan
daises et a Surinam qui possederont ainsi egale
ment leur gouvernement autonome. Or l'adoption 
de l'amendement de l'Egypte conduirait a imposer 
a ces territoires les dispositions de la conven
tion et serait, par consequent, un retour en arriere 
clans !'evolution des territoires non autonomes 
vers l'independance. II semble contradictoire, a 
cet egard, que le representant de l'URSS, qui a 
exprime a maintes reprises son intention de 
voter contre le projet de convention parce que 
celui-ci est, selon Jui, contraire au principe de la 
souverainete nationale, soit partisan d'etendre 
automatiquement ses dispositions aux territoires 
non autonomes et aux Territoires sous tutelle, ne 
tenant par la aucun compte du droit qu'ont ces 
territoires de decider eux-memes. 

La Charte prevoit des dispositions particulieres 
au sujet des territoires non autonomes, L'inser
tion d'une clause coloniale dans le sens preconise 
par la delegation des Etats-Unis a ete d'usage 
jusqu'ici clans toutes les conventions. Il est done 
souhaitable de l'inclure egalement dans la presente 
convention. C'est la raison pour laquelle la delega
tion des Pays-Bas accepte l'amendement propose 
par les Etats-Unis (A/C.3/437) qui lui parait 
marquer un progres appreciable par rapport a la 
clause inseree dans la Convention pour la preven
tion et la repression du crime de genocide1 • 

Elle votera egalement pour les amendements 
proposes par la delegation de l'Inde ( A/C.3/ 438). 

M. RAO (lnde) souligne que !'Article 73 de la 
Charte, auquel ont fait allusion a la precedente 
seance les representants de la Belgique et des Pays
Bas, confie aux Etats charges d'administrer des 
territoires non autonomes une responsabilite et 
une mission sacree a l'egard de ces territoires. II 
est regrettable cependant que ces Etats ne se sen
tent pas juridiquement tenus en vertu de cet 
article d'assumer pleinement leurs responsabilites. 

L'Inde aurait souhaite pouvoir etendre l'applica
tion de la convention a tous les territoires non 
autonomes, car, a son avis, cette convention con
cerne un droit fondamental de l'homme. Mais, 
etant donne la reticence manifestee par les Puis
sances metropolitaines a I'egard de toute inter
vention directe de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies clans }'administration des territoires auto
nomes, la delegation de l'lnde a, pour tenir compte 
de la situation reelle existante, appuye l'amende
ment propose par les Etats-Unis. Aussi long
temps que les Puissances metropolitaines n'auront 
pas modifie leur attitude, ii lui parait inutile de 
tenter d'adopter des dispositions plus radicales; 
on risquerait, comme l'a remarque le representant 

'Voir Jes Documents officiels de la troisieme session de 
l'Assemblee generale, p1·emic're partic, Resolutions, No 
260 A (III). 
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that might mean achieving the opposite of what 
was intended. 

The Indian delegation regretted the Commit
tee's decision taken at the 204th meeting regarding 
the amendment to the United States proposal put 
forward by the Egyptian representative ( A/C.3 / 
483). He suggested that the amendment might be 
re-submitted to the General Assembly for insertion 
in the resolution recommending the adoption of 
the convention. 

Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) could not support the 
view expressed during the discussions by the rep
resentatives of the colonial Powers. His delega
tion would vote against the United States proposal. 

The Polish proposal (A/C.3/433), contrary to 
the assertion made by the Belgian representative 
at the preceding meeting, did not contain any di
rect threat to the territorial integrity of other coun
tries. If that was the interpretation placed upon it 
by the Belgian representative, it must be concluded 
that the territorial integrity of the metropolitan 
Powers was based on the exploitation of the colo
nial populations. The Polish proposal was in fact 
intended only to guarantee to the colonial peoples 
the benefits of freedom of information. 

Mr. DEMCHENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) pointed to the inconsistency of the 
statements made by the representatives of the colo
nial Powers regarding the high degree of self
government accorded to the populations of the 
Non-Self-Governing Territories. 

It had been noted that the frequently backward 
state of those territories should be borne in mind. 
The responsibility for that regrettable state of 
affairs lay with the metropolitan Powers, which 
had taken no steps to improve the material and 
moral conditions in those territories. 

The representatives of the United Kingdom, 
France and the Netherlands had, furthermore, op
posed the Polish amendment (204th and 205th 
meetings) stating that they could not, for consti
tutional reasons and out of respect for the auto
nomy of the territories under their administration, 
impose accession to the convention upon those 
territories. 

In reality, the attitude of the colonial Powers 
towards the amendment was not caused by the 
legal difficulties which would be raised by the ap
plication of the amendment but by their wish to 
impede the development of the Non-Self-Govern
ing Territories. 

Consequently, the Ukrainian SSR delegation 
would vote for the Polish amendment which was, 
on the contrary, designed to promote the develop
ment of those territories. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) said that Egypt had 
never supported a reactionary policy. The amend
ment proposed by his delegation (A/C.3/430) 
was inspired by a wish to guarantee to all peoples 
genuine, and not merely formal. freedom which 
could develop in them a sense of their own respon
sibilities. That was why Egypt had always tried 
to have inserted in every convention an effective 
guarantee regarding the application of the conven
tion to the Non-Self-Governing and Trust Terri
tories. 

du Royaume-Uni (204eme seance), d'aboutir a 
des resultats contraires a ceux que l'on vise. 

La delegation de l'Inde regrette la decision 
prise a la 204eme seance par la Commission au 
sujet de l'amendement (A/C.3/483) que le repre
sentant de l'Egypte a propose d'apporter a la 
proposition des Etats-Unis. M. Rao suggere que 
cet amendement soit presente a nouveau devant 
l' Assemblee generale pour etre insere dans la 
resolution recommandant ]'adoption de la conven
tion. 

M. ALTMAN (Pologne) declare qu'il ne peut 
pas se rallier au point de vue exprime au cours 
de ce debat par les representants des Puissances 
coloniales. Sa delegation votera contre la proposi
tion des Etats-Unis. 

La proposition polonaise (A/C.3/433), con
trairement a ]'affirmation faite par le representant 
de la Belgique au cours de la seance precedente, 
ne contient aucune menace dirigee contre l'integrite 
territoriale d'autres pays. Si tel est le sens que 
lui donne le representant de la Belgique, ii faudrait 
en conclure que l'integrite territoriale des Puis
sances metropolitaines repose sur }'exploitation 
des populations coloniales. La proposition de la 
Pologne ne vise qu'a assurer aux peuples coloniaux 
le benefice de la liberte de l'information. 

M. DEMTCHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) souligne !'incoherence des 
declarations des representants des Puissances 
coloniales en ce qui concerne le haut degre 
d'autonomie accorde aux populations des terri
toires non autonomes. 

On a fait remarquer qu'il fallait tenir compte 
de l'etat souvent arriere de ces territoires. La 
responsabilite de cette situation deplorable incombe 
aux Puissances metropolitaines qui n'ont pris 
aucune disposition pour ameliorer les conditions 
materielles et morales de vie dans ces territoires. 

Les representants du Royaume-Uni, de la 
France et des Pays-Bas ont, d'autre part, com
battu l'amendement de la Pologne ( 204eme et 
205eme seances) en declarant qu'ils ne pouvaient, 
pour des raisons d' ordre constitutionnel et par 
respect pour l'autonomie des territoires places 
sour leur administration, imposer a ces territoires 
l 'adhesion a la convention. 

En realite, l'attitude des Puissances coloniales 
a l'egard de l'amendement n'est pas dictee par 
les difficultes juridiques que souleverait !'applica
tion dudit amendement, mais par leur volonte de 
chercher a entraver le developpement des ter
ritoires non autonomes. 

La delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine votera, en 
consequence, pour l'amendement de la Pologne 
qui tend au contraire a encourager le developpe
ment de ces territoires. 

M. BAGDADI (Egypte) souligne que l'Egypte 
n'a jamais ete en faveur d'une politique reaction
naire. L'amendement propose par sa delegation 
(A/C.3/430) repond a la preoccupation d'assurer 
a tous les peuples une liberte reelle, et non de fom1e, 
qui puisse developper en eux le sens de leur 
responsabilite. C'est a cet effet que l'Egypte a 
toujours cherche a obtenir que soit inseree dans 
toute convention une garantie efficace concernant 
!'application de ladite convention aux territoires 
non autonomes et aux Territoires sous tutelle. 
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During the first part of the third session of the 
General Assembly,1 a drafting committee composed 
of representatives of India, the United Kingdom, 
China and Egypt had been set up to draft a clause, 
in ~onnexion with that question, which would be 
satisfactory both to the metropolitan countries and 
to the Non-Self-Governing Territories. That com
mittee had arrived at a formula acceptable to all 
which had been incorporated in General Assemblv 
resolution 211 (III) attached to the Protocol t~ 
the convention on narcotic drugs. 

It would, therefore, seem logical to adopt the 
same formula for the convention under discussion. 
The Egyptian delegation would be prepared to 
adopt that formula, if the United Kingdom dele
gation agreed. 

Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) thought that the 
adoption of article 15 as it stood would result in 
the maintenance of the conditions currently pre
vailing in the colonial territories. 

The United States proposal also left the deci
sion in the hands of the metropolitan Powers. 
However, it mentioned only incidentally, and as 
an exception, the constitutional difficulties invoked 
by the representatives of the colonial Powers in 
support of the version of article 15 then before 
the Committee. There was, therefore, no valid rea
son to justify the colonial clause. 

The delegation of Yugoslavia would vote for 
the Polish amendment. 

Mr. STEPANENKO (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) believed that article 15 raised the ques
tion of the real attitude of States towards colonial 
populations. Colonial Powers were trying to debar 
the populations of colonial territories from free 
access to news lest those populations might become 
emancipated as a result. They were opposed to the 
Polish amendment because it aimed at establishing 
a certain equality between them and the colonial 
territories. 

The task of the United Nations, however, was 
to promote the advancement of the populations of 
Non-Self-Governing Territories towards inde
pendence. That task had not been accomplished; 
hence the need for the Polish amendment which, 
in accordance with the Charter, aimed at sup
pressing any discrimination against colonial popu
lations. 

The measures envisaged in article 15 were quite 
insufficient, for they were of a purely optional 
character and were appreciably altered by the 
United States amendment. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said his delegation would 
willingly support any proposal to include a for
mula already adopted for other conventions, as had 
been suggested by the Indian and Egyptian repre
sentatives. 

Mr. CHAUVET (Haiti) was against any attempt 
at discrimination. Any attempt to deprive certain 
populations of information about events in other 
parts of the world, and to deprive States of in
formation on what was happening in certain 
colonial territories, would constitute discrimina-

1 See Official Reocrds of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembl::,,, Part I, Third Committee, 88th meeting. 

M. Bagdadi rappelle que, au cours de la 
premiere partie de la troisieme session de I' Assem
blee generale1 ' un comite de redaction compose 
des representants de l'Inde, du Royaume-Uni, 
de la Chine et de l'Egypte avait ete constitue 
pour rediger, a propos de cette question, une 
clause satisfaisante a la fois pour les pays metro
politains et les territoires non autonomes. Ce 
comite etait arrive a une formule acceptable pour 
tous qui a ete incorporee dans la resolution 211 
(III) de l'Assemblee, resolution jointe au Proto
cole relatif a la convention sur les stupefiants. 

II serait, semble-t-il, logique d'adopter la meme 
formule pour la presente convention. La dele
gation de l'Egypte serait prete, pour sa part, a 
adopter cette fonnule, si la delegation du Royaume
Uni y donne son accord. 

M. DEDIJER (Yougoslavie) estime que !'article 
15 tel qu'il est actuellement redige aboutira au 
maintien des conditions qui regnent presentement 
dans les territoires coloniaux. 

La proposition des Etats-Unis laisse egalement 
la decision entre les mains des Puissances metro
politaines. Par ailleurs, elle ne fait mention que 
de maniere incidente et a titre d'exception des 
difficultes d'ordre constitutionnel invoquees par 
les representants des Puissances coloniales a 
l'appui de !'article 15 actuel. II ne reste done 
aucune raison valable pour justifier cette clause 
colonial e. 

La delegation de la Y ougoslavie votera pour 
l'amendement de la Pologne. 

M. STEPANENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique de Bielorussie) est d'avis que !'article 15 
souleve la question de savoir quelle est !'attitude 
reelle des Etats a l' egard des populations coloniales. 
Les Puissances coloniales cherchent a empecher 
les populations des territoires coloniaux de rece
voir librement des in formations de crainte de 
voir ensuite ces populations s'emanciper. Elles 
combattent l'amendement polonais precisement 
parce que celui-ci tend a etablir une certaine egalite 
entre les territoires coloniaux et elles-memes. 

Mais la tache de !'Organisation des Nations 
Vnies est effectivement de conduire les popula
tions des territoires non autonomes a l'indepen
dance. Cette tache n'est pas accomplie; l'amende
ment de la Pologne, qui, conformement a la 
Charte, tend a supprimer toute discrimination a 
l'encontre des populations coloniales, est done 
indispensable. 

Les mesures envisagees a !'article 15 sont tout 
a fait insuffisantes car elles sont purement facul
tatives et l'amendement des Etats-Unis n'y apporte 
aucune modification sensible. 

M. KAYSER (France) signale que sa delegation 
se ralliera volontiers a toute proposition tendant 
a reprendre une formule deja adoptee pour 
d'autres conventions, comme l' ont suggere les 
representants de l'Inde et de l'Egypte. 

M. CHAUVET (Haiti) rejette toute tentative 
de discrimination. Or toute tentative de priver 
certaines populations d'informations sur ce qui 
se passe clans le reste du monde et de priver les 
Etats d'informations sur cc qui se passe clans 
certains territoires coloniaux serait une discrimina-

1 Voir Jes Docmnents officiels de la troisieme session de 
l'Assemblee generale, premiere partie, Troisieme Com
mission, 88eme seance. 
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tion. The convention should apply to all peoples 
without distinction. 

The delegation of Haiti would therefore vote 
for the United States proposal but suggested that 
the expression "may ... declare" should be re
placed by the words "shall ... declare". 

The CHAIRMAN said that, under the procedure 
adopted by the Committee, the proposal was not in 
order as it affected the substance of the United 
States amendment. 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) regretted that the repre
sentatives of colonial Powers had shown during 
the discussion that they did not want to extend 
the right to freedom of information to the peoples 
of colonial territories. In doing so, they had acted 
solely in the interest of their own countries and 
not in that of the United Nations. 

The constitutional difficulties mentioned by the 
United Kingdom representative had a legal basis. 
The question of freedom of information, however, 
was primarily a humanitarian and social matter, 
and not a juridical one. Consequently, the objec
tions raised by the USSR and Mexican represen
tatives at the previous meeting against the view 
upheld by the United Kingdom representative 
were valid. 

The arguments of the French representative 
had also merely dealt with the juridical aspects of 
the question, leaving aside the legitimate interests 
of the colonial populations. 

Mr. Kahali believed that colonial populations 
could not be deprived of the right to free informa
tion. According to international law, colonies were 
considered as an integral part of the State, so that 
whenever an international treaty contained no ex
plicit provision to the contrary, provisions applic
able to the metropolitan Power also extended to 
the colonies. 

He suggested, therefore, that the text of the 
convention should contain no provision relating to 
Non-Self-Governing or Trust Territories. The 
convention would then extend to all territories in 
the normal way. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) said there was no contradiction in the 
USSR delegation's attitude towards article 15. 
Indeed, that attitude was not based on the USSR 
delegation's opinion of the convention; it rested 
upon a consideration of principle, namely that the 
accession of Non-Self-Governing or Trust Terri
tories to a convention should not depend on the 
will of the metropolitan Powers. That had always 
been the view of the USSR delegation in the 
matter. 

Furthermore, if those territories had the right 
to accede quite independently to a convention, they 
would have achieved appreciable progress towards 
self-government. That was the aim of the amend
ment proposed by Poland. That amendment was 
fully consistent with Article 76 of the Charter and 
would make it possible to obtain some objective 
information on the conditions prevailing in colo
nial territories. 

The specific motive underlying the colonial 
Powers' opposition to that amendment was their 
fear that such objective information could be gath
ered in the territories under their administration. 

tion. La convention doit s'appliquer indistincte
ment a tous les peuples. 

La delegation d'Haiti votera pour la proposi
tion des Etats-Unis, mais suggere d'y remplacer 
!'expression: "pourra ... declarer" par "decla
rera". 

Le PRESIDENT indique que, etant donne la pro
cedure adoptee par la Commission, cette modifica
tion n'est pas recevable, car elle affecte le fond 
de l'amendement des Etats-Unis. 

M. KAHALI ( Syrie) deplore que les repre
sentants des Puissances coloniales aient manifeste 
au cours de la discussion la volonte de ne pas 
etendre le droit a la libre information aux popula
tions des territoires coloniaux. En adoptant cette 
attitude, ils ont agi non pas dans l'interet de 
l'Organisation des Nations Unies, mais unique
ment clans celui de leur propre pays. 

Les difficultes d' ordre constitutionnel invoquees 
par le representant du Royaume-Uni sont fondees 
en droit. Mais la question de la liberte de l'infor
mation est en premier lieu d'ordre humanitaire 
et social et non pas d'ordre juridique, et les objec
tions soulevees a la seance precedente par les 
representants de l'URSS et du Mexique contre 
la these defendue par le representant du Royaume
U ni sont done valables. 

Les arguments soutenus par le representant de 
la France n'ont egalement touche que l'aspect 
juridique de la question, laissant de cote les inten~ts 
legitimes des populations coloniales. 

M. Kahali estime qu'on ne peut priver les 
populations des territoires coloniaux du droit a 
la libre information. En droit international, les 
colonies sont considerees comme partie integrante 
de l'Etat et, en consequence, toutes les fois que 
dans un traite international ii n'existe pas de 
dispositions etablissant expressement le contraire, 
les dispositions applicables a la metropole le sont 
egalement pour les colonies. 

Il suggere done de supprimer du texte de la 
convention toute disposition relative aux ter
ritoires non autonomes ou aux Territoires sous 
tutelle; la convention s'appliquera alors normale
ment a tous les territoires. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) explique qu' il n' existe 
aucune contradiction dans l'attitude de la delega
tion de l'URSS en ce qui concerne !'article 15. 
Cette attitude, en effet, repose non pas sur le 
jugement que porte la delegation de !'Union 
sovietique sur la convention, mais sur un point 
de vue de principe, a savoir que !'adhesion des 
territoires non autonomes ou des Territoires sous 
tutelle a une convention ne doit pas dependre de 
la volonte des Puissances metropolitaines. Cette 
attitude a toujours ete celle de la delegation de 
l'URSS en la matiere. 

En outre, si ces territoires ont le droit d'adherer 
en toute independance a une convention, ils auront 
realise un progres appreciable vers l'autonomie. 
Tel est le but de l'amendement propose par la 
Pologne. Cet amendement est entierement con
forme a 1' Article 76 de la Charte et permettrait 
d'obtenir certaines informations objectives sur les 
conditions qui regnent clans les territoires 
coloniaux. 

L'opposition des Puissances coloniales a l'adop
tion de cet amendement est precisement motivee 
par la crainte que de telles informations objectives 
puissent etre recueillies dans les territoires sous 
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The representatives of those Powers had said that 
their countries would not be able to sign the con
vention if the Polish amendment were adopted. 
There was, in any case, no basis for such a threat 
since the convention was designed only to favour 
the United States or United Kingdom information 
monopolies. 

The arguments raised by the said representa
tives concerning constitutional difficulties which 
might arise from the implementation of the Polish 
amendment were merely a pretext. Indeed, on 
other occassions, those representatives did not 
hesitate to propose infringements of the sovereign 
rights of the populations of colonial territories, 
rights which they claimed to recognize. 

In view of those considerations the USSR dele
gation would vote for the Polish proposal. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) noted with re
gret that his fears were being confirmed and that 
the discussion was becoming political in character 
instead of remaining on its proper constitutional 
plane. For that reason, the United Kingdom dele
gation had to re-state its position regarding the 
whole of the problem. 

The United Kingdom was fully convinced that 
the paramount responsibility resting upon it, as a 
Power entrusted with the task of developing the 
ability of the peoples of Non-Self-Governing and 
Trust Territories in its care to govern themselves, 
was to promote their progressive advancement 
towards independence. \Vith that aim in view it had, 
as far as possible, and in most cases completely, 
delegated the legislative power necessary for the 
taking of all decisions concerning those territories 
to their constitutionally elected legislative assem
blies. To convince himself of that fact, the Mexi
can representative need only refer to the provi
sions of the Trusteeship Agreements signed by the 
United Kingdom: article 6 of the Agreement re
lating to Tanganyika was striking proof of his 
statement. If the Mexican delegation had any com
plaints regarding the implementation of the Agree
ment, the Trusteeship Council was undoubtedly 
the only organ competent to receive them and the 
only one before which the United Kingdom would 
agree, if necessary, to prove how ill founded they 
were. 

It was because the United Kingdom was fully 
aware of its responsibilities towards the popula
tions of the Non-Self-Governing Territories or 
Trust Territories of which it was the Administer
ing Authority that it refused to legislate on their 
behalf and, in the case under discussion, it did not 
consider that it was authorized to decide on the 
application of the proposed convention in territo
ries of those populations without first submitting 
it to their respective parliaments. Needless to say 
the British Government would make every effort 
to induce its territories to adhere to the conven
tion; but it felt that it could not compel them to 
accept it; to do so would be to confirm the ground
less accusations which certain delegations had seen 
fit to make against the United Kingdom during 
the meeting. 

Mr. Davies then pointed out to the Pakistan 
representative that, if the convention contained no 
clause concerning its application to Non-Self-Gov
erning Territories or Trust Territories, the United 
Kingdom would not be able to adhere to it, until 
it had secured the approval of all the territories 
under its jurisdiction, which would cause undue 

leur administration. Les representants de ces 
Puissances ont declare que si l'amendement de la 
Pologne etait adopte, leurs pays ne seraient pas 
en mesure de signer la convention. Cette menace 
est d'ailleurs toute gratuite puisque la convention 
n'est en fait destinee qu'a favoriser Jes monopoles 
d'information des Etats-Unis et du Royaume
Uni. 

Les arguments invoques par ces memes repre
sentants concernant des difficultes d'ordre constitu
tionnel qui seraient soulevees par !'application de 
l'amendement polonais ne sont qu'un pretexte. 
En d'autres occasions, ces representants ne se 
font en effet pas faute de proposer d'enfreindre 
les droits souverains qu'ils affirment reconnaitre 
aux populations des territoires coloniaux. 

C'est pourquoi la delegation de l'URSS votera 
pour la proposition de la Pologne. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) regrette de cons
tater que ses craintes s'averent fondees et que 
le debat se deroule sur le plan politique plut6t 
que sur le plan constitutionnel qui devrait etre 
le sien. Cela oblige la delegation du Royaume
Uni a reiterer sa position a l'egard de !'ensemble 
du probleme. 

Le Royaume-Uni est profondement convaincu 
que sa responsabilite primordiale en tant que 
Puissance chargee de developper la capacite des 
populations des territoires non autonomes et des 
Territoires sous tutelle dont elle a la charge a 
s'administrer elles-memes est de les amener pro
gressivement vers l'independance. A cette fin, 
le Royaume-Uni a delegue clans toute la mesure 
du possible, et, clans la plupart des cas, d'une 
fa<;on totale, les pouvoirs legislatifs pour toutes 
decisions concernant ces territoires a leurs assem
blees legislatives elues selon une procedure cons
titutionnelle. Le representant du Mexique n'a, 
pour s'en convaincre, qu'a se reporter aux dis
positions des accords de tutelle auxquels le 
Royaume-Uni a souscrit: !'article 6 de !'Accord 
relatif ou Tanganyika en fournit une preuve mani
f este. Si la delegation du Mexique a des plaintes 
a formuler en ce qui concerne !'application de 
cet Accord, le Conseil de tutelle est certainement 
le seul organe habilite a les recevoir, et c'est le 
seul devant lequel le Royaume-Uni accepterait, 
le cas echeant, de demontrer combien ces plaintes 
sont mal fondees. 

C'est parce qu'il est pleinement conscient de 
ses responsabilites envers les populations des ter
ritoires non autonomes ou des Territoires sous 
tutelle qu'il administre que le Royaume-Uni se 
refuse de legiferer en leur nom et que, dans le cas 
actuel, ii ne se considere pas en droit de decider 
de !'application de la presente convention a leurs 
territoires sans en referer auparavant a leurs 
Parlements respectifs. II va sans dire que le 
Gouvernement britannique n'epargnera aucun 
effort pour engager ces territoires a adherer a la 
convention; mais il estime qu'il ne peut les obliger 
a accepter celle-ci sous peine de justifier les 
accusations non fondees que certaines delegations 
jugent bon de formuler aujourd'hui a son egard. 

M. Davies fait ensuite remarquer au represen
tant du Pakistan que, si la convention ne contenait 
aucune clause d'application aux territoires non 
autonomes ou sous tutelle, le Royaume-Uni, pour 
sa part, se verrait dans l'impossibilite d'y adherer 
tant qu'elle n'aurait pas obtenu !'accord de tous 
les territoires dont il a la charge, ce qui retarderait 
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delay and postpone indefinitely the entry into force 
of the convention. 

The United Kingdom delegation wished to 
reach a compromise, however, in order to ensure 
the application of an instrument to which it 
attached great importance. Mr. Davies fully appre
ciated the motives which had prompted the dele
gation of Egypt to submit its amendment, and was 
certain that the two delegations had the same ob
jective, namely, to guarantee the application of the 
convention in all Non-Self-Governing Territories 
and Trust Territories. He did not hesitate to ap
peal to the representative of Egypt to withdraw his 
amendment and support the United States pro
posal, subject to the assurance that the United 
Kingdom would subsequently support a resolution 
drafted in the same spirit as resolution 211 (III) 
adopted in Paris by the General Assembly. That 
resolution urged that all States take, as soon as 
possible, the necessary steps in order to extend 
the application of the Protocol to the convention 
on narcotics to territories for which they had in
ternational responsibilities, subject where neces
sary for constitutional reasons, to the consent of 
the Gouvemments of such territories ; it also urged 
the States to communicate to the Secretary-Gen
eral the names of the territories in which the said 
Protocol would not be applied, and to set forth 
the reasons therefor. 

The United Kingdom, for its part, undertook 
to make every effort to ensure that such a resolu
tion should be drafted and adopted by the General 
Assembly. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) was 
surprised that the representative of the USSR, 
who had constantly shown his opposition to the 
draft convention under consideration, and did not 
hide the scorn which he felt for a text which he 
claimed was inspired by a monopoly of the British 
and American Press, should now urge that the 
convention be applied to Non-Self-Governing or 
Trust Territories. 

The United States delegation, for its part, would 
like the convention to apply to all the people of 
the world, without distinction, including those 
whose Governments opposed its provisions in the 
Third Committee. The Government of the United 
States was firmly determined to ensure the appli
cation of the convention in its metropolitan terri
tory and in the other territories for which it was 
responsible. 

Mr. Canham did no think that it would be diffi
cult to reach an agreement. The representative of 
the United Kingdom had indicated, in his last 
speech, the course to be followed. If the represen
tative of Egypt accepted the appeal of the United 
Kingdom representative and withdrew his amend
ment, the United States delegation would, in its 
turn, accept the principle of a resolution drafted 
in the same spirit as the resolution submitted in 
Paris concerning the Protocol to the convention 
on narcotic drugs, and it undertook to support any 
effort in that direction. 

Finally, :Mr. Canham agreed with the proposal 
made by the Lebanese representative at the 204th 
meeting to retain the first part of the Polish 
amendment (A/C.3/433), the insertion of which 
in article 15 would certainly be useful. 

indument et jusqu'a une date impossible a prevoir 
l'entree en vigueur de la convention. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni desire cependant 
arriver a un compromis afin d'assurer !'applica
tion d'un instrument auquel elle attache beaucoup 
de prix. Appreciant a leur juste valeur les motifs 
qui ont incite la delegation de l'Egypte a presen
ter son amendement, et certain que leurs deux 
delegations recherchent le meme objectif, a savoir 
garantir !'application de la convention a tous les 
territoires non autonomes et T erritoires sous 
tutelle, M. Davies n'hesite pas a adresser un 
appel au representant de l'Egypte pour qu'il 
accepte de retirer son amendement et pour qu'il 
se rallie a la proposition des Etats-Unis, sous 
reserve de !'assurance que le Royaume-Uni sou
tiendra ulterieurement une resolution redigee clans 
!'esprit de la resolution 211 (III) qui fut adoptee 
a Paris par I' Assemblee generale. Cette resolu
tion recommande instamment a tous les Etats de 
prendre aussi rapidement que possible les mesures 
necessaires pour etendre le champ d'application 
du Protocole relatif a la convention sur les 
stupefiants aux territoires qu'ils representent sur 
le plan international, sous reserve du consente
ment des gouvernements de ces territoires lorsque 
des raisons d'ordre constitutionnel !'exigent; elle 
recommande egalement aux Etats de faire con
naitre au Secretaire general le nom des territoires 
auxquels ledit Protocole ne s'appliquerait pas et 
d'en exposer les raisons. 

Pour sa part, le Royaume-Uni s'engage a 
n'epargner acun effort pour faire en sorte qu'une 
telle resolution soit redigee et adoptee par 
1' Assemblee generate. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) s'etonne 
que le representant de l'URSS, qui manifeste de 
fa,;on constante son opposition au projet de con
vention a l'etude et ne cache pas le mepris clans 
lequel ii tient Un texte qu'il pretend inspire par 
le monopole des presses britannique et americaine, 
insiste a present pour que la convention soit 
appliquee aux territoires non autonomes ou sous 
tutelle. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis voudrait, quant 
a elle, que la convention s'applique a tous les 
peuples du monde sans distinction, y compris 
ceux dont les gouvernements en combattent les 
dispositions au sein de la Troisieme Commission. 
Pour sa part, le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis 
est fermement decide a en assurer !'application 
tant sur son territoire metropolitain que dans les 
territoires dont il a la responsabilite. 

M. Canham ne pense pas qu'un accord soit 
diffidle a realiser. Le representant du Royaume
U ni a indique la voie a suivre clans sa derniere 
intervention. Si le representant de l'Egypte accep
tait l'appel du representant du Royaume-Uni et 
retirait son amendement, la delegation des Etats
U nis accepterait a son tour le principe d'une 
resolution con,;ue dans le meme esprit que celle 
qui fut presentee a Paris a propos du Protocole 
relatif a la convention sur les stupefiants, et elle 
s' engage a appuyer toute initiative clans ce sens. 

Enfin, M. Canham pense, comme l'a suggere a 
la 204eme seance le representant du Liban, qu'il 
conviendrait de retenir la premiere partie de 
l'amendement de la Pologne (A/C.3/433), dont 
!'insertion clans l'article IS presente un interet 
certain. 
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Mr. NoRn:GA (Mexico), in reply to the United 
Kingdom representative, cited sub-paragraph c of 
Article 55 of the Charter, in accordance with 
which the United Nations undertook to promote 
"universal respect for, and observance of, human 
rights and fundamental freedoms for all without 
distinction as to race, sex, language or religion". 
He thought therefore than any organ of the United 
Nations was competent to deal with the defence 
of fundamental freedoms ; the Third Committee, 
instructed to draw up a convention assuring free
dom of information, was therefore justified in 
dealing with any interference with that funda
mental freedom, in whatever territory it might 
occur. 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to pro
ceed to a vote on the amendment submitted by 
the Polish delegation, which differed most from 
the original text of article 15. 

:vfr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) requested that 
the amendment be voted on part by part. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) asked whether, if the 
first paragraph of the Polish amendment be 
.adopted, that paragraph would be incorporated in 
the final text of article 15. 

The CHAIRMAN said it would. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph (a) 
of the amendment submitted by the Polish dele
gation (A/C.3/433). 

Paragraph (a) was adopted by 36 votes to 1, 
'With 11 abstentions. 

Paragraph (b) was rejected by 28 votes to 6, 
of the amendment submitted by the Polish delega
tion. 

Paragraph (b) was rejected by 28 votes to 6, 
with 15 abstentions. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) announced that, in order 
to facilitate the work of the Committee and to en
able it to arrive at a practical result, the delegation 
,of Egypt would withdraw the amendment (A/C. 
3/430) it had proposed to article 15. 

The delegation of Egypt had taken that decision 
because it was entirely satisfied with the formal 

.. assurance it had received from the United King
dom and United States delegations in regard to 
the subsequent adoption of a resolution similar to 
that which had been adopted in Paris on the sub
ject of the international control of narcotic drugs. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Indian dele
gation's oral amendment (A/C.3/438) to the text 
proposed by the United States for article 15 
(A/C.3/437), substituting for the words "as 
from the thirtieth day" in paragraph ( b) of the 
United States text the words "six months". 

The amendment was adopted by 28 votes to 
none, with 17 abstentions. 

Mr. CANHA~I (United States of America) re
quested the Committee to consider the fact that 
he had voted in favour of the Indian amendment, 
to which he had originally been opposed, as proof 
that his delegation was always prepared to yield to 
the logic and opinion of the majority. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique), repondant au repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni, cite l'alinea c de !'Article 
55 de la Charte, aux termes duquel les Nations 
Unies s'engagent a favoriser "le respect universe! 
et effectif des droits de l'homme et des libertes 
fondamentales pour tous, sans distinction de race, 
de sexe, de langue ou de religion". II estime done 
que tout organe de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies est competent pour s'occuper de la defense 
des libertes fondamentales; la Troisieme Com
mission, chargee d'etablir une convention garan
tissant la liberte de !'information, est done justifiee 
a se preoccuper de toute atteinte a cette liberte 
fondamentale, sur quelque territoire ou elle risque 
d'etre commise. 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a passer 
au vote sur l'amendement presente par la dele
gation de la Pologne qui est le plus eloigne du 
texte initial de }'article 15. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) demande que le 
vote ait lieu par division. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) demande si, au cas ou le 
premier paragraphe de l'amendement polonais 
serait accepte, ce paragraphe sera insere dans le 
texte definitif de l'article 15. 

Le PRESIDENT repond par }'affirmative. 

11 met aux voix le paragraphe a) de l'amende
ment presente par la delegation de la Pologne 
(A/C.3/433). 

Par 36 voix contre une, avec 11 abstentions, le 
paragraphe a) est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe b) 
de l'amendement presente par la delegation de la 
Pologne. 

PM 28 voix- contre 6, avec 15 abstentions, le 
paragraphe b) est rejete. 

M. BAGDADI (Egypte) annonce que, pour 
faciliter les travaux de la Commission et pour lui 
permettre d'atteindre un resultat pratique, la 
delegation de l'Egypte retire l'amendement 
(A/C.3/430) qu'elle proposait d'apporter a 
!'article 15. 

La delegation de l'Egypte a pris cette decision 
parce qu' elle se considere entierement satisfaite 
par les assurances formelles qui lui ont ete donnees 
par les delegations du Royaume-Uni et des Etats
Unis en ce qui concerne !'adoption ulterieure d'une 
resolution similaire a celle qui a ete adoptee a 
Paris au sujet du controle international des 
stupefiants. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
la delegation de l'Inde ( A/C.3/438) au texte 
propose par les Etats-Unis pour !'article 15 
(A/C.3/437). Cet amendement tend a remplacer 
le membre de phrase: "a partir du trentieme jour 
qui suit la date", a l'alinea b) du texte des Etats
Unis, par: "six mois apres la date". 

Par 28 voix contre zero, avec 17 abstentions, 
l'amendenient est adopte. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) demande 
a la Commission de voir clans le fait qu'il a vote 
en faveur de l'amendement de l'Inde, auquel il 
s'etait oppose a l'origine, la preuve que sa dele
gation est toujours prete a s'incliner devant la 
logique et l'avis de la majorite. 
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The CHAIRMAN announced that, in compliance 
with the request of the representative of Saudi 
Arabia, the new text proposed by the United 
States delegation for article 15 would be voted on 
in parts; a roll-call vote would be taken on the 
second part. 

He put to the vote the first part, including all 
of the first and second parts of paragraph (a), as 
far as the words ''to the remaining territories, if 
any". 

The first part of the United States text was 
adopted by 39 votes to 6, 'With 5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second part 
of the United States text which read: "subject, 
where necessary for constitutional reasons, to the 
.consent of the Governments of such territories". 

A vote was taken by roll-call. 
Poland, having been drawn by lot by the Chair

man, was called upon to vote first. 
In favour: Sweden, Turkey, Union of South 

Africa, United Kingdom, United States of Amer
ica, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, France, 
Greece, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines. 

Against: Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Ukrai
nian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghani
stan, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, Mexico. 

Abstaining: Siam, Venezuela, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Egypt, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, India, Iran, Nicaragua, Panama. 

The second part of the text was adopted by 24 
votes to 12, 'With 14 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the last part of 
the United States text which included the whole 
of paragraph ( b). 

The last part of the text was adopted by 38 
votes .to 6, with 4 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the first para
graph of the Polish amendment should be inserted 
between paragraphs (a) and (b) of the text that 
had just been adopted for article 15. 

It was so .decided. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of 
article 15, as amended. 

Article 15 as amended was adopted by 40 votes 
to 6, 'With 3 abstentions. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) explained that he had 
voted for the United States text with the idea that 
the Committee would subsequently adopt a reso
lution similar to the one adopted by the General 
Assembly with regard to the Protocol to the con
vention on narcotic drugs. It would be all the 
more logical to do so since the first part of the 
Polish amendment had just been adopted. 

Although his delegation had voted for article 15, 
Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) regretted the ambiguity 
of the text that had been adopted. Paragraph (a) 
of article 15 specified that States had the right to 
send in their notification "at any time"; in other 
words, since no time limit was set for them, they 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que, conformement a la 
demande du representant de l' Arabie saoudite, le 
vote sur le texte propose par la delegation des 
Etats-Unis en remplacement de !'article 15 aura 
lieu par division, la deuxieme partie devant faire 
l'objet d'un appel nominal. 

I1 met d'abord aux voix la premiere partie com
prenant tout le premier alinea et le deuxieme alinea 
du paragraphe a), jusqu'aux mots: "aux terri
toires restants, s'il y en a". 

Par 39 voix contre 6, avec 5 abstentions, la 
premiere partie du texte est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la deuxieme partie 
du texte des Etats-Unis, ainsi com;ue: "sous 
reserve, le cas echeant, de l'assentiment des 
gouvernements de ces territoires qui serait requis 
pour des raisons constitutionnelles". 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L' appel commence par la Pologn,e, dont le nom 

est tire au sort part le President. 
Votent pour: Suede, Turquie, Union Sud

Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d' Amerique, 
Australie, Belgique, Bresil, Canada, Cuba, Dane
mark, Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, France, 
Grece, Irak, Liban, Liberia, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, N orvege, Pakistan, Perou, Philippines. 

Votent contre: Pologne, Arabie saoudite, Syrie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union 
des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yemen, 
Yougoslavie, Afghanistan, Republique socialiste 
sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, 
Ethiopie, Mexique. 

S' abtiennent: Siam, Venezuela, Chili, Chine, 
Colombie, Costa-Rica, Egypte, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Inde, Iran, Nicaragua, Panama. 

Par 24 voiz contre 12, avec 14 abstentions, la 
deux-ieme partie du texte est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la derniere partie 
du texte des Etats-Unis, qui comprend tout 
l'alinea b). 

Par 38 voix contre 6, avec 4 abstentions, la 
derniere partie du texte est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT propose a la Commission 
d'inserer le premier paragraphe de l'amendement 
polonais entre les paragraphes a) et b) du texte 
qui vient d'etre adopte pour l'article 15. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble de 
l'article 15 ainsi modifie. 

Par 40 voiz contre 6, avec 3 abstentions, l' article 
15, tel qu'il a ete amende, est adopte. 

M. BAGDADI (Egypte) explique qu'il a vote 
pour le texte propose par les Etats-Unis avec 
I' espoir que la Commission adoptera par la suite 
une resolution semblable a celle qui a ete adoptee 
par 1' Assemblee generale a propos du Protocole 
relatif a la convention sur les stupefiants. II 
serait d'autant plus logique de le faire que la Com
mission vient de voter la premiere partie de 
l'amendement de la Pologne. 

Bien qu'il ait vote pour !'article 15, M. AzKOUL 
(Liban) regrette l'ambiguite que comporte le 
texte adopte. En effet, il est precise clans le 
premier paragraphe de cet article, que les Etats ont 
la faculte d'adresser leur notification "a tout 
moment". Ainsi, aucun delai ne leur etant assigne, 
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could invoke that clause to postpone indefinitely 
the application of the convention to certain terri
tories. In the second paragraph, on the contrary, 
they undertook to act as soon as possible. In the 
same passage the words "to such territories" had 
been replaced by the words "to the remaining ter
ritories, if any", which, in his opinion, was a draft
ing error. His delegation hoped that the drafting 
committee which would be set up would be able 
to correct that error, if it deemed it necessary, so 
as to maintain the singleness of thought which had 
inspired that text. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) stressed that if 
the whole of the draft convention were acceptable 
to the United Kingdom delegation, the latter 
would take the initiative in drafting a resolution 
to extend the field of application of the convention 
to all the Non-Self-Governing Territories. He 
hoped that such a resolution could then gain the 
unanimous approval of the members. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) said 
his delegation would be glad to associate itself 
with any resolution of the kind indicated by the 
United Kingdom representative. 

Article 16 (A/C.3/429) 1 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that article 16 pro
posed by the Norwegian delegation (A/C.3/429) 
should tentatively be considered as article 17. The 
consideration of that article had been postponed 
simply because it referred to article 15, which at 
that time had not yet been adopted. 

In the absence of any objection, he would con~ 
sider article 17 adopted. 

It was so decided. 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) wished the text of that 
article to be brought into line with that of · the 
other articles adopted, and proposed that, at the 
beginning of the article, "instrument of ratifica
tion or accession" should be used instead of "in
strument of accession". 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) recalled that 
he had already raised the question of the need to 
include in the convention a provision with regard 
to languages. He proposed that the Committee 
should consult the representative of the Legal De
partment of the Secretariat on the subject. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the representative of the 
Legal Department of the Secretariat to answer the 
question raised by the Venezuelan representative. 

Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) thought that the 
technical question of notification by the Secretary
General could be resolved by the adoption of the 
following procedure: the Secretary-General should 
keep States Members of the United Nations, as 
also those non-member States referred to in article 
13 of the convention, informed of the signature 
and ratification of the convention by the different 
States as those acts took place; he should also 
inform them of the date of the entry into force of 
the convention, and, should the occasion arise, of 
the denunciation of the convention by any State. 
That procedure would have the advantage of facili
tating the task of the Secretary-General. 

1 Article XXII in the final text (A/C.3/496). 

ils pourraient invoquer cette clause et ajourner
indefiniment }'application de la convention a cer
tains territoires. Au contraire, aux termes du 
deuxieme paragraphe, les Etats s'engagent a faire 
diligence. Dans ce meme passage, on a remplace 
"auxdits territoires" par "aux territoires restants, 
s'il y en a", ce qui, a son avis, constitue une 
erreur de redaction. Sa delegation espere que le 
comite de redaction qui sera nomme pourra 
corriger cette erreur, s'il le juge necessaire, afin 
de conserver l'unite de la pensee qui a preside a 
ce texte. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) souligne que si 
!'ensemble du projet de convention peut etre 
accepte par la delegation du Royaume-Uni, celle-ci 
prendra !'initiative d'une resolution tendant a 
etendre le champ d'application de la convention 
a tous Jes territoires non autonomes. Il exprime 
l'espoir que cette resolution pourra alors recueillir 
l'approbation unanime des membres. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis) annonce le desir 
de sa delegation de s'associer a toute resolution 
allant clans le sens indique par le representant du 
Royaume-Uni. 

Article 16 (A/C.3/429) 1 

Le PRESIDENT propose de considerer provisoire
ment comme article 17 !'article 16 propose par la 
delegation de la Norvege (A/C.3/429). Il rappelle 
que I' examen de ce texte a ete differe uniquement 
du fait qu'il se referait a !'article 15, non encore 
adopte a cette epoque. 

En !'absence de toute objection, ii considerera 
!'article 17 comme adopte. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. ARAMBURU ( Perou), soucieux de rendre le 
texte de cet article conforme a celui des autres 
articles adoptes, suggere de dire, au debut de 
!'article, "instrument de ratification ou d'adhesion" 
au lieu de "instrument d'adhesion." 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) rappelle qu'il 
a deja souleve anterieurement la question de la 
necessite d'inserer, dans le texte de la convention, 
une disposition relative aux langues. II propose 
a la Commission de consulter a ce sujet le repre
sentant du Departement juridique du Secretariat. 

Le PRESIDENT invite le representant du Departe
ment juridique du Secretariat a repondre a la 
question soulevee par le representant du Vene
zuela. 

M. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) est d'avis que la 
question technique relative a la notification par 
le Secretaire general pourrait se trouver resolue 
par !'adoption de la procedure suivante: le S-ecre
taire general i11formerait les Etats Membres, ainsi 
que les Etats non membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies vises a !'article 13 de la conven
tion, de la signature et de la ratification de la 
convention par les differents signataires au fur 
et a mesure qu'ils y adherent, de la date d'entree 
en vigueur de la convention et, s'il y a lieu, de la 
denonciation de la convention par differents Etats. 
Cette procedure aurait l'avantage de faciliter la 
tache du Secretaire general. 

1 Article XXII dans le texte definitif (A/C.3/496). 
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Furthermore, Mr. Schachter drew attention to 
the provisions of Article 102 of the Charter, ac
cording to which every treaty and every inter
national agreement had to be registered with the 
Secretariat. 

ivforeover, the draft convention as it stood did 
uot contain any provision with regard to lan
guages, which was contrary to the practice usually 
followed in any United Nations convention. 

If the Committee agreed on those points, the 
Secretariat would draft the necessary texts and 
would submit them to the Committee at its next 
meeting. 

It was so decided. 
The meeting rose at 5.35 p.m. 

'TWO HUNDRED AND SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
-0n Thursday, 28 April 1949, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) (CON
TINUED) 

.Section III. 1.v!iscellaneous provisions (A/C.3/ 
425) 

The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee's attention 
to document A/C.3/486, which contained the arti
.des adopted for the convention amalgamating the 
conventions on the gathering and international 
transmission of news and on the international 
right of correction, as well as two additional arti
,des, 201 and 21,2 which were suggestions by the 
Secretariat and which contained necessary legal 
provisions. 

He pointed out that the articles had been re
numbered. The new articles 15 and 16 [ articles 
12 and 13 in the original text (E/1065)] had 
.been re-arranged; as the States entitled to adhere 
to the convention were described in article 15, that 
-description had been omitted from article 16 and 
replaced by a reference to the preceding article. 
Article 17 spoke of "ratification or accession", as 
had been agreed by the Committee. 

Those changes were approved. 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) called atten
tion to the fact that the words "articles 12 and 13" 
in article 17 should, because of the re-arrangement 
which had taken place, be replaced by "article 15". 
Furthermore, the phrase "or the deposit of its 
formal instrument of acceptance" in article 18 
should be omitted. The sense of the text would 
not be affected. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) pointed out that in the 
French text of article 17 the term "accession", 
which occurred twice, should be replaced by "ad-

1 Article XXII in the final text (A/C.3/496). 
2 Article XXILI in the final text. 

M. Schachter rappelle en outre Jes dispositions 
de l' Article 102 de la Charte en vertu duquel tout 
traite OU accord international doit etre enregistre 
au Secretariat. 

D'autre part, en son etat actuel, le projet de 
convention ne comporte aucune disposition rela
tive aux langues, ce qui est contraire a la pratique 
habituellement suivie pour toutes les conventions 
de l'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Si la Commission est d'accord sur ces points, 
le Secretariat etablira des textes a cet effet qui 
pourront etre soumis a la prochaine seance de la 
Commission. 

/l en est ainsi decide. 
La seance est levee a 17 h. 35. 

DEUX CENT SIXIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 28 avril 1949, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. Charles MALIK ( Li ban). 

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

PROJET DE C0NVENTIO:N RELATIF A LA TRANS· 
MISSION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS 
ET AU DROIT DE RECTIFICATION (E/1065 ET 
A/C.3/425) (SUITE) 

Section III. Dispositions diverses (A/C.3/425) 

Le PRESIDENT attire !'attention de la Commis
sion sur le document A/C.3/486 clans lequel 
figurent les articles adoptes pour la convention 
qui reunit en un seul texte les conventions rela
tives, l'une a l'acces aux informations et a leur 
transmission d'un pays a l'autre, et l'autre a 
!'institution du droit de rectification en matiere 
internationale, ainsi que deux articles additionnels, 
les articles 201 et 212, qui ont ete proposes par 
le Secretariat, et qui contiennent les dispositions 
juridiques necessaires. 

II signale que la numerotation des articles 
est differente. Les nouveaux articles 15 et 16 
[articles 12 et 13 du texte initial (E/1065)] ont 
ete remanies; etant donne que les Etats autorises 
a adherer a la convention sont specifies a !'article 
15, on a evite toute repetition clans !'article 16 
et on s'est borne a un renvoi a !'article precedent. 
L'article 17 parle de "ratification ou d'adhesion", 
ainsi que !'a decide la Commission. 

C es modifications sont approuvee.s. 

M. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) fait observer que, 
en raison du remaniement qui a eu lieu, les mots 
"aux articles 12 et 13" qui figurent a !'article 
17 devraient etre remplaces par les mots "a 

. !'article 15". A !'article 18, le membre de phrase: 
"ou du depot de !'instrument officiel d'acceptation" 
doit aussi etre supprime. Le sens ne s'en trouvera 
pas modifie. 

M. KAYSER (France) signale que dans le texte 
frarn;ais de !'article 17 le mot "accession", qui 
est employe deux fois, devrait etre remplace 

1 Article XXII dans le texte definitif (A/C.3/496). 
2 Article XXIII dans le texte definitif. 



248 

hesion", while in that of article 20, sub-paragraph 
(a) "indications" should read "informations". 

Mr. RAo (India) remarked that it was not 
strictly correct to speak of the foreign policy of 
Non-Self-Governing and Trust Territories. The 
words "foreign policy and" in article 18, sub
paragraph ( b) should therefore be deleted. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that, as there was no 
objection, the corrections suggested by the United 
Kingdom, French and Indian representatives 
would be made. 

He invited the Committee to take a decision 
with respect to articles 20 and 21. 

Articles 20 and 21 were adopted. 

Reconsideration of article 181 

Mr. SABA (Secretariat) stated that a difficulty 
had arisen in connexion with the adoption of arti
cle 18, sub-paragraph ( b), which instructed the 
Secretary-General to communicate the convention 
"to the Non-Self-Governing and Trust Territo
ries". The difficulty was that no complete list of 
Non-Self-Governing Territories existed and that 
no precise definition of such territories had ever 
been established. The question had been raised 
both at the San Francisco Conference and in sev
eral United Nations bodies, but had never been 
authoritatively decided. 

The Secretary-General was, obviously, unable 
to accept the political responsibility for estab
lishing such a list himself, without specific in
structions from the General Assembly. Several 
solutions appeared possible. The Third Committee 
itself might make up a list of Non-Self-Governing 
Territories and annex it to the convention; or it 
might ask a sub-committee or some other body of 
the United Nations to prepare the list and annex 
it to the convention later ; or again it might in
struct the Secretary-General to send a copy of the 
convention to all States without exception, request
ing them to transmit it to their Non-Self-Govern
ing and Trust Territories if they had any; finally, 
it might instruct the Secretary-General to notify all 
those Non-Self-Governing Territories concerning 
which information had been received under Arti
cle 73 e of the Charter. It should be noted, how
ever, that a list established on this last basis would 
be incomplete, inasmuch as no information had 
been received concerning some Non-Self-Govern
ing Territories; the Secretary-General would 
therefore be unable to use that list unless in
structed to do so by the General Assembly. 

The CHAIRMAN remarked that the Third Com
mittee itself could not draw up the list in question, 
as the item was not on its agenda. 

Mr. LEBEAG (Belgium) regretted that the 
Committee had been unaware of the difficulty ex
plained by Mr. Saba when it had adopted sub
paragraph ( b). That explanation proved the valid
ity of the objections which had been raised to that 
clause. 

1 Article 15 in the original text (E/1065); article 
XVIII in the final text (A/C.3/496). 

par "adhesion", et que, a l'alinea a) de !'article 
20, ii faut lire "informations" au lieu d' "indica
tions". 

M. RAo (Incle) pense qu'il n'est pas tout a fait 
exact de parter de la politique etrangere des 
territoires non autonomes et sous tutelle. I1 con
viendrait done de supprimer les mots "la poli
tique etrangere et" a l'alinea b) de !'article 18. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, en l'absence d'objec
tions, les corrections proposees par les represen
tants du Royaume-Uni, de la France et de l'Inde 
seront apportees au texte. 

II demande a la Commission de prendre une 
decision au sujet des articles 20 et 21. 

Les articles 20 et 21 sont adoptes. 

Nau.vet exam.en de !'article 181 

M. SABA (Secretariat) declare qu'une diffi
culte surgit a propos de l'adoption de l'alinea b) 
de !'article 18, qui invite le Secretaire general 
a communiquer la convention "aux territoires non 
autonomes et sous tutelle". La difficulte provient 
du fait qu'il n'existe aucune liste complete des 
territoires non autonomes et qu'une definition 
precise de ces territoires n'a jamais ete etablie. 
La question a ete soulevee a la Conference de 
San-Francisco et au cours des discussions de plu
sieurs organes de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
mais n'a jamais ete tranchee de fai;on autorisee. 

Il est manifeste que le Secretaire general ne 
peut accepter la responsabilite politique d'etablir 
lui-meme cette liste, si 1' Assemblee generale ne 
l'en charge pas de fai;on explicite. Plusieurs 
solution semblent possibles. La Troisieme Com
mission elle-meme pourrait dresser une liste des 
territoires non autonomes, qui serait jointe en 
annexe a la convention ; elle pourrait demander 
a une sous-commission ou a quelque autre orga
nisme des Nations Unies de preparer la liste et 
la joindre plus tard a la convention; ou encore 
charger le Secretaire general d'envoyer une copie 
de la convention a tous les Etats sans exception, 
en leur demandant de la transmettre a leurs ter
ritoires non autonomes ou sous tutelle, s'ils en 
ont; enfin, la Troisieme Commission pourrait 
demander au Secretaire general de communiquer 
la convention aux territoires non autonomes au 
sujet desquels des renseignements ont ete re<;us 
en vertu de l' Article 73 e de la Charte. I1 con
vient cependant de noter qu'une liste etablie sur 
cette base serait incomplete, du fait que l'on 
n'a pas re<;u de renseignements concernant cer
tains territoires non autonomes; le Secretaire 
general ne pourrait done faire usage de cette 
liste sans une instruction de l'Assemblee gene
rate a cet effet. 

Le PRESIDENT signale que la Troisieme Com
mission ne peut elle-meme dresser la liste en 
question, etant donne que ce point n'est pas a 
son ordre du jour. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) regrette que la Commis
sion n'ait pas pense a la difficulte que vient de 
signaler M. Saba lorsqu'elle a adopte l'alinea b). 
Cela prouve que les objections qui ont ete sou
levees contre cette disposition sont valables. 

1 Article 15 dans le texte primitif (E/1065); article 
XVIII dans le texte definitif (A/C.3/496). 
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A practical solution would be for the Secretary
General to ask all States administering Non-Self
Governing and Trust Territories how he should 
proceed in each particular case and act on the 
suggestions received. 

Mr. MAYRAND (Canada) observed that the 
adoption of sub-paragraph ( b) had been an ideal
istic gesture on the part of the Committee. That 
gesture had given rise to a very serious difficulty, 
for which no fully satisfactory solution had been 
proposed. He consequently suggested that the 
Committee should re-consider the sub-paragraph. 

Mr. RAO (India) suggested that the Fourth 
Committee of the General Assembly should be 
asked to request the Secretary-General to invite 
metropolitan countries to state in the standard 
forms which they receive from him every year 
under the provisions of Article 73 e of the Charter 
which countries under their administration had 
been notified about the convention. The list so 
compiled would provide the necessary information. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) ob
served that his delegation had voted for the inser
tion of sub-paragraph ( b) in article 181 and 
remained favourable to the principle embodied in 
it. The objections raised by the representative of 
the Legal Department of the Secretariat were, 
however. substantial. Moreover, the text under 
discussion did not state clearly at what moment 
the Secretary-General must communicate the con
vention to the Non-Self-Governing Territories or 
how often he should do so. The substance of that 
sub-paragraph could therefore be given more ap
propriately in a resolution, the text of which 
should be drafted by the Secretariat. 

He would support the Canadian proposal for 
reconsideration of the article. 

Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) was opposed to recon
sideration of the sub-paragraph. The question had 
been fully discussed and the decision that that pro
vision should be included in article 18 had been 
taken by a large majority.1 Its inclusion was par
ticularly important because it constituted a prece
dent; the Secretary-General had been requested, 
for the first time in any United Nations conven
tion, to communicate it to Non-Self-Governing 
Territories. The legal difficulties were not insuper
able. The Committee should be given time to con
sider the matter, and the final decision postponed. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GOEDHART (Netherlands) 
supported. the United States proposal. Since it was 
dear that the principle embodied in the sub
paragraph would be retained, the question of 
where it should appear ought to be reconsidered. 
In his opinion, that principle should be incorpo
rated in a resolution. vVhen he had voted for the 
inclusion of that sub-paragraph at the previous 
meeting, he had not been aware of the legal diffi
culties involved. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) would not go so far as 
the United States representative. If the principle 

1 See 205th meeting. 

Une solution pratique serait que le Secretaire 
general demande a tous les Etats qui administrent 
des territoires non autonomes ou sous tutelle 
comment ii doit proceder dans chaque cas par
ticulier, et qu'il s'inspire des suggestions rei;ues. 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) fait observer que !'adop
tion de l'alinea b) a ete un geste idealiste de 
la part de la Commission. Ce geste a suscite 
une grave difficulte pour laquelle on n'a pas 
propose de solution pleinement satisfaisante. 11 
suggere done que la Commission procede a un 
nouvel examen de l'alinea. 

M. RAo (Inde) propose que la Quatrieme 
Commission de l' Assemblee generate soit chargee 
de demander au Secretaire general d'inviter les 
pays metropolitains a indiquer dans le "schema" 
qu'il leur envoie chaque annee, conformement 
aux dispositions de I' Article 73 e de la Charte, 
quels sont les pays places sous leur administra
tion qui ont rei;u notification de la convention. 
La liste ainsi etablie fournirait les renseignements 
necessaires. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) signale 
que sa delegation a vote en faveur de !'inclusion 
de l'alinea b) a !'article 181 et reste favorable 
au principe qui y est expose. Les objections sou
levees par le representant du Departement juri
dique du Secretariat sont cependant serieuses. 
D'autre part, le texte a l'etude n'indique pas 
clairement a quel moment le Secretaire general 
doit communiquer la convention aux territoires 
non autonomes ni combien de fois ii doit le faire. 
I1 serait done plus approprie d'inclure la teneur 
de cet alinea dans une resolution qui serait etablie 
par le Secretariat. 

II appuie la proposition du representant du 
Canada tendant a proceder a un nouvel examen 
de l'article. 

M. ALTMAN (Pologne) est oppose a un nouvel 
examen de l'alinea. La question a fait l'objet d'un 
examen approfondi, et la decision de faire figurer 
cette disposition dans l'article 18 a ete prise a 
une grande majorite1 • L'inclusion de cet alinea 
est particulierement importante, du fait qu'elle 
constitue un precedent ; pour la premiere fois, 
le Secretaire general a ete invite a communiquer 
une convention de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies aux territoires non autonomes. Les diffi
cultes d'ordre juridique ne sont pas insurmon
tables. I1 faut donner a la Commission le temps 
d'etudier la question, et differer la decision defi
nitive. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) se 
prononce en faveur de la proposition des Etats
Unis. Puisqu'il est certain que le principe exprime 
dans l'alinea sera retenu, il conviendrait de pro
ceder a un nouvel examen de la question de 
l'endroit ou ii figurera. M. van Heuven Goedhart 
pense que ce principe devrait etre inclus dans une 
resolution. Lorsqu'il a vote, a la seance precedente, 
en faveur de l'inclusion de cet alinea dans la 
convention, il ne se rendait pas compte des diffi
cultes juridiques soulevees. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) n'ira pas aussi loin que 
le representant des Etats-U nis. Si la Commission 

1 V oir la 205eme seance. 
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were retained without alteration, the text of the 
sub-paragraph could be redrafted to meet the legal 
difficulties ; there was no need for a resolution. He 
would prefer to wait until a substitute text has 
been drafted before making a final decision. 

Miss HAMPTON (New Zealand) observed that 
her delegation had foreseen the legal difficulties 
and had therefore voted against the sub-paragraph 
(205th meeting). 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal for 
the reconsideration of article 18, with particular 
reference to sub-paragraph ( b). A two-thirds ma
jority would be required for its adoption. 

The result of the vote was 25 in favour, 5 
against, and 8 abstentions. The proposal was 
adopted, having obtained the required two-thirds 
majority. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) was in favour of the 
proposal to draft a resolution embodying the sub
stance of sub-paragraph ( b) of article 18, since 
the principle would remain unaltered. 

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) preferred the prepara
tion of a substitute text. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) said 
that he would reserve his judgment until he had 
examined the new text to be submitted by the 
Secretariat. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) stated, with reference 
to the communication of the convention to the 
Non-Self-Governing Territories, that in his opin
ion, a provision for a single communication should 
not appear in an international treaty. Obligations 
in an international convention should be of a con
tinuous and permanent character. The principle 
should therefore be embodied in a resolution. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) pointed out that a pre
cisely similar provision had already been adopted 
in sub-paragraph ( b) of article 21. 

The CHAIRMAN requested the representative of 
the Legal Department to prepare alternative drafts 
of a substitute text for article 18, sub-paragraph 
( b) and of a resolution embodying similar sub
stance. 

He proposed that the discussion be adjourned 
until those texts had been circulated to the Com
mittee. 

It was so decided. 

Mr. VAN HEuVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
asked the representative of the Legal Department 
whether, in the latter's opinion, the convention 
should contain provisions concerning its duration 
or possible revision. 

Mr. SABA (Secretariat) replied that, although 
some conventions did have clauses specifying the 
duration of the instrument, such a clause appeared 
unnecessary in the case under discussion, as States 
were expressly granted the right of denunciation 

entend conserver le principe sans le modifier, on 
pourrait rediger a nouveau le texte de l'alinea 
de fai;on a parer aux difficulte<s juridiques; 
il n' est pas besoin de recourir a une resolution. 
M. Azkoul prefererait done attendre la redaction 
d'un nouveau texte avant de prendre une deci
sion definitive. 

Mlle HAMPTON (Nouvelle-Zelande) fait remar
quer que sa delegation avait prevu les difficultes 
juridiques et, en consequence, vote contre l'alinea 
( 205eme seance) . 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition 
tendant a ce qu'il soit procede a un nouvel 
examen de !'article 18, particulierement en ce 
qui concerne l'alinea b). Une majorite des deux 
tiers sera necessaire. 

Il y a 25 voix pour, 5 voix contre et 8 
abstentions. Ayant obtenu la majorite requise des 
deux tiers, la propositon est adoptee. 

:M. JoCKEL ( Australie) se prononce en faveur 
de la proposition prevoyant un projet de resolu
tion qui reprendrait la teneur de l'alinea b) de 
!'article 18, puisque le principe demeurerait sans 
changement. 

M. AZKOUL (Liban) prefererait qu'on se con
tente de rediger a nouveau l'alinea en question. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) annonce 
qu'il reserve son jugement jusqu'a ce qu'il ait 
pu examiner le nouveau texte que doit soumettre 
le Secretariat. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) declare que, en ce qui 
concerne la communication de la convention aux 
territoires non autonomes et aux Territoires sous 
tutelle, ii est d'avis qu'une disposition relative a 
une simple communication ne doit pas apparaitre 
dans un traite international. Les obligations con
tenues dans une convention internationale doivent 
avoir un caractere continu et permanent. C'est 
pourquoi le principe devrait etre inclus dans une 
resolution. 

M. AZKOUL ( Li ban) fait remarquer que la Com
mission a deja adopte, a l'alinea b) de !'article 21, 
une disposition precisement similaire. 

Le PRESIDENT prie le representant du Departe
ment juridique du Secretariat de preparer, d'une 
part un texte a substituer a l'alinea b) de !'article 
18, et d'autre part le texte d'une resolution expri
mant le meme principe. 

II propose d'ajourner la discussion jusqu'au 
moment OU ces textes auront ete distribues aux 
membres de la Commission. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. VAN HEl.JVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) prie 
le representant du Departement juridique de lui 
dire s'il estime que la convention devrait con
tenir des dispositions relatives a sa duree OU 

a sa revision eventuelle. 

M. SABA (Secretariat) repond que certaines 
conventions contiennent en effet des clauses qui 
specifient la duree de !'instrument. Mais une telle 
clause ne parait pas necessaire dans le cas pre
sent, puisque le projet accorde expressement awe 
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-and could cease to be parties to the convention by 
exercising that right. 

A provision dealing with revision would, how
ever, be very useful. A similar clause had been 
included in the Convention on the Prevention and 
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide/ permitting 
the subject of revision to be placed on the agenda 
,of the General Assembly. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Nether lands) 
agreed with Mr. Saba. 

He pointed out that it might also be desirable to 
insert a provision stipulating that, should the 
number of States parties to the convention de
crease to less than five because other States had 
exercised the right of denunciation, the convention 
would cease to be in force. The Convention on 
genocide required twenty accessions in order to 
come into force, and would cease to operate if the 
number of States adhering to it became less than 
sixteen. 

It therefore seemed reasonable, as six ratifica
tions were needed to bring into force the conven
tion under discussion, to stipulate five as the mini
mum number of States necessary to maintain it 
in force. 

He would therefore introduce a proposal for 
the inclusion of two additional articles embodying 
the two provisions in question. 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) thought that 
a request for revision should be sponsored by at 
1east one-third of the parties to the convention. 

Article 222 

The CHAIRMAN opened discussion on the text 
proposed by the Netherlands delegation for article 
22 (A/C.3/487). 

Replying to Mr. THEODOROPOULOS (Greece), 
Mr. VAN REUVEN GOEDHART (Netherlands) ex
plained that he had specified that the convention 
should cease to be in force if the number of parties 
to it became less than five, on the analogy of the 
,Convention on genocide. The Economic and So
cial Council had left the number open because it 
had been felt that only two accessions would be 
insufficient; at its 199th meeting the Third Com
mittee had decided upon six. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) observed that the number 
five was inconsistent with article 17, which pro
vided that the convention should come into force 
when ratified by six States. The analogy of the 
Convention on genocide was not relevant, as that 
Convention required a much larger number of ac
cessions to come into force. 

He proposed, therefore, that the word "six" 
should be substituted for the word "five". 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
accepted that amendment. 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) failed to see 
the necessity of specifying a number. If the con
vention were desirable at all, it would make little 
difference how few parties acceded, provided that 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the 
General Assembly, Part I, Resolutions, No. 260 A(III). 

• Article XX in the final text (A/C.3/496). 

Etats le droit de denoncer la convention et leur 
permet de cesser d'y etre parties en exer~ant 
ce droit. 

Une disposition relative aux possibilites de revi
sion serait cependant fort utile. Une clause ana
logue figure clans la Convention pour la preven
tion et la repression du crime de genocide1 ; elle 
permet d'inscrire a l'ordre du jour de l' Assemblee 
generate la question de la revision. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) est 
d'accord avec M. Saba. 

I1 fait remarquer qu'il serait egalement desi
rable d'inserer clans le projet une disposition 
stipulant que si le nombre des Etats contractants 
descend au-dessous de cinq du fait que d'autres 
Etats auraient exerce leur droit de denoncer la 
convention, celle-ci cesserait d'etre en vigueur. 
La Convention sur le genocide exige vingt adhe
sions pour entrer en vigueur, et cessera d'exister 
si le nombre des Etats qui y adherent tombe au
dessous de seize. 

Dans le cas present, oi.1 six ratifications sont 
r:.ecessaires pour la mise en vigueur de la conven
tion, il lui semblerait raisonnable de stipuler qu'il 
faudra au minimum cinq Etats pour la maintenir 
en vigueur. 

II compte done deposer une proposition pre
voyant !'addition de deux articles qui traduiront 
les deux dispositions en question. 

M. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) pense qu'une de
mande de revision ne devrait pouvoir etre pre
sentee que par un tiers au moins des contractants. 

Article 222 

Le PRESIDENT ouvre la discussion sur le texte 
propose par la delegation des Pays-Bas pour 
!'article 22 (A/C.3/487). 

En reponse a M. THEODOROPOULOS (Grece), 
M. VAN REUVEN GoEDIIART (Pays-Bas) explique 
que c'est par analogie avec la Convention sur le 
genocide qu'il a specifie que la convention cesserait 
d'etre en vigueur si le nombre des contractants 
se trouvait rarnene a cinq. Le Conseil economique 
et social n'a pas precise le chiffre necessaire, 
estimant que deux adhesions seraient insuffisantes. 
La Troisieme Commission s'est prononcee, a sa 
l 99eme seance, pour le chiffre de six. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) fait observer que le 
chiffre de cinq n'est pas conforme a !'article 17, 
qui prevoit que la convention entrera en vigueur 
lorsque six Etats l'auront ratifiee. L'analogie avec 
la Convention sur le genocide n'est pas conduante, 
car cette derniere Convention exige un nombre 
d'adhesions beaucoup plus considerable pour entrer 
en vigueur. 

Il propose done de substituer le mot "six" au 
mot "cinq". 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) ac
cepte cette modification. 

:VI. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) ne croit pas qu'il 
soit necessaire de specifier un chiffre. Si la con
vention semble tant soit peu desirable, le nombre 
des parties contractantes fera peu de difference, 

'Voir les Doc1iments officiels de la troisieme session de 
l'Assemblee generate, premiere partie, Resolutions No 
260 A (III). ' 

• Article XX dans le texte definitif (A/C.3/496). 
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there were more than two and that the convention 
did not thus become merely a bilateral agreement. 

Mr. VILLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Ecuador) observed 
that the question raised the problem of the extent 
of the United Nations' ability to oppose the wishes 
of Member States and hence the question of the 
infringement of sovereignty. Even though the re
quisite number of States might no longer be 
parties to the convention, the remainder might 
wish that it should continue in force. If the United 
Nations considered in such circumstances that the 
convention had lapsed, it would clearly be attempt
ing to enforce its wishes upon sovereign govern
ments. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium), replying to the repre
sentative of Ecuador, pointed out that, in accord
ance with the procedure regularly followed by the 
United Nations, the Members as a whole would 
adopt the article under discussion and the Mem
bers as a whole would, in exactly the same man
ner, declare that the convention had ceased to be 
effective. Moreover, the United Nations could not 
compel States who wished the convention to re
main in force among themselves to denounce it. 
All that would be necessary would be that they 
should adhere to a new but precisely similar con
vention through the ordinary diplomatic channels. 

With regard to the minimum number of parties 
required, he agreed with the argument advanced 
by the Egyptian representative and would support 
his amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that since the Nether
lands representative had accepted the Egyptian 
amendment to his amendment and since there 
were no further objections, the word "six" would 
be substituted for the word "five'' in article 22 
(A/C.3/487). 

He called for the vote on that article, thus 
amended. 

Article 22, as amended, was adopted by 33 votes 
to none, with 7 abstentions. 
Article 231 

The CHAIRMAN opened discussion on article 23 
as it appeared in the text proposed by the Nether
lands delegation ( A/ C.3 / 487). In accordance with 
the United Kingdom's verbal amendment, it 
should read "by at least one-third of the Parties 
to the Convention". 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) objected to the United 
Kingdom amendment because he thought its adop
tion would constitute an infringement of the right 
on the part of any Member of the United Nations 
to propose any item for inclusion in the General 
Assembly's agenda, without prior consultation 
with other Members. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) and Mr. THEODOROPou
LOs (Greece) shared the view expressed by the 
representative of Belgium. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) thought that the article 
should contain some provision specifying a mini
mum number of contracting States, who would 

1 Article XXI in the final text (A/C.3/496). 

pourvu qu'elles soient plus de deux et que la 
convention ne devienne pas ainsi un simple accord 
bilateral. 

M. VILLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Equateur) fait obser
ver que ce point pose le probleme de la mesure 
clans laquelle !'Organisation des Nations Unies est 
capable de s'opposer aux desirs des Etats Membres, 
et partant le probleme des empietements sur la 
souverainete nationale des Etats. II peut se faire 
que le nombre des contractants ne s'eleve plus 
au chiffre requis, sans que le reste des contractants 
veuille forcement que la convention cesse d'etre 
en vigueur. Si, clans ces conditions, !'Organisa
tion considerait la convention comme nulle et non 
avenue, elle tenterait de toute evidence d'imposer 
son desir a des gouvernements souverains. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) repond au representant 
de l'Equateur en faisant remarquer que, conforme
ment a la procedure suivie regulierement par 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, c'est !'ensemble 
des Membres qui adoptera !'article a l'etude, et 
!'ensemble des Membres qui declarera, exactement 
de la meme faGOn, que la convention a cesse d'etre 
en vigueur. De plus, !'Organisation ne saurait 
contraindre des Etats qui desireraient que la 
convention reste en vigueur entre eux a la denon
cer. II suffirait que ces Etats adherent a une con
vention nouvelle, mais exactement semblable, par 
les voies diplomatiques ordinaires. 

En ce qui concerne le nombre minimum d'adhe
sions requises, le representant de la Belgique est 
d'accord avec l'argumentation du representant de 
l'Egypte et soutiendra l'amendement depose par 
celui-ci. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer que puisque le 
representant des Pays-Bas a accepte l'amende
ment de l'Egypte a son amendement, et qu'aucune 
autre objection ne s'eleve, le mot "six" sera 
substitue au mot "cinq" clans le texte de l'article 
22 (A/C.3/487). 

II met aux voix cet article ainsi amende. 

Par 33 voix contre zero, avec 7 abstentions, 
!'article 22 ainsi amen.de est adopte. 

Article 231 

Le PRESIDENT ouvre le debat sur !'article 23 
tel qu'il figure clans le texte propose par la dele
gation des Pays-Bas (A/C.3/487). Conformement 
a l'amendement oral du Royaume-Uni, la fin du 
texte devrait se lire : "par un tiers, au mains, 
des parties a la convention". 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) ne saurait accepter 
l'amendement du Royaume-Uni, car le fait d'adop
ter cet amendement porterait atteinte, a son avis, 
au droit de tout Membre de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies de proposer !'inscription d'un point 
quelconque a l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee gene
rale sans consulter, au prealable, les autres Mem
bres. 

M. KAYSER (France) et M. THEODOROPOULOS 
( Grece) partagent le point de vue du representant 
de la Belgique. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) pense que }'article de
vrait prevoir qu'une proposition de revision doit 
etre acceptee par un nombre minimum d'Etats 

1 Article XXI dans le texte definitif (A/C.3/496). 
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have to agree to a proposal for rev1s1on, before 
such a proposal could be entertained. He therefore 
proposed that the words "by at least three Con
tracting States" should replace the words "by any 
Contracting Party". 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) withdrew his 
own amendment in favour of the one submitted by 
the Egyptian representative. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) sup
ported by Mr. RAO (India) thought that the in
clusion of article 23 was quite unnecessary, since 
the procedure it envisaged was already a part of 
the regular procedure followed in preparing the 
agenda of the General Assembly. 

With regard to the Egyptian amendment, he 
considered that its adoption would constitute a 
limitation of the rights of Member States, as had 
been poined out by the representative of Belgium 
in connexion with the United Kingdom amend
ment. 

In reply to a question by the representative of 
the NETHERLANDS concerning the usefulness of 
introducing article 23, Mr. SCHACHTER ( Secre
tariat) explained that it was customary to include 
provisions covering the procedure for revision in 
international agreements. The adoption of the 
provision used in the Convention on genocide had 
been suggested because it would not involve any 
new decisions of a substantive nature at that late 
stage. Naturally, any Member of the United Na
tions had the right to propose any item for inclu
sion in the Assembly's agenda and, as far as Mem
ber States were concerned, the introduction of 
article 23 was not really necessary. States which 
were not members of the United Nations, how
ever, were not entitled to propose items for inclu
sion in the Assembly's agenda except under Arti
cle 35 of the United Nations Charter, which re
lated to peace and security matters. Nevertheless, 
under international law, any State party to the 
convention would be entitled to suggest revision 
and the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
as depository, could act as an intermediary for 
submitting such suggestions to the parties. In that 
case, the unanimous consent of the parties would 
be required for a change to be effected. 

If, therefore, the Committee did not wish to 
adopt any special procedure for revision, such as 
that suggested in the United Kingdom and Egyp
tian amendments, the introduction of article 23 
could not be considered essential from a legal 
standpoint. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
withdrew his proposal for the inclusion of article 
23, in view of the remarks made by the representa
tive of the Legal Department of the Secretariat. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) supported by Mr. KAY
SER (France), thought it was really essential to 
include some provision concerning the procedure 
to be followed in requesting revision of the con
vention, in spite of the opinions that had been ex
pressed to the contrary. If no such provision were 
included, States which were not members of the 

contractants pour qu'il puisse y etre donne suite, 
et preciser ce nombre. M. Sultan propose done 
de remplacer les mots : "par toute partie con
tractante" par les mots : " par trois Etats con
tractants, au moins". 

M. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) retire son amen
dement en faveur de l'amendement presente par 
la delegation de l'Egypte. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique), ap
puye par M. RAo (Inde), considere qu'il est 
tout a fait inutile d'inserer !'article 23, etant 
donne que les mesures prevues dans cet article 
font deja partie de la procedure reguliere suivie 
clans la preparation de l'ordre du jour de l'Assem
blee generate. 

I1 estime que !'adoption de )'amendement de 
l'Egypte restreindrait les droits des Etats Membres, 
ainsi que l'a deja signale le representant de la 
Belgique a propos de l'amendement presente par 
la delegation du Royaume-Uni. 

En response a une question du representant des 
PAYs-BAs au sujet de l'utilite de !'article 23, 
M. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) explique qu'il est 
d'usage de prevoir, clans les accords internationaux, 
des dispositions relatives a la procedure de revision. 
On a propose de reproduire la disposition con
tenue dans la Convention sur le genocide, car 
on eviterait ainsi d'avoir a prendre, a ce stade 
avance des travaux, de nouvelles decisions quant 
au fond. Il est evident que tout Membre de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies a le droit de 
proposer !'inscription d'un point a l'ordre du 
jour de l' Assemblee, et, dans la mesure ou il 
s'agit des Etats Membres, l'article 23 n'est pas 
vraiment indispensable. T outefois, les Etats qui 
ne sont pas membres de !'Organisation n'ont pas 
le droit de proposer !'inscription de points a l'ordre 
du jour de l'Assemblee, si ce n'est en vertu de 
!'Article 35 de la Charte des Nations Unies, qui 
concerne les questions interessant la paix et la 
securite. Conformement au droit international, 
tout Etat partie a la convention aurait nean
moins le droit de proposer une revision de cette 
convention, et le Secretaire general de l'Organisa
tion, en tant que depositaire, ferait fonction d'inter
mediaire pour transmettre cette proposition aux 
parties. Dans ce cas, l'accord unanime des par
ties serait necessaire pour que la revision puisse 
s'effectuer. 

Dans ces conditions, si la Commission ne veut 
pas adopter une procedure speciale de revision 
comme celle qui est proposee dans les amende
ments du Royaume-Uni et de l'Egypte, on ne 
peut considerer comme essentielle, du point de 
vue juridique, l'inclusion de }'article 23. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) retire 
sa proposition tendant a inclure l'article 23, a 
la suite des observations formulees par le repre
sentant du Departement juridique du Secretariat. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique), appuye par M. KAYSER 
(France), estime, tres sincerement, qu'il est neces
saire de prevoir une disposition fixant la proce
dure a suivre en ce qui concerne Jes demandes de 
revision de la convention, en depit de tous les 
avis contraires. En l'absence d'une telle disposition, 
les Etats non membres .de !'Organisation ne se 
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United Nations would not be on an equal footing 
with Member States in respect of requests for re
vision. 

He therefore reintroduced the text just with
drawn by the Netherlands representative. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) withdrew the amend
ment he had submitted earlier in the meeting. 

Mr. FAWCETT (United Kingdom) proposed that 
the article reintroduced by the representative of 
Belgium should not be included. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
appreciated the validity of the remarks made by 
the representative of Belgium and was glad that 
his proposal had been reintroduced. 

In reply to a question by the representative of 
LEBANON, Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) ex
plained that, in the absence of such an article, a 
request for revision from a State which was not 
a member of the United Nations would be circu
lated by the Secretary-General to the parties and 
it would be for the parties to express their con
sent or disapproval. The Secretary-General might 
also, at his discretion, place the item on the agenda 
of the General Assembly. However, the adoption 
of the article would make it obligatory for the Sec
retary-General to follow the procedure prescribed 
and therefore it would be for the General Assem
bly to decide upon the steps to be taken. 

For those reasons, he was of the opinion that 
while an article on revision was not legally neces
sary, he agreed with the representative of Belgium 
that it would be useful to have a provision on the 
subject. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) thought that reference 
to the General Assembly could have been omitted 
and that the whole procedure for revision should 
have been outside the framework of the United 
Nations. 

The CHAIRMAN put the proposed article 23 
(A/C.3/487) to the vote. 

Article 23 was adopted by 27 votes to 1, u-ith 14 
abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the adoption of arti
cles 22 and 23 would involve the addition of two 
new sub-paragraphs to article 20, as follows: 

"(f) Abrogation in accordance with article 22; 

"(g) Notifications received in accordance with 
article 23." 

Those amendments were adopted. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

trouveront pas sur un pied d' egalite avec les 
Etats Membres quant aux demandes de revision. 

Aussi M. Lebeau propose-t-il d'inclure !'article 
que le representant des Pays-Bas vient de retirer. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) retire l'amendement qu'il 
a presente au cours de la seance. 

M. FAWCETT (Royaume-Uni) propose de ne 
pas inclure !'article que le representant de la 
Belgique vient de presenter a nouveau. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) appre
cie la valeur des observations du representant 
de la Belgique et se felicite que sa proposition 
soit presentee a nouveau. 

En reponse a une question du representant 
du LIBAN, M. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) explique 
que, en !'absence d'un tel article, toute demande 
de revision emanant d'un Etat qui n'est pas 
membre de !'Organisation serait communiquee aux 
parties a la convention par le Secretaire general, 
et c'est a ces parties qu'il appartiendrait de decider 
si elles veulent ou non donner suite a cette de
mande. Le Secretaire general pourrait egalement 
inscrire la question a l'ordre du jour de l'Assem
blee generale, s'il le juge bon. Toutefois, !'adoption 
de !'article en question obligerait le Secretaire 
general a suivre la procedure prescrite, et c'est 
done a l' Assemblee generate qu'il appartiendrait 
de se prononcer sur les dispositions a prendre. 

En consequence, bien qu'a son avis il ne soit 
pas necessaire, du point de vue juridique, d'in
clure un article concernant la revision de la 
convention, M. Schachter reconnait, avec le repre
sentant de la Belgique, qu'il serait utile de prevoir 
une disposition a ce sujet. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) pense que l'on aurait 
pu ne pas mentionner l' Assemblee generate et que 
toute la procedure de revision devrait rester en 
dehors du cadre de !'Organisation. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'article 23 pro
pose (A/C.3/487). 

Par 27 voix contre une, avec 14 abstentions, 
!'article 23 est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, a la suite de l'adop
tion des articles 22 et 23, it serait necessaire 
d'ajouter, dans !'article 20, les deux nouveaux 
alineas suivants : 

"f) Abrogation conformement aux dispositions 
de !'article 22; 

"g) Notifications rei;ues confonnement aux dis
positions de !'article 23." 

Ces deux amendements sont adoptes. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 
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Chairtnan: Mr. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norway). 
later, Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

142. 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 (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) ( CON
TINUED) 

Preamble 

Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) said he had already ex
plained the reasons which had led his delegation 
to submit its amendment (A/C.3/416) when 
dealing with article 1.1 He wished to recall, how
ever, that the Committee had voted ( 202nd meet
ing) for the Mexican amendment to article 9 of 
the convention, which established the duties of 
foreign correspondents. Despite the very moderate 
wording of that article, those provisions had 
aroused the United States Press to such an extent 
that the United States Government had deemed it 
necessary to intervene. The New York Times of 
28 April 1949 had therefore published a state
ment by Mr. Allen, Assistant Secretary of State, 
to the effect that his Government would refuse to 
adhere to the convention if that provision were 
retained, although it had hitherto been favourable 
to the convention. 

The Polish delegation's conception of the con
vention differed considerably from that of the 
United States. Surely the purpose of the conven
tion was to maintain international peace by the 
exchange of honest and accurate information. Mr. 
Altman asked the members of the Committee to 
examine his amendment in that spirit. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) reminded the Committee 
that the amendment to the third paragraph of the 
preamble proposed by his delegation (A/C.3/426) 
was a redrafting of the text unanimously adopted 
by the Conference on Freedom of Information. 
The French delegation felt that the actual pream
ble of the convention, which gave the agreement 
all its significance, should contain a rule to prevent 
any war propaganda and to promote the growth 
of mutual confidence between peoples. That was 
why it wished to see a condemnation of nazism 
at the beginning of the convention. Mr. Kayser 
hoped that the Committee would be able to reach 
unanimity on that point. 

He wished, too, to improve the wording of the 
amendment and was proposing a new draft, which 
concerned the French text only (A/C.3/446/ 
Corr.I). 

He wished also to delete the words "or replies" 
in the second last paragraph of the preamble of 
the text given in document A/C.3/425. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) would support 
the amendment proposed by France though he 

1 See 182nd meeting. 

DEUX CENT SEPTIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 28 avril 1949, a 15 heitres. 

President: M. H. SM ITT INGEBRETSEN (Norvege ), 
pitis M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

142. Liherte 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 RECTIFICATION (£/1065 ET 
A/C.3/425) (SUITE) 

Preantbule 

M. ALTMAN (Pologne) ne reviendra pas sur 
les raisons, deja exposees a !'occasion de !'article 
premier1, qui ont amene sa delegation a proposer 
son amendement (A/C.3/416). Mais il tient a 
rappeler que la Commission a vote (202eme 
seance) l'amendement du Mexique a !'article 9 
de la convention, lequel etablit les devoirs des 
correspondants etrangers. En depit de la redaction 
tres moderee dudit article, ces dispositions ont a 
tel point emu la presse americaine que le Gouver
nement des Etats-Unis a juge necessaire d'inter
venir. C'est ainsi que clans le New Y orli Times 
du 28 avril 1949 a paru une declaration de 
M. Allen, Secretaire d'Etat adjoint, selon laquelle 
son gouvernement refuserait d'adherer a la conven
tion si cette disposition y etait maintenue bien que, 
jusqu'a present, il se soit montre favorable a 
ladite convention. 

Or, le point de vue de la delegation. polonaise 
s'ecarte considerablement de celui des Etats-Unis 
en ce qui concerne la convention. Cette convention 
n'a-t-elle pas pour but, en effet, de maintenir la 
paix mondiale par l'echange d'informations hon
netes et exactes? C'est dans cet esprit que 
M. Altman demande aux membres de la Commis
sion d'examiner son amendement. 

M. KAYSER (France) rappelle que l'amende
ment propose par sa delegation (A/C.3/426) et 
ayant trait au troisieme paragraphe du preambule 
constitue une refonte du texte adopte a l'unanimite 
par la Conference sur la liberte de !'information. 
La delegation de la France tient a ce que figure, 
dans le preambule meme de la convention, qui 
donne tout son sens a cet accord, une regle qui 
rende impossible la propagande en faveur de la 
guerre et qui favorise le developpement de la con
fiance mutuelle entre les peuples. C'est pourquoi 
elle desire voir figurer en tete de la convention 
une condamnation du nazisme, et M. Kayser sou
haite que l'unanimite se fasse sur ce point a la 
Commission. 

D'autre part, soucieux d'ameliorer la forme de 
cet amendement, il en propose une nouvelle redac
tion, qui ne concerne que le texte fram;ais ( A/ 
C.3/446/Corr.1). 

11 propose en outre de supprimer le membre de 
phrase "ou a leurs reponses" clans l'avant-dernier 
considerant du texte qui figure dans le document 
A/C.3/425. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) appuiera 
l'amendement propose par la France mais, a son 

1 V oir la 182eme seance. 
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thought the wording was not sufficiently clear 
with regard to the origin of the aggression. It was 
not enough to condemn nazi or fascist aggression, 
as the harmful foreign policy of democratic Pow
ers might likewise lead to aggression as dangerous 
as that of the Axis Powers. \Vhile loudly pro
claiming the democratic principles on which its 
constitution was based, a State might still con
sider it advisable to follow a course in foreign 
policy strangely reminiscent of fascist or nazi ag
gression. \Vithout necessarily assuming the crude 
form of those aggressions,a weakened or perverted 
democracy might have recourse to a very different 
procedure and to far more subtle means of action, 
such as propaganda, political pressure, the estab
lishment of puppet governments or economic 
persuasion. The bitter struggle which had just 
taken place in the Middle East was an example. 
It was impossible to say, therefore, that fascist or 
nazi States had a monopoly of threats and aggres
sion. It was for those reasons that the delegation 
of Saudi Arabia approved the French amendment 
which condemned aggression of any sort in 
advance. 

The delegation of Saudi Arabia requested that 
the French amendment be drafted as follows: 
" ... the recurrence of aggression from any source". 
If that proposal were not accepted, it would pro
pose that the words "perverted democracies" 
should be inserted between the words "fascist" and 
"or any other source" in document A/C.3/426. 

The CHAIRMAN agreed to put to the vote the 
first proposal made by the representative of Saudi 
Arabia, but stated that his second proposal was 
not in order as it constituted a substantive 
amendment. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) replied that his 
second amendment served only to make the enu
meration already contained in the preamble more 
specific without in any way modifying the sub
stance. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) shared the Saudi 
Arabia representative's opinion that the text 
should contain a formula covering all aggression, 
irrespective of the regime which committed it. In 
his opinion, the greatest danger today did not 
seem to come from the defeated nazi or fascist 
elements ; it was therefore all the more useless to 
mention those elements if no mention were made 
of those forces which were the greatest danger in 
the immediate future. Mr. Azkoul pointed out that 
the Charter had been drafted and signed at a time 
when the world was still suffering from the agres
sion of fascist forces ; all provisions expressly re
ferring to those regimes had been avoided in order 
to avoid restricting the purposes of the United 
Nations. 

Consequently, he fully supported the first part 
of the Saudi Arabia delegation's suggestion, which 
recommended supressing the words "fascist" and 
"nazi", which did not correspond to the realities 
of the moment. 

He considered furthermore that the addition 
suggested by the representative of Saudi Arabia 
only stated an implicit idea explicitly and was not 
a substantive amendment. He felt, however, that 
even that provision was not sufficiently clear; it 
did not add an indispensable element to the text 
proposed by France. 

avis, les termes n'en sont pas assez precis en ce 
qui concerne l'origine de l'agression. II ne suffit 
pas de condamner l'agression nazie ou fasciste, 
car la politique etrangere nefaste de Puissances 
democratiques peut egalement aboutir a une 
agression aussi dangereuse que celle des Puis
sances de l'Axe. Tout en se redamant hautement 
de principes democratiques sur lesquels repose sa 
constitution, ii peut se faire qu'un Etat juge 
opportun de suivre, en politique etrangere, une 
voie qui rappelle etrangement les agressions fas
cistes ou nazies. Sans prendre necessairement la 
forme brutale de ces agressions, une democratie 
affaiblie ou pervertie peut Bvoir recours a des 
procedes bien differents et a des moyens d'action 
autrement subtils tels que la propagande, la pres
sion politique, l'etablissement de gouvernements 
fantoches ou la persuasion economique. Le conflit 
sanglant qui vient de se derouler en Moyen
Orient en est un exemple. On ne peut done pas 
dire que les Etats fascistes ou nazis aient le 
monopole de la menace et de l'agression. C'est 
pour ces raisons que la delegation de l' Arabie 
saoudite approuve l'amendement de la France qui 
s'eleve a l'avance contre toute agression quelle 
qu'elle soit. 

La delegation de l' Arabie saoudite demande 
cependant que l'amendement de la France soit 
redige ainsi: " ... le renouvellement de toute 
agression d'ou qu'elle vienne". Si cette proposition 
n'etait pas acceptee, l'Arabie saoudite proposerait 
!'insertion des mots "democraties perverties" entre 
les mots "fasciste" et "ou autre", dans le docu
ment A/C.3/426. 

Le PRESIDENT accepte de mettre aux voix la 
premiere proposition du representant de l' Arabie 
saoudite, mais declare la seconde non recevable 
parce qu'elle constitue une modification de fond. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) repond que son 
second amendement ne fait que preciser !'enume
ration figurant deja dans le considerant, sans 
modifier quoi que ce soit quant au fond. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) partage !'opinion du repre
sentant de l' Arabie saoudite selon laquelle doit 
figurer dans le texte une formule s'etendant a 
toutes agressions, de quelque regime qu'elles 
emanent. A son avis, le plus grand danger actuel 
ne semble pas provenir des elements nazis ou fas
cistes defaits; ii est done d'autant moins utile d'y 
faire allusion si l'on omet de mentionner les forces 
les plus menac;antes pour l'avenir immediat. I1 fait 
remarquer que, dans la Charte, qui a ete elaboree 
et signee a l'epoque meme OU l'on etait encore 
sous le coup de l'agression des forces fascistes, on 
a evite toute disposition designant expressement 
ces regimes afin de ne pas limiter les buts des 
Nations Unies. 

M. Azkoul est done entierement partisan de la 
premiere suggestion de la delegation de l' Arabie 
saoudite, qui vise a supprimet les mots "fasciste" 
et "nazie", qui ne correspondent pas a une realite 
actuelle. 

II considere, d'autre part, que !'addition sug
geree par le representant de 1' Arabie saoudite ne 
fait que rendre explicite une idee implicite et 
qu'elle ne constitue pas un amendement de fond. 
Mais, d'apres lui, cette disposition n'est pas non 
plus assez precise pour ajouter un element indis
pensable au texte propose par la France. 
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Mrs. RAY (India) approved the French amend
ment as modified by the delegation of Saudi 
Arabia, adding that no list would be comprehen
sive enough to include all forms of aggression 
which might occur in the future. She thought it 
would be advisable to have no enumeration of any 
kind, in particular the terms "nazi" and "fascist". 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom), referring to 
the Polish amendment (A/C.3/416), thought it 
would be preferable to translate the word loyale 
by the word "reliably", rather than "trustfully". 

Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) remarked that he had 
no objection to the translation proposed by the 
United Kingdom representative, but that he would 
insist that the word loyale be retained in the 
French text. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) regretted he could not 
accept the omission of the words "nazi" or "fas
cist". If his delegation insisted that mention be 
made of those regimes despite their overthrow, it 
was because some roots had remained, against 
which the struggle should be continued. 

Moreover, those were the words which had been 
adopted the year before in Geneva, at the Con
ference on Freedom of Information.1 If they were 
suppressed less than a year after their adop
tion, it might be asked what ideological reasons 
or political motives might have dictated such a 
change of attitude. 

After a discussion in which the representatives 
of SAUDI ARABIA, BELGIUM, the UNITED KING
DOM, BRAZIL and EcuADoR took part, Mr. KAY
SER (France) withdrew the second version of his 
amendment (A/C.3/446/Corr.l), which seemed 
to be difficult to co-ordinate with the English text. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment 
proposed by the delegation of Saudi Arabia to re
place the words "of aggression from nazi, fascist 
or any other source" in the French amendment by 
the words "of aggression from any source". 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) requested that a vote be taken by roll-call. 

A vote was tal?en by roll-call as follows: 
Honduras, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, was called upon to vote first. 
In favour: India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, New 

Zealand, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Philippines. Saudi 
Arabia, Siam, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, United States of 
America, Venezuela, Belgium, Burma, Chile, Co
lombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Egypt, 
Greece, Haiti. 

Against: -Mexico, Netherlands, Panama, Po
land, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, Brazil, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslo
vakia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Ethiopia, 
France, Guatemala. 

'See E/Conf.6/SR.7. 

Mme RAY (Incle) se declare favorable a l'amen
dement de la France, modifie dans le sens propose 
par la delegation de l' Arabie saoudite, tout en 
faisant valoir qu'aucune enumeration ne serait 
assez complete pour epuic;er toutes les formes 
d'agression qui pourraient se manifester clans 
l'avenir; elle pense qu'il conviendrait done de sup
primer toute enumeration et en particu!ier les 
mots "nazie" et "fasciste". 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) declare, en ce qui 
conceme l'amendement de la Pologne (A/C.3/ 
416), qu'il serait preferable, a son avis, de traduire 
le mot "loyale" par reliably plutot que par trust
fully. 

M. AI,TMAN (Pologne) dit qu'il ne saurait s'op
poser a la traduction proposee par le representant 
du Royaume-Uni, mais qu'il tient formellement a 
ce que le mot "loyale" soit maintenu en frarn;ais. 

M. KAYSER (France) se declare au regret de ne 
pouvoir accepter la suppression des mots "nazie" 
et "fasciste". Si, en effet, sa delegation insiste 
pour qu'il soit fait mention de ces regimes, bien 
qu'ils aient ete vaincus, c'est qu'il en reste encore 
des racines que l'on doit continuer a combattre. 

D'autre part, ce sont les termes memes qui ont 
ete adoptes l'an dernier a Geneve lors de la Confe
rence sur la liberte de l'information1 . S'ils venaient 
a etre supprimes moins d'un an apres avoir ete 
votes, on pourrait se demander quelles raisons 
ideologiques ou quels motifs politiques auraient 
dicte ce changement d'attitude. 

A la suite d'une discussion a laquelle prennent 
part les representants de l' ARABIE SAOUDITE, de 
la BELGIQUE, du RoYAUME-UNI, du BRESIL ET DE 
L'EQUATEUR, M. KAYSER (France) retire la 
seconde version du texte fram;ais (A/C.3/446/ 
Corr. I) qui semble soulever des difficultes de 
concordance avec le texte anglais. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose par la delegation de I' Arabie saoudite tendant 
a remplacer, clans l'amendement frarn;ais, les mots: 
"d'une agression, qu'elle soit nazie, fasciste ou 
autre", par Jes mots: "de toute agression d'ou 
qu'elle vienne". 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) demande que le vote ait lieu par 
appel nominal. 

It est procede au vote pm· appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par le Honduras, dont le 

nom est tire ait sort par le President. 
V otent pour: Inde, Iran, Irak, Liban, Nouvelle

Zelande, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Philippines, Arabie 
saoudite, Siam, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d' Amerique, 
Venezuela, Belgique, Birmanie, Chili, Colombie, 
Costa-Rica, Cuba, Danemark, Egypte, Grece, 
Haiti. 

V otent contre: Mexique, Pays-Bas, Panama, 
Pologne, Republique !<ocialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Bresil, Republique socia
liste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, 
Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, Ethiopie, 
France, Guatemala. 

'Voir E/Conf.6/SR.7. 
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Abstaining: Norway, Peru, Afghanistan, Aus
tralia, Canada, China. 

The proposal was adopted by 27 votes to 15, 
with 6 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the third para
graph of the preamble, as amended. 

The third paragraph of the preamble was 
adopted by 41 votes to none, with 6 abstentions. 

Mr. Charles Malik (Leban-0n) toak the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the fourth para
graph of the preamble [ first paragraph of the 
amendment submitted by the French delegation 
( A/C.3/ 425) ] . 

The fourth paragraph of the preamble was 
adopted by 40 votes to none, with 5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the fifth para
graph of the preamble ( second paragraph of the 
French amendment). 

The fifth paragraph of the preamble was 
adopted unanimously. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the United Kingdom 
proposal to substitute in the English text of the 
sixth paragraph of the preamble ( third paragraph 
of the French amendment) "practicable" for "pos
sible" (A/C.3/450) was a simple drafting amend
ment affecting the English text only; as there 
was no objection, that change would be made. 

It was so decided. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) suggested substitut
ing the word "news" for "reports" in the English 
text to avoid repetition. 

It was so decided. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the sixth para
graph of the preamble ( third paragraph of the 
French amendment), with the amendments just 
made in the English text. 

The sixth paragraph of tlte preamble was 
adopted by 38 votes to none, with 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to con
sider the Polish delegation's amendment (A/C.3/ 
452) to the seventh paragraph of the preamble 
( fourth paragraph of the French amendment). 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
pointed out that the adoption of the French dele
gation's amendment to the third paragraph of the 
preamble entirely dispelled the doubts expressed 
in the Polish amendment. The latter would, there
fore, merely encumber the preamble. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) agreed with that 
view. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) expressed surprise at the United States 
representative's objections. The third paragraph of 
the preamble stated in a general manner the de
sire of the Contracting States to protect humanity 
from the scourge of war by preventing any propa-

S'abstiennent: Norvege, Perou, Afghanistan, 
Australie, Canada, Chine. 

Par 27 voix contre 15, avec 6 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le troisieme con
siderant du preambule, tel qu'il vient d'etre 
amende. 

Par 41 voix contre zero, avec 6 abstentions, le 
troisieme considerant est adopte. 

M. Charles Malik ( Liban) prend place au 
fai,teuil presidentiel. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le quatrieme con
siderant [premier considerant de l'amendement 
presente par la delegation de la France (A/C.3/ 
425)]. 

Par 40 voix contre zero, avec 5 abstentions, le 
quatrieme considerant est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le cinquieme con
siderant ( deuxieme considerant de l'amendement 
de la France). 

A l'unanimite, le cinquieme consider-ant est 
adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que la proposition 
de la delegation du Royaume-Uni tendant a rem
placer, dans le texte anglais du sixieme considerant 
( troisieme considerant de l'amendement de la 
France), le mot possible par le mot practicable 
( A/C.3/450) est une simple modification de forme 
et ne concerne que le texte anglais; s'il n'y a pas 
d'objection, it sera procede a ce changement. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) propose, pour eviter 
une repetition, de remplacer dans le texte anglais 
le mot reports par le mot news. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le sixieme consi
derant ( troisieme considerant de l'amendement de 
la France), avec les modifications de forme qui 
viennent d'etre apportees au texte anglais. 

Par 38 voix contre zero, avec 8 abstentions, le 
sixieme considerant est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a etudier 
l'amendement propose par la delegation de la 
Pologne ( A/C.3/452) au septieme considerant 
( quatrieme considerant de l'amendement de la 
France). 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) fait 
remarquer qu'en adoptant l'amendement propose 
par la delegation de la France au troisieme con
siderant, on a entierement repondu aux preoc
cupations qu'exprime l'amendement de la Pologne. 
Celui-ci ne ferait done qu'alourdir inutilement le 
preambule. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) s'associe a ce point 
de vue. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) s'etonne des objections formu
lees par le representant des Etats-Unis. Selon M. 
Tsarapkine, le troisieme considerant affirme d'une 
maniere generate le desir des Etats contractants de 
proteger l'humanite contre le fleau de la guerre en 
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ganda likely to endanger the peace. The purpose 
of the seventh paragraph, on the other hand, was 
more precise; it was to define the responsibility of 
information agencies and correspondents. His 
delegation therefore attached the utmost impor
tance to the Polish amendment and thought that 
no considerations of form or style should impede 
the adoption of such an essential principle. 

Mr. AzKoUL (Lebanon), while appreciating the 
merits of the Polish proposal, thought that it 
would be better placed at the end of the sixth 
paragraph of the preamble. 

Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) wished, on the con
trary, to have his amendment apply to the seventh 
paragraph of the preamble, which defined the 
duties and responsibilities of information agencies. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) was opposed to the 
adoption of the Polish amendment as there were 
cases when it would be the duty of correspond
ents to transmit any information in their posses
sion that was likely to endanger the peace. 
Furthermore, he did not approve the wording of 
the amendment, as the use of the expression 
"which are designed" suggested malevolent intent 
on the part of information agencies. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Polish dele
gation's amendment (A/C.3/452) to the seventh 
paragraph of the preamble. 

The amendment was rejected by 26 votes to 7, 
wUh 14 abstentions. 

Mr. LEBE,\U (Belgium) doubted whether the 
draft convention was really intended to sharpen 
the sense of responsibility of correspondents, or, 
indeed, whether it could do so. In the circum
stances, he did not understand the precise meaning 
of the fourth paragraph of the preamble and would 
refrain from voting upon it, as he had done in the 
case of the preceding paragraph. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that, on the con
trary, his delegation felt strongly that the conven
tion, and in particular the part relating to the 
right of correction, would in fact result in sharp
ening the sense of responsibility of correspond
ents, even if only by obliging them to publish the 
corrections. The fourth paragraph of the French 
amendment was intended to incorporate in the 
preamble the principle developed in section II 
of the convention. 

The CHAIRMA~ put to the vote the seventh 
paragraph of the preamble ( fourth paragraph of 
the French draft amendment) . 

The seventh paragraph of the preamble was 
adopted by 38 votes to none, with 7 abstentions. 

Mr.KAYSER (France) reminded the Committee 
that the words "or replies" should be omitted 
from the eighth paragraph (fifth paragraph of his 
amendment), in view of the fact that the conven
tion granted the right of correction and not that 
of reply. 

It was so agreed. 

empechant toute propagande de nature a mettre 
la paix en danger. Le septieme considerant, par 
contre, a un but plus precis: il vise a definir les 
responsabilites des entreprises d'information et 
des correspondants. La delegation de l'URSS 
attache done pour sa part une importance primor
diale a l'amendement polonais et elle estime qu'au
cune consideration d'elegance OU de forme ne 
devrait s'opposer a !'adoption d'un principe aussi 
essentiel. 

Tout en reconnaissant le bien-fonde de la pro
position polonaise, M. AzKOUL ( Li ban) serait 
toutefois d'avis qu'elle serait mieux a sa place a 
la fin du sixieme considerant. 

M. ALTMAN (Pologne) tient, au contraire, a 
faire porter son amendement sur le septieme con
siderant, qui precise les devoirs et les responsa
bilites des entreprises d'information. 

M. J OCKEL ( Australie) s' oppose a !'adoption de 
l'amendement polonais parce qu'il estime que, dans 
certains cas, les correspondants qui seraient en 
possession d'informations de nature a mettre la 
paix en danger auraient le devoir de les trans
mettre. De plus, i1 ne saurait approuver la redac
tion de cet amendement, qui, par l'emploi de 
!'expression "qui sont destinees a", presuppose 
une intention malveillante de la part des entre
prises d'information. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
propose par la delegation de la Pologne (A/C.3/ 
452) au septieme considerant. 

Par 26 voix contre 7, avec 14 abstentions, 
l'amendement est rejete. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) doute que la convention 
que l'on se propose d'etablir ait pour objet d'aviver 
le sens de responsabilite des correspondants, ni 
qu'elle puisse le faire. Dans ces conditions, il ne 
comprend pas la portee exacte du quatrieme con
siderant et s'abstiendra de prendre part au vote, 
comme ii l'a fait pour le paragraphe precedent. 

M. KAYSER (France) declare, au contraire, que 
sa delegation a le sentiment tres net que la con
vention, et surtout la partie relative au droit de 
rectification, aura precisement pour effet d'aviver 
le sens de responsabilite des correspondants, ne 
fiit-ce qu'en leur imposant !'obligation de publier 
les rectifications. Le quatrieme considerant pro
pose par sa delegation a pour but d'inscrire au 
preambule le principe developpe clans la section 
II de la convention. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le septieme consi
derant ( quatrieme considerant de l'amendement 
de la France). 

Par 38 voix contre zero, avec 7 abstentwns, 
le septieme considerant est adopte. 

M. KAYSER (France) rappelle qu'il convient de 
supprimer au huitieme considerant ( cinquieme 
considerant de son amendement) les mots: "ou a 
leurs reponses", etant donne que la convention 
consacre le droit de rectification et non de re
ponse. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 
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Mr. JocKEL (Australia) and Mr. MENDEZ 
(Philippines) proposed two drafting changes in 
the English text to make it conform more closely 
to the terminology of the draft convention as a 
whole: the word "spread" should be replaced by 
the word "disseminated" and the word "ensuring" 
by the word "securing". 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Thlexico) suggested that, for the 
same reason, the expression "organ of informa
tion" should be replaced by "information agency". 

It was so agreed. 

~fr. INGEBRETSEN (Norway) said that his dele
gation would vote against the eighth paragraph 
of the preamlile because it considered it to be a 
contravention of the very principle of the freedom 
of information to give States the right to demand 
for their corrections the publicity referred to in 
that paragraph. Moreover, Norway doubted the 
wisdom of granting a right of correction on the 
international level, since it was well known what 
happened when one State was able to demand of 
another that a correction be made, and the latter 
State did not recognize that correction as well 
founded. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium), referring to the eighth 
paragraph, repeated his objection to the inclusion 
in the preamble of general moral considerations 
which had no practical bearing. He proposed the 
deletion of the word "effective". 

l\fr. JocKEL (Australia) considered that the 
eighth and ninth paragraphs merely recapitulated 
the contents of section II of the draft convention. 
In his opinion, those two paragraphs should be 
omitted and replaced by the following sentence: 

"Considering that it is opportune to institute on 
the international level a right of correction". 

Mr. KAYSER (France) could not accept the 
Belgian delegation's suggestion. 

He pointed out that the Australian representa
tive's suggestion would cause a break in the logical 
sequence of the preamble; the last two paragraphs 
of the French draft amendment were intended to 
give the reasons which had led the Contracting 
States to institute the international right of cor
rection, and they should therefore be maintained 
in the preamble. 

The CHAIRMAl-i put to the vote the eighth para
graph of the preamble ( fifth paragraph of the 
French amendment). 

The eighth paragraph was adopted by 32 votes 
to 3, with 8 abstentions. 

Mr. v AN HEVVEN GoEDHART (Nether lands) 
pointed out that in the ninth paragraph of the 
preamble, the expression "right of a reply" should 
be replaced by "right of correction". 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) proposed that the 
word "opportune" in the English text should be 
replaced, not by the word "expedient" as suggested 
by the United Kingdom delegation (A/C.3/450), 
but by the word "desirable"; Mr. KAYSER 

:'.\1. J OCKEL ( Australie) et M. MENDEZ ( Philip
pines) proposent d'apporter deux modifications de 
forme au texte anglais pour en rendre la redac
tion conforme a la terminologie de l'ensemble du 
projet de convention: le mot spread devrait etre 
remplace par: disseminated et let mot ensuring 
par: securing. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. NORIEGA ( Mexique) fait remarquer que, 
pour les memes raisons, il conviendrait de rem
placer !'expression "organe d'information" par 
"entreprise d'information". 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. INGEBRETSEN (Norvege) declare que sa 
delegation votera contre le huitieme considerant 
parce qu'elle estime que ce serait aller a l'encontre 
du principe meme de la liberte d'information que 
de donner aux Etats le droit d'exiger, pour leurs 
rectifications, la publicite dont il est question a ce 
paragraphe. La N orvege doute, du reste, qu'il 
soit sage de consacrer le droit de rectification sur 
le plan international, car l'on sait ce qu'il advient 
quand un Etat a la possibilite d'imposer a un 
autre Etat une rectification dont ce dernier n'admet 
pas le bien-fonde. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) reitere, a propos du 
huitieme considerant, son opposition a l'inscrip
tion clans le preambule de considerations generales 
d'ordre moral qui n'ont pas de portee pratique. 11 
propose de supprimer le mot "efficace". 

M. J OCKEL ( Australie) estime, de son cote, que 
ce considerant, ainsi que le suivant, ne constitue 
qu'une recapitulation de la teneur de la section II 
du projet de convention. Il serait d'avis de suppri
mer ces deux paragraphes et de les remplacer par 
le texte suivant : 

"Considerant qu'il est opportun d'instituer un 
droit de rectification sur le plan international." 

M. KAYSER (France) n'accepte pas la sugges
tion de la delegation belge. 

11 souligne egalement que la suggestion du repre
sentant de l' Australie aurait pour effet de rompre 
la suite logique du preambule; les deux derniers 
considerants ont pour objet d'enoncer les raisons 
qui ont amene les Etats contractants a instituer le 
droit de rectification sur le plan international et 
doivent done etre maintenus clans le preambule. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le huitieme consi
derant ( cinquieme considerant de l'amendement 
de la France). 

Par 32 voi.x contre 3, avec 8 abstentions, le htti
tieme considerant est adopte. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) fait 
observer qu'il convient de remplacer au neuvieme 
considerant !'expression "droit de reponse" par 
"droit de rectification". 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines), ayant suggere de 
remplacer le mot opportitne, qui figure clans le 
texte anglais, non pas par expedient, comme le 
propose la delegation du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/ 
450), mais par desirable, M. KAYSER (France) ne 
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(France) raised no objection to the use of the 
word desirable in the French text of his amend
ment. 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) also agreed with the 
English-speaking representatives that the words 
''all States" should be replaced by "certain States", 
which reflected more accurately the French dele
gation's meaning. His delegation had wished to 
emphasize that the institution of the right of cor
rection on the international level was necessary 
because in many States foreigners did not enjoy 
that right. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) pointed out that in 
allowing the right of correction to nationals of 
foreign Governments, the ninth paragraph was 
distorting the nature of the right which the draft 
convention was intended to grant. 

:\fr. KAYSER (France) recognized the truth of 
that statement and agreed to omit from his amend
ment the words "nationals of". 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said that in the 
circumstances the amendment submitted by his 
delegation to that part of the text (A/C.3/450) 
served no further purpose and he would with
draw it. 

He thought that the last part of the ninth para
graph could be better drafted as follows: "and that 
it is therefore desirable to institute such a right 
on the international level". 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) requested that the paragraph should be 
voted upon in parts. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first part of 
the ninth paragraph of the preamble ( sixth para
graph of the French amendment), from "Consider
ing" down to "may avail themselves". 

The first part of the ninth paragraph was adopt
ed by 31 votes to 3, 1.uith 7 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second part 
of the ninth paragraph of the preamble, beginning 
with the words "and that it is therefore desirable". 

The second part of the paragraph was adopted 
by 33 votes to 9. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of the 
ninth paragraph of the preamble. 

The ninth paragraph of the preamble was 
adopted by 31 votes to 9. 

The CHAIRMAN then read the whole of the 
preamble. 

He put it to the vote. 
The prean-ible as a whole was adopted by 32 

votes to none, 'l.uith 9 abstentions. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
explained that his delegation had voted against the 
insertion of the words "and reliably" in the first 
paragraph of the preamble because it thought that 
the addition of those words distorted the meaning 
of that paragraph by making Governments re
sponsible for the accuracy of the information 
transmitted by their news agencies. 

voit pas d'inconvenient a ce que le mot "desirable" 
figure egalement clans le texte fram;ais de son 
amendement. 

ll en est ainsi decide. 

M. KAYSER (France) est egalement d'accord 
avec les representants de langue anglaise pour 
remplacer les mots "tous les Etats" par les mots 
"certains Etats", qui precisent mieux la pensee 
de la delegation fram;aise. Celle-ci a tenu en effet 
a faire ressortir que !'institution du droit de rec
tification sur le plan international s'impose du fait 
que, clans un grand nombre d'Etats, ce droit n'est 
pas ouvert aux etrangers. 

M. AzKoUL (Liban) fait remarquer qu'en accor
dant la jouissance du droit de rectification aux 
ressortissants de gouvernements etrangers, le neu
vieme considerant fausse le sens du droit que le 
projet de convention se propose de consacrer. 

M. KAYSER (France) reconnait le bien-fonde 
de cette observation et ii supprime du texte de 
son amendement les mots "ressortissants des". 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) declare que, clans 
ces conditions, I'amendement propose par sa dele
gation a cette partie du texte (A/C.3/450) n'a 
plus d'objet et qu'il le retire. 

Dans un souci de forme, il propose que la fin du 
neuvieme considerant soit redigee comme suit : 
"et qu'il est done desirable d'instituer un tel droit 
sur le plan international". 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) demande la division du vote. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la premiere partie 
du neuvieme considerant ( sixieme considerant de 
l'amendement de la France), depuis: "Conside
rant" jusqu'a "gouvernements etrangers". 

Par 31 voix contre 3, avec 7 abstentions, la 
premiere partie du neuvieme considerant est 
adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la seconde partie 
du neuvieme considerant, commem;ant par les mots 
"et qu'il est done desirable". 

Par 33 voix contre 9, la seconde partie du con
siderant est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'ensemble du 
neuvieme considerant. 

Par 31 voix contre 9, le neuvieme considerant 
est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture de !'ensemble du 
preambule du projet de convention. 

Il le met aux voix. 
Par 32 voix contre zero, avec 9 abstentions, 

l'ensemble du preambule est adopte. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) expli
que sa delegation a vote contre !'insertion des mots 
"et loyale" clans le premier considerant parce 
qu'elle estime que l'adjonction de ces mots fausse 
le sens de ce paragraphe en rendant les gouverne
ments responsables de la rectitude des informa
tions transmises par leurs entreprises d'informa
tion. 
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:vlr. ALZATE AvE::-JD.\NO (Colombia) said that 
Colombia had voted in favour of all the para
graphs of the preamble because it felt that those 
were excellent principles, especially as they 
stressed the danger that false or tendentious in
formation could represent to international peace 
and friendly relations. 

unfortunately the operative part of the draft 
convention was not a good implementation of 
those principles. Far from having the force of in
ternational obligations, the provisions had rather 
the character of simple recommendations. 

The right of correction, which section II of the 
convention established in principle, could not 
counteract the harmful effects of false or defama
tory information, as the State to which the injury 
had been clone had no assurance at all that its 
correction would receive the necessary publicity. 

Colombia would have liked the rules on free
dom of information and of the Press, which pre
vailed in almost all democratic countries, to be 
established on a world-wide scale. Those rules 
provided for freedom tempered with responsibil
ity. Freedom itself should be protected against the 
abuse of freedom. All rights had their correspond
ing duties. In the draft convention which the 
Commission was discussing, freedom of informa
tion was made obligatory, whereas the right of cor
rection, as instituted, was illusory and inoperative. 

Mr. Alzate A vendafio felt that small countries, 
which frequently had reason to complain of injus
tice and lack of consideration on the part of the 
great Press and information agencies which prac
tically exercised a monopoly in international news, 
would have no means to correct slanderous or 
false information and to remedy the harm it 
caused them. 

Mr. Alzate Avendano hoped, nevertheless that 
the Committee would seek a formula for one ~f the 
paragraphs of article 9, which had been strongly 
opposed by the United States,1 and would thus be 
able to draft a text which would better express the 
principle of responsibility in the field of informa
tion. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
p_ublics) voiced the USSR delegation's indigna
tion at the fact that the passage branding nazi and 
fascist aggression had been deleted. That fact alone 
would have been sufficient reason for it to op
pose the preamble as a whole. The Soviet Gnion 
delegation, however, could not agree to the rejec
tion of the Polish amendment either. It felt, more
over, that the obligation to publish corrections 
should be established by national legislation. 

For all those reasons, the USSR delegation had 
been unable to vote in favour of the preamble. 

In reply to Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico), who 
thanked the French delegation for drafting a pre
amble which so perfectly expressed the wishes of 
the majority, Mr. KAYSER (France) stated that 
his delegation had merely reverted to the text 
which had been adopted at the Conference on 
Freedom of Information,2 and that it therefore 
represented a common effort to which the Mexi
can delegation had made a valuable contribution. 

' See 202nd meeting. 
2 See E/Conf.6/SR.7. 

M. ALZATE AVENDANO (Colombie) declare 
que la Colombie a vote tous les considerants enon
ces dans le preambule, car elle estime que ce sont 
la des principes excellents, notamment parce qu'ils 
soulignent le danger que des informations fausses 
ou tendancieuses peuvent constituer pour la paix 
et la bonne entente internationales. 

Malheureusement, le dispositif du projet de 
convention ne constitue pas une bonne mise en 
ceuvre de ces principes. Loin d'avoir la force 
cl' obligations internationales, ses dispositions ont 
plutot le caractere de simples recommandations. 

Le droit de rectification, qu' etablit en principe 
la section II de la convention, ne saurait attenuer 
les effets nocifs des informations fausses ou diffa
matoires, car l'Etat auquel il a ete porte prejudice 
n'est nullement assure que sa rectification recevra 
la publicite necessaire. 

La Colombie aurait voulu etablir, clans le 
domaine international, les regles de liberte de la 
presse et de !'information qui prevalent clans pres
que tous les Etats democratiques. Ces regles eta
blissent une liberte temperee par la responsabilite. 
Il faut assurer la liberte meme contre l'abus de la 
liberte. A tous droits correspondent certains 
devoirs. Or, clans le projet de convention dont la 
Commission est en train de discuter, la liberte 
de !'information est rendue obligatoire, mais le 
droit a la rectification n'est institue que sous une 
forme illusoire et inoperante. 

M. Alzate Avendano estime que les petits pays, 
qui ont souvent a se plaindre de l'injustice et du 
manque d' egards de la grande presse et des gran
des entreprises d'information qui exercent un 
monopole de fait en matiere d'informations inter
nationales, ne disposeront pas de l'instrument qui 
leur permettrait de rectifier les informations calom
nieuses ou erronees et de reparer le mal qu'elles 
leur causent. 

M. Alzate Avendano espere cependant que la 
Commission recherchera une formule pour l'un 
des paragraphes de l'article 9 fortement combattu 
par la delegation des Etats-Unis1, et qu'elle arri
vera ainsi a rediger un texte qui etablira de 
maniere plus satisfaisante le principe de la res
ponsabilite en matiere d'information. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) exprime l'indignation que res
sent la delegation de l'URSS devant la suppres
sion du passage fletrissant l'agression nazie et 
fasciste. Cette raison aurait suffi a elle seule pour 
motiver son opposition a !'ensemble du preambule. 
Mais la delegation de !'Union sovietique ne pou
vait accepter davantage le rejet de l'amendement 
de la Pologne. Elle considere en outre que !'obli
gation de publier des rectifications doit etre ins
tituee dans le cadre des legislations nationales. 

Pour toutes ces raisons, la delegation de l'URSS 
n'a pu voter pour le preambule. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) ayant remercie la dele
gation frarn;aise d'avoir redige un preambule qui 
traduit de maniere si parfaite les aspirations de 
la majorite des membres de la Comission, 
M_. KAYSER (France) repond que sa delegation n'a 
fa1t que reprendre un texte deja adopte par la 
Conference sur la liberte de l'information2 et qu'il 
s'agit done d'une ceuvre commune, a laquelle la 
delegation du Mexique a apporte une contribu
tion precieuse. 

1 V oir la 202eme seance. 
2 Voir E/Conf.6/SR.7. 
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Article 18, paragraph (b) 1 

The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee's attention 
to the Secretary-General's note (A/C.3/488) con
cerning article 18, paragraph ( b) . 

Mr. SABA (Secretariat) explained that the two 
proposed solutions would obviate the difficulty 
presented by a precise definition of Non-Self
Governing Territories. The Secretariat had taken 
into consideration the fact that in addition to 
Non-Self-Governing and Trust Territories, there 
were territories which, while enjoying some self
government, were represented by a State in inter
national affairs. 

In reply to a request by Mr. TsARAPKIN 
( Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) for a con
crete example, Mr. SABA (Secretariat) cited 
Southern Rhodesia, which was represented by the 
United Kingdom in international affairs, while 
enjoying self-government in domestic affairs. A 
number of States had declared, moreover, that 
they could not consider certain territories as non
self-governing. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
shared the USSR delegation's doubts and pro
posed that it should be made clear in sub-para
graph 3 of the new text that non-metropolitan 
territories were referred to. 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) asked whether such countries as the In
donesian Republic and Viet-Nam were concerned. 

Mr. SABA (Secretariat) replied that the diffi
culty created by article 18 lay in the fact that it 
was impossible for the Secretary-General to de
termine which territories fell within the category 
of Non-Self-Governing Territories. The new text 
which had been proposed left to the States them
selves the task of makiug such a distinction, while 
taking into account all the cases possible. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) remarked that certain 
States did not assume administration of any terri
tory, and that it was advisable therefore to insert 
into the text the words "where necessary". 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) was surprised that the 
Committee should have the choice between a re
vision of paragraph ( b) of article 18 and the 
submission of a draft resolution to the General 
Assembly. He recalled that the inclusion of that 
paragraph in the draft convention had been adopt
ed by 36 votes to 1 ( 205th meeting). Moreover, 
a General Assembly resolution would not have the 
same legal force or be as binding as a text of the 
convention. 

He would therefore strongly oppose the deletion 
of the paragraph in question. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico), who had stated that 
he was in favour of the resolution, announced 
that he was convinced by the arguments of the 
representative of Lebanon. 

1 Article XVIII, paragraph 3 in the final text ( A/C.3/ 
496). 

Article 18, paragraphe b) 1 

Le PRESIDENT attire ]'attention des membres de 
la Commission sur la note du Secretaire general 
(A/C.3/488) relative a l'article 18, paragraphe b). 

M. SABA (Secretariat) explique que les deux 
solutions proposees permettent de parer a la diffi
culte que pose la definition precise des territoires 
non autonomes. Le Secretariat, en effet, a tenu 
cornpte du fait que outre les territoires non auto
nomes et les Territoires sous tutelle, ii existe des 
territoires qui jouissent d'une certaine autonomie 
tout en etant representes par un Etat sur le 
plan international. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques), ayant demande un exemple 
concret, M. SABA (Secretariat) cite la Rhodesie 
du Sud qui est representee par le Royaume-Uni 
sur le plan international, bien qu'elle jouisse de 
l'autonomie sur le plan national. Plusieurs Etats 
ont d'ailleurs declare qu'il leur etait impossible de 
considerer certains territoires comme non auto
nomes. 

~I. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) partage 
les doutes de la delegation de l'URSS et propose 
de preciser a l'alinea 3 du nouveau texte qu'il 
s'agit de territoires non nietropolitains. 

ll en est ainsi decide. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) demande s'il s'agit de pays tels 
que la Republique d'Indonesie ou le Viet-Nam. 

M. SABA (Secretariat) repond que la difficulte 
soulevee par l'article 18 residait justement clans 
l'impossibilite ou etait le Secretaire general de 
determiner quels territoires rentrent dans la cate
gorie des territoires non autonomes. Le nouveau 
texte propose laisse aux Etats eux-memes le soin 
de faire cette distinction, tout en tenant compte 
de tous les cas possibles. 

:'.\f. LEBEAU (Belgique) fait remarquer que cer
tains Etats n'assument !'administration d'aucun 
territoire et qu'il convient done d'inserer dans le 
texte les mots "le cas echeant". 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) s'etonne que la Commis
sion ait le choix entre une revision du paragraphe 
b) <le l'article 18 et la presentation d'un projet 
de resolution a 1' Assemblee generate. II rappelle 
que !'insertion de ce paragraphe dans le projet de 
convention a ete votee par 36 voix contre une 
(205eme seance). D'autre part, une resolution de 
l' Assemblee generale n'aura pas la meme valeur 
juridique ni la meme force obligatoire qu'un texte 
de la convention. 

II s' oppose done formellement a la suppression 
du paragraphe en question. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique), qui s'etait prononce 
en faveur du projet de resolution, se declare con
vaincu par les arguments du representant du 
Liban. 

1 Article XVIII, paragraphe 3, dans le texte definitif 
(A/C.3/496). 
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:VIr. :Noriega having also objected that instruc
tions to the Secretary-General could not be the 
subject of a strict provision of the convention, 
Mr. SABA ( Secretariat) remarked that the provi
sions of paragraph (b) applied to all the States 
mentioned in article 15, whether contracting or 
non-contracting. In those circumstances, it was 
necessary to entrust that task to the Secretary
General, since the convention could not impose 
any obligation upon non-contracting States, 
whereas the Secretary-General could invite those 
States to comply with the provisions of article 18. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the text of para
graph (b) of article 18 (A/C.3/488),asamended. 

Paragraph (b) of article 18, as amended, was 
adopted by 30 votes to none, with 6 abstentions. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) explained that he had 
abstained from voting because, in his opinion, 
paragraph (a) of article 18 already served the 
purpose contemplated. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote article 18 as a 
whole. 

Article 18 as a whole ·was adopted by 31 votes 
to 5. 

The meeting rose at 7 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND EIGHTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Friday, 29 April 1949, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

later, Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

143. 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 (E/1065 AND A/C.3/425) ( CON
TINUED) 

Title of the draft convention 

The CHAJRMAN requested the Committee to 
decide on a title for the draft convention amalga
mating the first and second draft conventions. · 

He called atte1tion to the suggestion submitted 
by the Netherlands delegation (A/C.3/489). 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) proposed that 
the title should read : 

"Convention on the International Transmis
sion of News and the Right of Correction." 

That proposal was adopted by 34 votes to 
none, ·with 4 abstentions. 

I 
M. Noriega ayant d'autre part exprime l'opinion 

qu'une tiiche confiee au Secretaire general ne 
pouvait faire l'objet d'une disposition formelle de 
la convention, M. SABA (Secretariat) fait remar-
quer que les dispositions du paragraphe b) s'appli
quent a tous les Etats mentionnes a l'article 15, 
aussi bien contractants que non contractants. Dans 
ces conditions, il est necessaire de confier cette 
tache au Secretaire general, puisque la convention 
ne saurait imposer d'engagement a des Etats non 
contractants, tandis que le Secretaire general peut 
inviter ces Etats a se conformer aux dispositions 
de }'article 18. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le texte du para
graphe b) de l'article 18 (A/C.3/488) tel qu'il a 
ete amende. 

Par 30 voix contre zero, avec 6 abstentions, le 
paragraphe b) de !'article 18, ainsi amende, est 
adopte. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) explique qu'il s'est abs
tenu parce que, a son avis, le paragraphe a) de 
l'article 18 repond deja au but vise. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'ensemble de l'ar
ticle 18. 

Par 31 voix contre 5, l'ensemble de l'ar
ticle 18 est adopte. 

La seance est levee a 19 heures. 

DEUX CENT HUITIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le vendredi 29 avril 1949, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norvege), 

puis M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

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

PROJECT DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA TRANSMIS
SION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS ET 
AU DROIT DE RECTIFICATION (E/1065 ET A/ 
C.3/425) (SUITE) 

Titre du projet de convention 

Le PRESIDENT demande a la Commission de 
prendre une decision sur le titre a donner au 
projet de convention reunissant en un seul texte 
les premier et deuxieme projets de convention. 

II attire }'attention sur la proposition soumise 
par la delegation des Pays-Bas (A/C.3/489). 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) propose que ce 
titre soit formule comme suit : 

"Projet de convention relatif a la transmission 
internationale des informations et au droit de 
rectification." 

Par 34 voi:r contre zero, avec 4 abstentions, 
cette proposition est adoptee. 
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DRAFT CONVENTION ON FREEDOM OF INFORMA
TION (E/1065) 

Article 1 
The CHAIRMAN announced that amendments to 

article 1 of the draft convention on freedom of 
information were recapitulated in document A/ 
C.3/471. The first series of amendments in that 
document should be attributed to the Mexican 
delegation. 

Mr. CHAUVET (Haiti), introducing his amend
ment ( A/C.3/457), said that while the right to 
freedom of expression should be as broad as pos
sible, certain restrictions were obviously expedi
ent. His delegation had submitted an amendment 
which took into consideration the provisions of 
the United Nations Charter relating to the 
development of friendly relations among nations 
and the maintenance of international peace and 
security. A broad stipulation of that kind should 
appear in article 1 rather than in article 2. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said that his 
amendment (A/C.3/459) had been proposed 
merely for the sake of clarifying the text. The 
word "all" in sub-paragraph (a) had been deleted 
as superfluous. The insertion of the words 
"regardless of frontiers" in sub-paragraph (a) 
had permitted the fusion of that sub-paragraph 
with sub-paragraph ( c), to which it had been akin 
in substance. The word "their" had been inserted 
into sub-paragraph ( b) for reasons of style. No 
change in the substance of the original text had 
been envisaged; his amendment had been drafted 
only to bring the article more closely into con
formity with the intentions of the Conference on 
Freedom of Information. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
said that the purpose of his amendment ( A/C.3/ 
466) was similar to that of the United Kingdom 
delegation, but it included an important proposed 
addition in the form of a non-self-executing clause 
embodied in sub-paragraph ( d) of his text. 

The convention on freedom of information, un
like the convention on the international trans
mission of news and the right of correction, 
would profoundly affect domestic law and might 
cause difficulties unless appropriate safeguards 
were provided. The courts would have to decide 
whether the convention could be enforced under 
existing domestic law or whether more specific 
legislation was needed. To avoid such delay, it 
should be stipulated in the convention itself that 
Contracting States would undertake to adopt the 
requisite legislation. The convention could thus 
become legally binding at the time of the deposit 
of ratification in so far as its provisions were con
tained in existing law, and there would be a 
guarantee that the Contracting States would enact 
such further legislation as might be necessary. 
The convention would have the effect of an inter
national bill of rights in freedom of information, 
and should be enforced as far as possible imme
diately upon ratification. 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA LIBERTE 
DE L'INFORMATION (E/1065) 

Article premier 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que les amendements 
proposes a !'article premier du projet de con
vention relatif a la liberte de !'information sont 
reunis clans le document A/C.3/471. La premiere 
serie d'amendements figurant dans ce document 
a ete proposee par la delegation du Mexique. 

M. CHAUVET (Haiti) presente son amende
ment ( A/C.3/457) et declare que, bien que le 
droit a la liberte d'expression doive etre aussi 
large que possible, il est evident que certaines 
restrictions doivent y etre apportees. Sa dele
gation propose un amendement qui tient compte 
des dispositions de la Charte des Nations Unies 
relatives au developpement des relations amicales 
entre les nations et au maintien de la paix et 
de la securite internationales. Une disposition de 
ce genre, de sens tres large, devrait figurer a 
!'article premier plutot qu'a !'article 2. 

M. DAvrns (Royaume-Uni) declare qu'il n'a 
propose son amendement (A/C.3/459) que pour 
donner plus de clarte au texte. A l'alinea a), le 
mot "tous" a ete supprime parce que superflu. 
L'insertion des mots: "sans distinction de fron
tieres" a l'alinea a) a permis de fondre cet alinea 
avec l'alinea c) auquel ii est semblable quant au 
fond. Le mot "leur" n'a ete insere clans l'alinea b )' 
que pour des raisons de style. M. Davies n'a 
pas voulu changer le fond du texte initial. Son 
amendement ne vise qu'a donner a !'article une 
redaction plus conforme aux intentions exprimees 
par la Conference sur la liberte de !'information. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
que son amendement (A/C.3/466) vise aux 
memes fins que l'amendement du Royaume-Uni, 
mais qu'il contient en plus une disposition impor
tante, a savoir !'addition d'une clause non auto
matiquement executoire a l'alinea d) du texte. 

Alors que la convention relative a la transmis
sion internationale des informations et au droit 
de rectification n'affectera pas profondement la 
legislation nationale, la convention relative a la 
liberte de !'information le fera et pourra pro
voquer des difficultes considerables a moins que 
les mesures de precaution necessaires ne soient 
prises. Les tribunaux devront decider si la con
vention pourra etre mise en reuvre dans le cadre 
des dispositions legislatives nationales actuelle
ment existantes ou si des dispositions legislatives 
speciales devront etre prises. Pour eviter le delai 
qui pourrait s'ensuivre, il y aurait lieu de stipuler 
clans la convention meme que les Etats contrac
tants devront s'engager a adopter les mesures 
legislatives qui pourraient etre necessaires. Ainsi 
la convention pourrait engager les signataires, 
du point de vue juridique, au moment du depot des 
instruments de rectification, dans la mesure ou 
ces dispositions sont conformes a la legislation exis
tante. D'autre part, il y aurait la garantie que les 
Etats contractants adopteraient les dispositions 
legislatives nouvelles qui pourraient devenir 
necessaires. La convention aurait le caractere d'une 
declaration internationale des droits en matiere 
de liberte de !'information et, par consequent, 
devrait etre mise a execution dans toute la mesure 
du possible immediatement apres sa ratification. 
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l\fr. Canham observed that international con
ventions became law in his countrv, but onlv 
within the limits specified in the conve~tions them
selves. If the non-self-executing clause were omit
ted, there mght be uncertainty as to how far the 
convention affected domestic law, particularly in 
cases where it might appear to conflict with it. The 
inclusion of such a clause would go far towards 
solving such difficulties. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) considered that the 
public interest should be safeguarded against abuse 
of the freedom to gather and transmit information. 
The original text of article 1 contained loop-holes 
for the publication of propaganda prejudicial to 
the maintenance of international peace and friendlv 
relations. Moreover, the convention contained 
clauses such as had appeared in a numher of 
recent international conventions which placed an 
obligation on the Contracting States to implement 
them hy means of domestic legislation. Th.--it 
obligation frequentlv raised almost insuperable 
practical difficulties. In certain countries the exec
utive power was responsible for such imnlementa
tion. suhiect to subsequent anproval hv the leg-is
lature. The executive power should not be saddled 
with the resnonsibilitv of guaranteeinir the assent 
of the legislature. If anv such stipulation were 
necessarv. its scope should he restricted as much 
as possible. 

Mr. TocKEL (Australia) suggested that the 
Legal Department of the Secretariat should he 
requested to !!ive an opinion on sub-paragraph 
( d) of the United States amendment. 

Mr. ANDREN (Sweden) said that some of the 
provisions of the draft convention mivht prove 
to be inconsistent with the legislation of his coun
try concerning the freedom of the Press. He could 
not guarantee that the Swedish Parliament would 
be willing to alter such legislation and his coun
try might. therefore, be unable to sign the con
vention unless some such clause as that suggested 
by the United States representative were inserted. 

He supported the new sub-paragraph ( d) pro
posed hv the United States delegation but sug
gested the deletion of the last sentence, beginning 
with the words "Each State party hereto ... " · 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt). supported by Mr. ZAv
DfN (Cuba), said that there were certain points 
of similarity in the various amendments sub
mitted to article L He suggested that the authors 
of the amendments should meet informally and 
try to prepare a combined text. 

Mr. RAO (India) was in favour of the revised 
text of the article submitted by the United King
dom delegation (A/C.3/459) and proposed a 
few drafting changes to that text. He suggested 
that the first part of sub-paragraph (a) should 
he amended to read : 

"Each Contracting State shall secure to its 
own nationals and to such of the nationals of 
every other Contracting State as are lawfully 
within its territory as correspondents." 

M. Canham fait remarquer que dans son pays 
Jes conventions internationales ont force de loi, 
mais seulernent dans Jes lirnites prevues par les 
conventions elles-memes. Si la clause de non
execution automatique etait omise, ii pourrait etre 
difficile de determiner dans quelle mesure la con
vention affecterait la legislation nationale, surtout 
lorsque Jes dispositions de la convention parai
traient etre en conflit avec cette legislation. L'in
clusion clans la convention d'une stipulation de 
ce genre aiderait grandement a resoudre ces diffi
cultes. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) estime que le public 
doit etre protege contre l'abus de la liberte de 
recherche et de transmission des informations. 
Le texte initial de !'article premier laisse subsister 
certaines lacunes dont on pourrait faire usage 
pour se livrer a une propagande nuisible au 
maintien de la paix internationale et des relations 
amicales entre Etats. D'autre part, la convention, 
tout comme certaines autres conventions inter
nationales conclues recemment, contient des clauses 
qui obligent Jes Etats contractants a les mettre 
en ceuvre par des mesures legislatives nationales. 
Cette obligation a frequemment cree des difficultes 
pratiquement insunnontables. Dans certains pays, 
cette mise en c:euvre incombe au pouvoir executif, 
sous reserve que les actions de celui-ci soient 
approuvees par la suite par le legislatif. Il ne 
faut pas imposer au pouvoir executif !'obligation 
de garantir qu'il obtiendra l'assentiment du pou
voir legislatif. Si une telle stipulation s'avere 
necessaire, il faut que sa portee soit aussi reduite 
que possible. 

M. J OCKEL ( Australie) propose que l' on de
mande au Departement juridique du Secretariat 
de formuler un avis sur l'alim~a d) de l'amende
ment des Etats-Unis. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) declare que certaines dis
positions du projet de convention peuvent etre en 
desaccord avec la legislation de son pays sur la 
liberte de la presse. I1 ne pent garantir que le 
Parlement suedois consentira a changer cette legis
lation et, par consequent, son pays ne pourra signer 
la convention si une clause du genre de celle pro
posee par le representant des Etats-Unis n'y est 
pas inseree. 

I1 approuve le nouvel alinea d) propose par la 
delegation des Etats-Unis, mais suggere que l'on 
supprime la derniere phrase, celle qui commence 
par les mots: "Tous les Etats contractants ... " 

M SULTAN (Egypte), appuye par M. ZAvnfN 
(Cuba), fait remarquer que les divers amende
ments proposes a }'article premier presentent une 
certaine similitude. Il suggere que les auteurs de 
ces amendments se reunissent a titre officieux et 
s'efforcent d'etablir un texte commun. 

M. RAo (Inde) approuve le texte revise soumis 
par la delegation du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/459) 
et propose quelques changements de redaction a 
ce texte. A son avis, la premiere partie de l'alinea 
a) devrait se lire comme suit : 

"Tout Etat contractant garantira a ses ressor
tissants et a ceitx des ressortissants des autres 
Etats contractants qui resident legalement sur 
son territoire en tant que correspondants." 
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He further proposed the addition of the words 
"for the lawful exercise of their professional func
tions" at the end of sub-paragraph ( d). 

Mr. Charles Malik (Lebanon) took the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN was not sure that the first 
amendment suggested by the representative of 
India could be considered as a purely drafting 
change. He reminded representatives that the 
time limit for the submission of substantive 
amendments was long since past. 

Mr. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) pointed out that 
article 1 began with the words: "Subject to the 
provisions of articles 2, 4, 5 and 6 of this Conven
tion". It would be difficult to discuss article l 
before deciding exactly what provisions were to 
be contained in articles 2, 4, 5 and 6. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) proposed that the discussion of article 
1 should be postponed until articles 2, 4, 5 and 
6 had been adopted. In his opinion, it would be 
impossible to adopt provisions which would 
restrict the activities of Governments until the 
safeguards provided for in the other articles had 
been finally determined. The adoption of article 
1 was clearly dependent upon the adoption of 
the other four articles mentioned in it. 

Mr. PRICA (Yugoslavia) supported the USSR 
proposal and stated that the question was not 
merely one of procedure. His delegation had 
always maintained that the basic principles of 
freedom of information should be defined before 
anv conventions could be drafted on the sub
ject. He regretted that the draft convention under 
discussion, like the others already considered, 
gave detailed attention to the technical and rela
tively unimportant aspects of the question and 
omitted to define what type of information should 
benefit by the privileges it set forth. There would 
thus be boundless possibilities for the monopolies 
to abuse those privileges and warmongers would 
he left perfectly free to carry on their pernicious 
activities, while on the other hand Governments 
would have imposed upon them such obligations 
as they could not accept if they valued the inde
pendence of their country. The CcliGterence on 
Freedom of Information had adopted a resolution 
condemning war propaganda, 1 but that resolution 
did not seem to have been put into effect. 

In his opinion, it should be dearly stated, from 
the outset, that the benefits of the convention 
would extend only to correspondents who reported 
true information, which was in conformity with 
the basic purposes of the United Nations. 

.Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) supported the 
USSR proposal. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom), supported by 
Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil), realized that there might 

1 See Final Act of the United Nations Conference on 
Freedom of Information, annex C, resolution No. 2. 

I1 propose egalement d'ajouter les mots: "dans 
l'exercice legal de leurs fonctions professionnelles" 
a la fin de l'alinea d). 

M. Charles Malik (Liban) prend place au 
fauteuil presidentiel. 

Le PRESIDENT n'est pas certain que le premier 
amendement propose par le representant de l'Inde 
puisse etre considere comme purement redaction- . 
nel. II rappelle aux representants que le delai 
pour la presentation des amendements de fond 
est passe depuis longtemps. 

.M. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) fait remarquer que 
l'article premier commence par les mots: "Sous 
reserve des dispositions des articles 2, 4, 5 et 6 
de la presente Convention". II est done difficile 
d'examiner l'article premier avant de decider 
exactement quelles seront les dispositions que con
tiendront les articles 2, 4, 5 et 6. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union de Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) propose que la discussion de 
l'article premier soit differee jusqu'a ce que les 
articles 2, 4, 5 et 6 aient ete adoptes. A son avis 
il serait impossible d'adopter des dispositions qui 
limiteraient l'activite des gouvernements avant que 
les garanties qui doivent etre prevues clans les 
autres articles aient ete etablies de fai;on definitive. 
Il est tout a fait clair que !'adoption de !'article 
premier est soumise a l'adoption des quatre autres 
articles qu'il mentionne. 

M. PRICA (Yougoslavie) approuve la proposi
tion de l'URSS et declare que la question depasse 
le cadre de la procedure. Sa delegation a toujours 
soutenu que les principes fondamentaux de la 
liberte de l'information devraient etre definis avant 
qu'une convention ne soit redigee a ce sujet. Il 
est regrettable, a son avis, que le projet de con
vention que la Commission est en train d'examiner, 
tout comme les projets qu'elle a deja examines, 
etudie en detail les aspects techniques et relative
ment peu importants de la question, tout en negli
geant d'indiquer quel genre d'information devrait 
beneficier des privileges que cette convention eta
blit. Dans ces conditions, les monopoles auraient 
des possibilites infinies de faire mauvais usage de 
ces privileges, et les fauteurs de guerre auraient 
toute liberte de poursuivre leur nefaste activite, 
tandis que les gouvernements se trouveraient assu
jettis a des obligations qu'ils ne sauraient accepter 
a moins de ne faire bon marche de l'independance 
de leur pays. La Conference sur la liberte de l'in
formation a adopte une resolution1 condamnant la 
propagande de guerre, mais ii ne semble pas que 
cette resolution ait ete mise en ceuvre. 

M. Prica estime qu'il faudrait declarer nette
ment, des le debut, que les benefices de la conven
tion ne s'etendront qu'aux correspondants qui 
transmettent des informations veridiques, se 
conformant en cela aux principes fondamentaux 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies . 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) appuie la pro
position de l'URSS. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni), appuye par M. 
PENTEADO (Bresil), admet qu'il pourrait etre quel-

1 Voir l'Acte final de la Conference des Nations Unies 
mr la liberte de {'information. annexe C, resolution No 2. 



268 

be some difficulty in discussing article 1 before 
articles 2, 4, 5 and 6 had been adopted. On the 
other hand, the same arguments might be raised 
if the Committee were to start by discussing 
article 2, since that article referred back to the 
provisions of sub-paragraphs (a), ( c) and ( d) 
of article 1. In his opinion, it would be more 
logical to start by discussing article 1, since the 
safeguards provided for in the following articles 
were consequent upon the freedoms granted in 
article 1. 

· Mr. WouLBROVN (Belgium) suggested that the 
difficulty might be solved by first adopting article 
1 provisionally and then coming back to it after 
the adoption of articles 2, 4, 5 and 6, if the need 
should arise. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) did not think that the solution pro
posed by the representative of Belgium would be 
very helpful. In his opinion, it was essential to 
adopt articles 2, 4, 5 and 6, guaranteeing the 
rights of States, before the provisions of article 
1 could possibly be accepted. He therefore urged 
the Committee to adopt his proposal. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina), sup
ported by Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru), thought that 
the difficulty could be solved simply by deleting 
the words: "Subject to the provisions of articles 
2, 4, 5 and 6 of this Convention" from article 1. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) wished to call the 
attention of the Argentine and Peruvian repre
sentatives to the usefulness of his amendment 
(A/C.3/417) to the introductory phrase. Unless 
every possible care were taken to prevent con
flict between the provisions of the draft conven
tion and existing national legislation, even coun
tries which granted full freedom of information 
might be unable to ratify the convention or to 
abide by it. It was hardly probable that any rep
resentative was entirely conversant with all the 
laws on th_e subject current in his country; no 
representative could therefore commit his Gov
ernment to a blanket observance of the convention 
without the safeguard provided by the Mexican 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the USSR pro
posal to proceed directly to article 2. 

That proposal was rejected by 20 votes to 11, 
with 13 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN called the Committee's atten
tion to the Argentine proposal to delete the intro
ductory phrase of article 1. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) opposed the Argentine proposal. If 
it were adopted, article 1 would lose its conditional 
character and would not be affected by the Com
mittee's decisions with respect to subsequent 
articles. 

que peu difficile d'examiner !'article premier avant 
!'adoption des articles 2, 4, 5 et 6. Cependant, la 
meme objection pourrait etre soulevee si la Com
mission commern;ait par l'examen de !'article 2, 
car cet article contient des references aux disposi
tions des alineas a), c) et d) de !'article premier. 
A son avis, ii serait plus logique de commencer 
par l'examen de I'article premier, car les garanties 
prevues clans les articles suivants dependent des 
libertes specifiees a !'article premier. 

M. WouLBROUN (Belgique) propose, pour re
soudre la difficulte, que l'on adopte !'article pre
mier a titre provisoire, quitte a revenir sur son 
texte, le cas echeant, apres }'adoption des articles 
2, 4, 5 et 6. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) ne pense pas que la proposi
tion faite par le representant de la Belgique regle 
la question. A son avis, il est essentiel d'adopter 
les articles 2, 4, 5 et 6, qui garantissent les droits 
des Etats, avant que l'on n'accepte les dispositions 
de !'article premier. En consequence, ii demande 
instamment a la Commission d'accepter sa pro
position. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine), appuye par 
M. ARAMBURU (Perou), estime que la difficulte 
pourrait etre resolue en supprimant tout simple
ment, a !'article premier, les mots: "Sous reserve 
des dispositions des articles 2, 4, 5 et 6 de la 
presente Convention". 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) desire attirer !'atten
tion des representants de l' Argentine et du Perou 
sur !'importance de son amendement (A/C.3/417) 
au membre de phrase qui sert d'introduction. A 
moins que le plus grand soin ne soit apporte a eviter 
tout conflit entre les dispositions du projet de con
vention et les legislations nationales en vigueur, il 
se pourrait que meme les pays qui accordent la 
liberte pleine et entiere a l'information ne soient 
pas en mesure de ratifier la convention ou de la 
respecter. II n'est guere probable qu'aucun des 
representants presents a la Commission soit entie
rement au courant de toutes les dispositions legis
latives qui regissent ce sujet dans son pays. Aucun 
representant ne peut done, sans la sauvegarde four
nie par l'amendement du Mexique, prendre au 
nom de son gouvernement !'engagement d'observer 
sans restriction toutes les dispositions de la con
vention. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
l'URSS tendant a passer sans delai a l'examen 
de !'article 2. 

Par 20 voix contre 11, avec 13 abstentions, cette 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT attire l'attention de la Commis
sion sur la proposition de l' Argentine tendant a 
supprimer le membre de phrase introductoire de 
!'article premier. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) se declare oppose a la proposi
tion de l' Argentine. Si celle-ci etait adoptee, !'ar
ticle premier perdrait son caractere conditionnel 
et ne serait plus affecte par les decisions que pren
dra la Commission sur les articles suivants. 
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Mr. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopia) and Mr. PEN
TEADO (Brazil) thought that the point of both 
the Argentine and the USSR representatives 
might be met if the introductory phrase were 
replaced by some such wording as : "Except as 
otherwise provided in this Convention" or: "Sub
ject to the further provisions of this Convention''. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) associated him
self with that view. 

Mr. ZAYDiN (Cuba) did not think the sug
gested substitution was necessary. It was cus
tomary legal practice with respect to conventions 
and codes of law to regard subsequent articles as 
modifying earlier ones, just as it was customary 
to list exceptions to a clause after the clause 
itself. Article l was in any case subject to the 
further provisions of the convention. 

He consequently supported the Argentine pro
posal. 

Appointment of a sub-committee 

The CHAIRMAN suggested the appointment of a 
sub-committee composed of the representatives of 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, France, Leba
non, the Netherlands, Poland, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom and the 
United States of America, with the following 
terms of reference : to examine the text of the 
draft convention on the international transmission 
of news and the right of correction purely from 
the point of view of form and uniformity of 
style and arrangement, without attempting to alter 
its substance, and to present to the Committee 
a final text in English, French and Spanish. 

In reply to the representative of CHINA, he 
said that the Secretariat would endeavour to 
prepare concorded texts in Russian and Chinese 
by the time the draft convention was considered 
by the General Assembly in plenary session. He 
urged the Chilean and Colombian representatives 
to make sure that the Spanish text had the 
approval of their Spanish-speaking colleagues. 

Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland) and Mr. TsARAP
KIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) stated 
that they were concerned with the substance 
rather than with the form of the draft convention. 
As th.eir position with respect to substance had 
not been accepted by the Committee, they would 
prefer not to deal with the form. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the representatives of 
Poland and the USSR had been appointed to the 
sub-committee precisely because they had taken 
an active part in the debate. 

The composition and tenns of reference of the 
Sub-Co-mmittee were approved. 

In reply to Mr. KAHALI (Syria), the CHAIR
MAN stated that before the draft convention was 
formally adopted by the Committee, every repre
sentative would have an opportunity to comment 
upon it as a whole. 

The meeting rose at 1.30 p.m. 

M. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopie) et M. PENTEADO 
(Bresil) estirnent qu'il pourrait etre donne satis
faction tant au representant de !'Argentine qu'au 
representant de l'URSS si le membre de phrase 
introductoire etait remplace par une redaction telle 
que: "A moins que la presente Convention n'en 
dispose autrement" ou: "Sous reserve des dispo
sitions ulterieures de la presente Convention". 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) s'associe ace point 
de vue. 

:M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) ne pense pas que le change
ment propose soit necessaire. Il est d'usage, en 
pratique juridique, en ce . qui concerne les con
ventions et les codes, de considerer que les articles 
modifient ceux qui les precedent, tout comme il 
est d'usage de donner la liste des exceptions a une 
clause apres la clause elle-meme. De toute maniere, 
les dispositions de !'article premier ne valent que 
sous reserve d'autres dispositions de la convention. 

En consequence, ii appuie la proposition de l' Ar
gentine. 

Nomination d' une sous-commission 

Le PRESIDENT propose que soit nommee une 
sous-commission composee des representants du 
Canada, du Chili, de la Chine, de la Colombie, de 
la France, du Liban, des Pays-Bas, de la Pologne, 
de !'Union des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, 
du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
qui recevrait le mandat suivant: examiner le texte 
du projet de convention relatif a la transmission 
internationale des informations et au droit de recti
fication, du seul point de vue de la forme et de 
l'uniformite du style et de la presentation, sans en 
alterer le fond en quoi que se soit, et presenter 
a la Commission un texte definitif en anglais, en 
fram;ais et en espagnol. 

Repondant au representant de la CHINE, le Pre
sident declare que le Secretariat fera de son mieux 
pour etablir des textes concordants en russe et 
en chinois avant que le projet de convention soit 
soumis a l' Assemblee generale pour examen en 
seance pleniere. Il demande aux representants du 
Chili et de la Colombie de s'assurer que le texte 
espagnol a !'approbation de leurs collegues de 
langue espagnole. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) et M. TsARAPKINE 
(Union des Republiques socialistes sovietiques) 
declarent que c'est le fond plutot que la forme du 
projet de convention qui les preoccupe. Etant 
donne que leur position, en ce qui conceme le 
fond, n'a pas ete acceptee par la Commission, its 
prefereraient ne pas s'occuper de la forme. 

Le PRESIDENT dit que si les representants de la 
Pologne et de l'URSS avaient ete designes pour 
faire partie de la sous-commission, c'est precise
ment parce qu'ils ont pris une part active aux 
debats. 

La composition et le mandat de la S ous-C ommis
sion sont approuves. 

Repondant a M. KAHALI ( Syrie)' le PRESIDENT 
declare que, avant que la Commission n'adopte 
officiellement le projet de convention, chaque repre
sentant aura l'occasion d'exposer son opinion au 
sujet de !'ensemble de cette convention. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 30. 
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TWO HUNDRED AND NINTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Friday, 29 April 1949, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chair1nan: Mr. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norway), 

later, Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

144. Freedom of information: report 
of the Economic and Social Conn• 
cil ( A/ 631) ( continued) 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON FREEDOM OF INFORMATION 
(E/1065) (coNTINL"ED) 

Article 1 (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee had 
to decide on the introductory phrase of article 
1. Three proposals had been made at the 208th 
meeting: the Argentine representative had sug
gested deletion of the text; the Ethiopian and 
Brazilian representatives had proposed that it 
should be replaced by some such phrase as : 
"Except as otherwise provided in this Conven
tion" or: "Subject to the further provisions of 
this Convention"; and the Norwegian representa
tive had proposed postponing the decision. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) pointed out that dele
tion of the introductory phrase of article 1, as 
proposed by the Argentine representative. would 
be tantamount to a change of substance. His dele
gation had proposed an amendment (A/C.3/417) 
to the paragraph and wished it to be discussed. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) explained 
that the aim of his proposal was to facilitate the 
discussion and enable the Committee to continue 
the examination of the draft convention. In view 
of the Mexican representative's objections, how
ever, he withdrew his proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal 
to replace the introductory phrase by the words : 
"Subject to the further provisions of this Con
vention". 

The proposal was adopted by 20 votes to 4, 
with 19 abstentions. 

Mr. AzKOt:L (Lebanon) emphasized that the 
aim of the amendments proposed by his delegation 
to article 1 (A/C.3/461) was not to change the 
substance of the article but to lend it a more 
concise and logical form. 

As a result of the decision the Committee had 
just taken, the first amendment was no longer 
under discussio,1. 

The second Lebanese proposal was that the 
ideas expressed in sub-paragraphs ( b) and ( c) 
should be included in paragraph (a). The addi
tion of the words : "and without discrimination 
based on political considerations or on race, sex, 
language or religion" made it possible to express 
the essential idea of sub-paragraph ( b). The 
Lebanese delegation had deleted the words "or 
personal", as it thought they were inappropriate. 
The deletion of sub-paragraph ( b) made article 1 
more concise and also made it possible to avoid 
the misinterpretation to which the sub-paragraph 
in its existing form might lend itself. Indeed, 
it mig-ht be interpreted to mean that the State was 

DEUX CENT NEUVIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le vendredi 29 m;ril 1949, a 15 Ii. 30. 

President: M. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norvege), 

puis M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA LIBERTE 
DE L'INFORMATION (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article premier (suite) 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que la Commission doit 
prendre une decision sur le membre de phrase qui 
sert d'introduction a l'article premier. Trois pro
positions ont ete faites a la 208eme seance: l'une 
par le representant de l' Argentine, tendant a sup
primer le texte; une autre par les representants 
de l'Ethiopie et du Bresil, tendant a le remplacer 
par: "A moins que la presente Convention n'en 
dispose autrement" ou par : "Sous reserve des dis
positions ulterieures de la presente Convention"; 
et enfin une troisieme par le representant de la 
N orvege, tendant a ajourner la decision. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) fait observer que la 
suppression de la clause introductoire de l'article 
premier, proposee par le representant de !'Argen
tine, equivaudrait a une modification de fond. Sa 
delegation a presente un amendement ( A/C.3 / 
417) a ce paragraphe et desire le voir discuter. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) explique 
que sa proposition visait a faciliter le debat et a 
permettre a la Commission de poursuivre l'examen 
du projet de convention. Etant donne les objec
tions soulevees par le representant du Mexique, il 
retire sa proposition. 

Le PRESIDENT met alors aux voix la proposition 
tendant a remplacer le membre de phrase intro
ductoire par les mots: "Sous reserve des disposi
tions ulterieures de la presente convention". 

Par 20 voix contre 4, avec 19 abstentions, cette 
proposition est adoptee. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) souligne que les amende
ments a !'article premier proposes par sa delega
tion (A/C.3/461) ne visent pas a modifier le fond 
de !'article, Jnais a lui donner une forme plus 
concise et plus logique. 

Le premier amendement n'est plus en discussion, 
etant donne la decision que vient de prendre la 
Commission. 

En deuxieme lieu, la delegation du Liban pro
pose de grouper clans l'alinea a) les idees con
tenues actuellement dans les alineas b) et c). L'ad
dition des mots: "et sans discrimination fondee 
sur des considerations d'ordre politique ou sur la 
race, le sexe, la langue ou la religion" permet de 
tenir compte de l'idee essentielle contenue dans 
l'alinea b). La delegation du Liban a supprime 
les mots "ou personnel" qui lui paraissent inoppor
tuns. La suppression de l'alinea b) donne a !'ar
ticle premier plus de concision et permet en outre 
d'eviter le malentendu que risque de soulever cet 
alinea sous sa forme actuelle. On pourrait croire 
en effet que l'Etat a toute liberte de reglementer et 
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quite free to regulate and to control the use of 
means of communication, provided that control 
applied to a!I without discrimination, which was 
obviously not the purpose of that sub-paragraph. 

Many of the ideas in sub-paragraph ( c) could 
already be found in sub-paragraph (a) with the 
exception of the stipulations, "within that terri
tory and beyond its frontiers", which the Leba
nese delegation therefore proposed should be 
added. 

Sub-paragraph ( d) merely expressed again -
while limiting it to the gathering of information 
- the idea of equality between nationals and for
eigners already set forth in sub-paragraph (a). 
The Lebanese delegation thought that the sub
paragraph could be deleted unless there were 
definite reasons for its retention. 

Mr. RAo (India) said that the first two sub
amendments which India had proposed orally to 
the United Kingdom amendment (A/C.3/459) 
at the previous meeting, namely, the addition in 
sub-paragraph (a) of the words "such of" after 
the words "Each Contracting State shall secure 
to ... " and the addition of the words "as are" 
after the words "of every other Contracting State" 
in the same sub-paragraph, did not alter the sub
stance of the United Kingdom amendment. 

On the other hand, he withdrew the proposal 
for the addition of the words "as correspondents", 
which had given rise to discussion. 

Lastly, he believed that the addition of the 
words, "for the lawful exercise of their profes
sional functions" at the end of sub-paragraph ( d) 
of the United Kingdom amendment did not con
stitute a change of substance either. 

Mr. HENRIQUEZ URENA (Dominican Repub
lic) pointed out that the amendment proposed by 
the Haitian representative (A/C.3/457) made it 
possible to extend the scope of sub-paragraph 
( c). The aim of the amendment was to promote 
and maintain friendly relations between countries 
and hence to safeguard peace. As the Dominican 
Republic had always and in all circumstances 
sought to promote and maintain friendly rela
tions and peace, it could only support that amend
ment. 

He regretted, however, that the Haitian rep
resentative's amendment extended only to limi
trophe or neighbouring countries. The limitation 
seemed inopportune at a time when Press and 
radio campaigns could be carried out by some 
countries against others even from a very great 
distance. He therefore proposed that the words 
"limitrophe or neighbouring countries" should be 
replaced by "the Contracting States". 

The Haitian amendment might appear super
fluous in view of the provisions relating to the 
right of correction which had already been adopted 
by the Committee, as their aim was also to main
tain friendly relations between countries. If the 
amendment were adopted, however, that article 
would re-emphasize in a suitable manner the 
importance of maintaining friendly relations 
between States. 

Mr. CHAUVET (Haiti) accepted the sub-amend
ment proposed by the representative of the 
Dominican Republic. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
doubted whether the amendment to the first para-

de controler l'emploi des moyens de communica
tion a condition que ce controle s'applique a tous 
sans discrimination, ce qui n' est certes pas le but 
vise par cet alinea. 

Les idees contenues clans l'alinea c) se trouvent 
deja en grande partie clans l'alinea a), a !'excep
tion de la precision: "a l'interieur de ce territoire 
et a travers ses frontieres" que la delegation du 
Liban propose done d'y ajouter. 

L'alinea d) ne fait que reprendre, en la limi
tant a la recherche des informations, l'idee de 
l'egalite des ressortissants nationaux et des etran
gers, deja contenue clans l'alinea a). S'il n'existe 
pas de raison precise justifiant le maintien de cet 
alinea, la delegation du Liban serait d'avis de le 
supprimer. 

M. RAO ( Inde) signale que les deux premiers 
sous-amendements a l'arnendement du Royaume
Uni (A/C.3/459) proposes oralement par l'Inde 
a la seance precedente, a savoir le remplacement 
des mots: "et aux ressortissants" par: "et a ceux 
des ressortissants", au debut de l'alinea a), et le 
remplacement du mot: "residant" par: "qui resi
dent" clans le meme alinea, ne modifient pas le 
fond de l'amendement du Royaume-Uni. 

Par contre, il retire la proposition tendant a 
ajouter les mots: "en tant que correspondants" qui 
a donne lieu a discussion. 

II estime enfin que !'addition des mots: "clans 
l'exercice legal de leurs fonctions professionnelles" 
a la fin de l'alinea d) de l'amendement du 
Royaume-Uni ne constitue pas non plus une 
modification de fond. 

M. HENRIQUEZ URENA (Republique Domini
caine), commentant l'amendement presente par le 
representant d'Haiti (A/C.3/457), souligne qu'il 
permet d' etendre la portee du paragraphe C). Cet 
amendement vise a favoriser le maintien des rela
tions amicales entre pays et done a sauvegarder la 
paix. La Republique Dominicaine qui, en toutes 
circonstances, a toujours cherche a favoriser le 
maintien des relations amicales et de la paix, ne 
peut qu'appuyer cet amendement. 

M. Henriquez Urefia regrette cependant que 
l'amendement du representant d'Haiti ne vise que 
les pays limitrophes ou voisins. Cette limitation 
semble inopportune a une epoque ou les campagnes 
de presse ou de radio peuvent etre menees par cer
tains pays contre d'autres pays tres eloignes. II pro
pose done de remplacer les mots "les pays limi
trophes ou voisins" par "les Etats contractants". 

L'amendement d'Haiti pourrait paraitre superflu 
etant donne les dispositions relatives au droit de 
rectification deja adoptees par la Commission et 
qui visent egalement le maintien des relations ami
cales entre pays. Cependant, le representant de la 
Republique Dominicaine croit que !'adoption de cet 
amendement soulignerait a nouveau, de maniere 
appropriee, clans cet article, !'importance du main
tien des relations amicales entre Etats. 

M. CHAUVET (Haiti) accepte le sous-amende
ment propose par le representant de la Republique 
Dominicaine. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) emet 
des doutes sur l'opportunite de l'amendement pro-
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graph proposed by Mexico (A/C.3/417) was 
desirable. He thought it might provide States with 
a useful pretext for evading the provisions of the 
convention by invoking either reasons of public 
order, which was a vague expression, or the 
existence of legal provisions the nature of which 
was not even specified. The amendment would 
deal a serious blow to the convention by depriving 
it of any binding force. 

He also thought that the implementation of 
sub-paragraph 2 of sub-paragraph ( b), proposed 
by Mexico, might give rise to serious difficulties. 
He did not see how a State in which publicity 
agencies. newspapers or even the radio were in 
the hands of private enterprise could adopt the 
measures advocated by the Mexican representa
tive to preserve those fields from any commercial 
influence. 

In his view, the Lebanese amendment (A/C.3/ 
461) greatly improved the original text of article 
1. He was in favour, however, of making it more 
specific through the addition of the idea in the 
United States amendment (A/C.3/466), namely, 
that each Contracting State should secure freedom 
from governmental interference in the exercise 
of the right to seek, receive and impart informa
tion. Indeed, the United States delegation did not 
think that the State could guarantee the freedom 
to receive and impart information in the general 
form indicated in the original text of the article 
and in the Lebanese amendment. Such an obliga
tion would be beyond its competence. Furthermore, 
he thought that the right to seek information 
should be added to the right of receiving and 
imparting it. Such a change in the text of the 
Lebanese amendment would give it concrete 
worth. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) asked the Chairman 
whether the representative of the Legal Depart
ment of the Secretariat could clarify sub-para
graph (d) proposed by the United States. 

Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) said that the 
first sentence of the sub-paragraph in question 
stipulated that rights set forth in the article would 
not automatically become effective in a Contract
ing State; each State would have to adopt legis
lative measures to incorporate those rights into 
its domestic legislation, if they were not already 
included therein. Indeed, in some States, such 
as the United States or France, the provisions of 
treaties ratified by them came into force auto
matically. The first sentence of sub-paragraph 
( d) proposed by the United States would place 
the United States and France in the same posi
tion as the countries which had to incorporate the 
provisions of the treaties they ratified in their 
domestic legislation before they could become 
effective on their territory. 

The second sentence of the sub-paragraph made 
each Contracting State responsible for taking the 
measures necessary to give effect to the conven
tion, but it did not oblige a State to adopt legis
lative measures if its domestic legislation already 
contained the provisions in question or if the 
latter were established under the common law, 
by jurisprudence, for instance. 

Furthermore, under international law, a State 
might ratify or accede to a convention before it 

pose par le .Mexique (A/C.3/417) au premier 
paragraphe. II Jui semble que !'addition de ce texte 
risquerait de fournir aux Etats un pretexte com
mode pour ne pas se conformer aux dispositions 
de la convention en invoquant des raisons d'ordre 
public, terme qui est vague, ou !'existence de cer
taines dispositions legislatives dont la nature n'est 
meme pas precisee. Cet amendement porterait 
une atteinte serieuse a la convention qu'il priverait, 
en definitive, de tout caractere obligatoire. 

Le paragraphe 2 de l'alinea b) propose par le 
Mexique lui parait d'autre part soulever des diffi
cultes d'application considerables. Comment un 
Etat m't les agences de publicite, Jes journaux ou 
meme la radio sont entre Jes mains d'entreprises 
privees pourrait-il prendre Jes mesures preconi
sees par le representant du .Mexique pour ecarter 
clans ces domaines toute influence commerciale? 

L'amendement propose par le Liban (A/C.3/ 
461) lui semble ameliorer le texte initial de !'article 
premier d'une maniere appreciable. II souhaiterait 
cependant y voir ajoutee la precision qui figure 
dans l'amendement propose par Jes Etats-Unis 
(A/C.3/466), a savoir que tout Etat contractant 
garantira la liberte d'exercer sans ingerence du 
gouvernement le droit de rechercher, de recevoir 
et de transmettre des informations. La delegation 
des Etats-Unis ne croit pas en effet que l'Etat 
puisse garantir, sous la forme generale indiquee 
dans le texte initial de l'article et clans l'amende
ment du Liban, la liberte de transmettre et de rece
voir des informations ; une telle obligation depas
serait sa competence. II lui semble d'autre part 
necessaire d'ajouter, au droit de recevoir et de 
transmettre des informations, celui de les recher
cher. Si cette modification etait apportee a l'amen
dement propose par le Liban, elle permettrait de 
Jui donner une valeur contrete. 

M. BAGDADI (Egypte) demande au President si 
le representant du Departement juridique du Se
cretariat est en mesure d'apporter certaines pre
cisions concernant l'alinea d) propose par les 
Etats-Unis. 

M. ScHACHTER (Secretariat) explique que la 
premiere phrase de cet alinea etablit que Jes droits 
exposes clans !'article ne prendront pas effet auto
matiquement dans un Etat contractant; il sera 
necessaire pour chaque Etat de prendre des 
mesures legislatives incorporant ces droits dans la 
legislation nationale, s'ils ne le sont pas deja. Dans 
certains Etats en effet, comme les Etats-Unis ou 
la France, Jes dispositions des traites ratifies par 
ces Etats prennent effet automatiquement. La pre
miere phrase de l'alinea d) propose par Jes Etats
Unis aurait pour consequence de placer les Etats
U nis et la France dans la meme position que les 
Etats qui doivent incorporer a leur legislation na
tionale les dispositions des conventions qu'ils rati
fient avant qu'elles ne prennent effet sur leur ter
ritoire. 

Cependant, la seconde phrase de cet alinea met 
a la charge de chaque Etat contractant !'obligation 
internationale de prendre les dispositions neces
saires pour !'application de la convention, mais 
elle ne rend pas indispensable pour un Etat de 
prendre des mesures legislatives si sa legislation 
nationale contient deja Jes dispositions en question 
ou si celles-ci sont etablies par le droit coutumier, 
par exemple par la jurisprudence. 

En outre, selon le droit international, la ratifi
cation ou !'adhesion d'un Etat peut intervenir 
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had taken the legislative measures necessary to 
harmonize its domestic legislation with the pro
visions of the convention. That principle had 
been explicitly and implicitly accepted by the 
Permanent Court of International Justice in such 
matters as the exchange of Greek and Turkish 
populations and the competence of the Danzig 
courts. 

Replying to questions from Mr. ZoNOV (Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics) and Mr. DEM
CHENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic), 
regarding the United States amendment, Mr. 
SCHACHTER (Secretariat) made it clear that Con
tracting States might have to adopt certain meas
ures to bring their domestic legislation into line 
with the provisions of the convention. Should the 
rights set forth in the amendment under dis
cussion be already provided for under the legis
lation of any State, however, it would obviously 
be unnecessary for that legislation to be modified. 

Only when the rights were not already pro
vided by the legislation of a Contracting State 
would the State have to adopt new legislative 
measures to ensure their existence and exercise. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) wished to clarify his 
delegation's attitude towards each of the proposed 
amendments to article L 

He believed that the United Kingdom (A/C.3/ 
459) and Lebanese (A/C.3/461) proposals were 
fairly similar in substance and he was in no 
way opposed to the adoption of the Lebanese text 
provided it also included the ideas suggested in 
the United States amendment. He fully appre
ciated the laudable attempt to combine sub-para
graphs (a), ( b), and ( c) into one sub-paragraph, 
but preferred the United Kingdom text, which 
he thought dearer. 

The United States amendment (A/C.3/466) 
referred mainly to States under whose constitu
tions a convention automatically became law upon 
ratification, as was the case with the United 
States. That, however, did not necessarily apply 
to all States. By way of example, he cited his 
own country, where legislation would have to be 
changed to incorporate the provisions of the con
vention. His delegation, however, was not opposed 
to the United States amendment. 

Regarding the amendment proposed by Mexico 
(A/C.3/417), he felt that the addition of the 
words, "and without prejudice to legal provi
sions" was unnecessary in that place. Nor did 
he think that the addition of the words, "or 
reasons of public order" served a useful purpose, 
as article 8 already contained provisions regarding 
measures to be taken in time of emergency. 

He thought that the amendment proposed by 
Haiti (A/C.3/457) was obscure and felt, more
over, that it changed the substance. In his view, 
such a provision would restrict freedom of infor
mation too much and was unnecessary inasmuch 
as the domestic legislation of each State pro
vided penalties for defamation and slander. It 
was not possible for a State anxious to safeguard 
the freedom of the Press to accede to an inter
national convention prohibiting the use of means 
of information authorized by Governments on the 
national level. His delegation refused to support 
an article that was inconsistent with its own 
Constitution and with the spirit which had always 
animated his country in its struggle for freedom. 

avant que celui-ci ait adopte les mesures legis
latives necessaires pour mettre en harmonie les 
dispositions de sa legislation nationale avec celles 
de la convention. Ce principe a ete accepte expres
sement et implicitement par la Cour permanente 
de Justice internationale dans differentes affaires, 
par exemple clans le cas de l'echange des popula
tions grecques et turques et clans celui concernant 
la competence des tribunaux de Dantzig. 

En reponse aux questions posees par M. ZoN0V 
(Union des Republiques socialistes sovietiques) 
et M. DEMTCHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) concernant l'amendement pro
pose par les Etats-Unis, M. ScHACH1:ER (Secre
tariat) precise que des Etats contractants pourront 
etre amenes a prendre certaines mesures afin que 
leur legislation interne tienne compte des disposi
tions de la convention, mais si les droits exposes 
clans l'amendement dont il est question sont deja 
prevus clans la legislation d'un Etat donne, ii n'est 
evidemment pas necessaire de la modifier. 

Ce n'est que dans le cas ou ces droits ne figure
raient pas dans la legislation d'un Etat contractant 
que celui-ci devrait adopter de nouvelles mesures 
legislatives qui en assurent !'existence et l'exercice. 

M. Z,wDfN (Cuba) desire preciser la position 
de sa delegation sur chacun des amendements pro
poses a !'article premier. 

Il juge assez semblables quant au fond les pro
positions du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/459) et du 
Liban ( A/C.3/461). Il n'est nullement oppose a 
!'adoption du texte du Liban, a condition qu'on y 
ajoute l'idee suggeree par l'amendement des Etats
Unis; ii apprecie a sa juste valeur l'effort louable 
visant a fondre en un seul les trois alineas a), b) et 
C)' mais ses preferences vont au texte du 
Royaume-Uni, qui lui semble plus clair. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement des Etats
Unis (A/C.3/466), M. Zaydin fait remarquer qu'il 
vise plutot les Etats ou, en vertu de leur constitu
tion, une convention ratifiee a automatiquement 
force de loi, comme c'est le cas pour les Etats-Unis. 
Mais cela n'est pas necessairement vrai pour tous 
les Etats. Il cite l'exemple de son propre pays ou 
la legislation devra etre modifiee de maniere a y 
incorporer les dispositions de la convention. Toute
fois, sa delegation ne voit pas d'objection a l'amen
dement des Etats-Unis. 

Pour ce qui est de l'amendement propose par 
le Mexique (A/C.3/417), il estime que !'addi
tion des mots: "et sans prejudice des dispositions 
legislatives" n'est pas necessaire a cet endroit. De 
meme, l'adjonction des mots: "ou des raisons 
d'ordre public" ne lui semble pas utile, puisqu'une 
disposition relative aux mesures a prendre en 
temps de crise figure deja a !'article 8. 

M. ZAYDIN trouve obscur l'amendement propose 
par Haiti (A/C.3/457) et estime en outre qu'il 
modifie le fond. A son avis, cette disposition res
treindrait excessivement la liberte de !'informa
tion et est inutile puisque chaque Etat prevoit, clans 
sa propre legislation, des sanctions contre la diffa
mation et la calomnie. Il n' est pas possible a un 
Etat soucieux de sauvegarder la liberte de la presse 
d'adherer a une convention internationale qui in
terdit l'usage de moyens d'information autorises 
par les gouvernements sur le plan national. Sa dele
gation se refuse a appuyer un article qui est con
traire a sa propre constitution et a l'esprit qui a 
toujours anime son pays dans sa lutte pour la 
liberte. 
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"Hr. Charles Malik (Lebanon) took the chair. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) was against 
the Mexican amendment (A/C.3/417) for the 
same reasons as the Cuban representative. In 
his opinion, the provision relating to "reasons of 
public order" constituted too wide an escape 
clause. To include such a clause in the convention 
would be inappropriate as under article 8 States 
could, in certain circumstances, take measures 
derogating from their obligations under the con
vention. 

The United Kingdom delegation was opposed 
to the provision relating to "legal provisions" for 
reasons of substance. In its view, if a State became 
a party to a convention, it had to adapt its domes
tic legislation to its obligations under the conven
tion. States which wished to ratify the convention 
should be willing to modify their legislation before 
signing it. 

He felt the same apprehensions regarding sub
paragraph ( b) of that amendment as he had felt 
regarding some other proposals made previously 
by the Mexican delegation. It was impossible to 
demand that Governments should accept obliga
tions contrary to their economic system, as was 
the case with countries in which radio and news
papers were in private hands. 

Furthermore, he agreed with the Cuban rep
resentative that such provisions would place too 
many restrictions on freedom of information. 

He shared the United States representative's 
opinion of the Lebanese text (A/C.3/461). It 
was the result of a praiseworthy attempt, but in 
his search for extreme conciseness the author had 
perhaps gone too far and produced too condensed 
a version. As a result, it omitted any reference to 
such questions as the seeking of information and 
the movement of correspondents from one coun
try to another. 

He was prepared to accept the drafting changes 
to his amendment proposed by the Indian dele
gation. 

Finally, his delegation was not opposed to the 
United States amendment (A/C.3/466) as a 
whole, although he felt it was not as clear as it 
should be. He regretted, however, that he could 
not agree with its last sub-paragraph. 

In that connexion he advanced the same argu
ment as in the case of the Mexican amendment, 
namely, that if a State became a party to a treaty, 
it should bring its own legislation into line with 
the provisions of the treaty before, and not after, 
signing it. The United Kingdom had invariably 
followed that practice with any international con
vention to which it had been a party. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) found the choice 
between the various texts before the Committee 
embarrassing. Some were of almost equal value 
and differed only in wording or presentation. 
He would, however, prefer the Lebanese text 
(A/C.3/461) as being more comprehensive and 
embracing practically all the points in the original 
text of article 1. 

As had been pointed out by the United King
dom representative, it did not contain the idea 

M. Charles Malik ( Liban) prend place au fau
teuil presidentiel. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) se prononce contre 
l'amendement du Mexique (A/C.3/417) pour les 
memes raisons que le representant de Cuba. La 
disposition relative aux "raisons d'ordre public" 
constitue a son avis une clause echappatoire d'une 
portee trop vaste. It n'est pas opportun d'inclure 
une clause de cet ordre dans la convention qui 
d'ailleurs, aux termes de son article 8, habilite les 
Etats a deroger, sous certaines conditions, aux 
obligations que leur impose la convention. 

Quant a la clause relative aux "dispositions legis
latives", la delegation du Royaume-Uni y est op
posee pour des raisons de fond. En effet, elle estime 
que, si un Etat adhere a une convention, ii doit 
adapter sa legislation nationale aux obligations 
prevues par !edit instrument. A son sens, les Etats 
desireux de ratifier la convention devraient accep
ter de modifier leurs dispositions legislatives avant 
d'y apposer leur signature. 

D'autre part, a l'egard de l'alinea b) du meme 
amendement, M. Davies eprouve les memes crain
tes que vis-a-vis de certaines autres propositions 
anterieures de la delegation du Mexique. Com
ment peut-on exiger des gouvernements qu'ils ac
ceptent des obligations contraires a leur systeme 
economique, comme c'est le cas pour des pays dans 
Iesquels la radio et les journaux constituent des 
entreprises privees? 

II estime en outre, comme le representant de 
Cuba, que ces dispositions auraient pour effet de 
limiter a l'exces la liberte d'information. 

Au sujet du texte propose par le Liban (A/C.3/ 
461), M. Davies est du meme avis que le represen
tant des Etats-Unis. Ce texte est l'aboutissement 
d'une tentative meritoire mais, clans un souci d'ex
treme concision, !'auteur a peut-etre depasse son 
but et a produit une version trop condensee qui, 
de ce fait, comporte uncertain nombre d'omissions, 
telles que la recherche des informations ou le 
mouvement des correspondants d'un pays i l'autre. 

D'autre part, le representant du Royaume-Uni 
se declare pret a accepter Jes modifications de pure 
forme proposees par la delegation de l'Inde a son 
amendement. 

Enfin, analysant l'amendement des Etats-Unis 
(A/C.3/466), M. Davies precise que sa delegation 
ne s'oppose pas a !'ensemble de cet amenclement 
dont la forme ne lui para1t cependant pas suffisam
ment claire. II regrette cependant de ne pouvoir en 
accepter le dernier alinea. 

II avance a cet egard le meme argument que 
pour l'amendement du Mexique, a savoir que, si 
un Etat devient partie a un traite, il doit mettre 
sa legislation en harmonie avec les dispositions de 
cet instrument avant d'y apposer sa signature et 
non apres. C'est la pratique qu'a toujours suivie le 
Royaume-Uni pour les conventions internationales 
auxquelles il a adhere. 

M. KAYSER (France) se declare embarrasse 
pour choisir entre Jes differents textes dont la 
Commission est saisie. Certains d'entre eux ont 
une valeur presque identique et ne different que 
par la redaction OU la presentation. Cependant, 
ses preferences iraient plutot au texte du Liban 
(A/C.3/461) qui est plus synthetique et qui ren
ferme a peu pres tous les aspects envisages clans le 
texte primitif de !'article premier. 

II est exact, comme l'a fait remarquer le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni, qu'il ne contient pas 
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expressed in sub-paragraph ( d) of the United 
Kingdom draft, but the author could probably 
easily include that idea in his amendment. 

He asked the Chairman whether representa
tives who had submitted amendments could not 
form a drafting committee and try to agree on a 
text. 

Mr. HENRIQUEZ URENA (Dominican Repub
lic) was fully in favour of the French representa
tive's proposal. 

Mr. FouRIE (Union of South Africa) opposed 
the first Mexican amendment (A/C.3/417) for 
the same reasons as the United Kingdom repre
sentative. With regard to the second Mexican 
amendment, he considered that the Contracting 
States might not be in a position to carry out 
those provisions of the convention. 

Concerning the United States amendment ( A/ 
C.3 / 466), he would confine his comments to 
sub-paragraph (d). If such an amendment were 
adopted, it might be necessary to allow some 
time for the adoption of the necessary legisla
tive measures. Otherwise, a constitutional process 
might be carried out more or less rapidly, or 
even be delayed, which would amount to failure 
to observe the convention. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) considered that 
the negative character of the first Mexican amend
ment was clearly apparent in the light of the 
United States proposal concerning sub-paragraph 
(d). 

The Philippine delegation favoured the com
posite Lebanese text because it combined sucess
fully all the common factors in the original 
sub-paragraphs ( b), ( c) and ( d) of article L 

He believed that the phrase "to seek . . . 
information" had been intentionally used by the 
United States representative, and that idea might 
be included in the Lebanese draft. The order of 
ideas should therefore be: "to seek . . ., receive 
and impart information ... " 

The last clause ( sub-paragraph ( d) ) , which 
the United States representative proposed to 
add, was satisfactory, and he was ready to sup
port it. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
recalled that article V of the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Gen
ocide1 contained one provision anticipating that it 
might be necessary to alter the legislation of signa
tory States so that the Convention could be imple
mented. From the legal point of view, such a 
provision was superfluous. Nevertheless, he pre
ferred it to sub-paragraph (d) proposed by the 
United States. 

He had grave fears regarding that text. The 
result might be that Contracting States would not 
be placed on the same footing, as implementa
tion might require a longer or a shorter time in 
different cases. The representative of the Union 
of South Africa had just made a very pertinent 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Part I, Resolutions, No. 260 A (III). 

l'idee exprimee dans l'alinea d) du projet b_rita_n
nique, mais ii ne serait probablement pas d1fficile 
a !'auteur d'inclure cette notion dans son amende
ment. 

M. Kayser demande au President s'il ne serait 
pas possible que les representants qui ont propose 
des amendements se reunissent en comite de redac
tion pour essayer de se mettre d'accord sur un 
texte. 

M. HENRIQUEZ URENA (Republique Domini
caine) se declare entierement en faveur de la pro
position que vient de faire le representant de la 
France. 

M. FouRIE (Union Sud-Africaine) est oppose, 
pour les memes raisons que le representant du 
Royaume-Uni, au premier amendement du Mexi
que (A/C.3/417). Ence qui concerne le deuxieme 
amendement mexicain, il estime que les Etats 
contractants peuvent ne pas etre a meme d'execu
ter ces dispositions de la convention. 

Pour ce qui est de l'amendement des Etats
Unis ( A/C.3/466), M. Fourie limitera ses obser
vations a l'alinea d). Si Un tel amendement etait 
adopte, il serait peut-etre necessaire d'envisager 
un delai pour !'adoption de ces mesures legislatives 
car, sinon, il pourrait arriver qu'une procedure 
constitutionnelle fonctionne plus ou moins rapide
ment et qu'elle subisse meme des retards, ce qui 
pourrait alors revenir a une non-observation de 
la convention. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) estime que, a la lu
miere de la proposition des Etats-Unis relative a 
l'alinea d), le caractere negatif du premier amende
ment du Mexique apparait nettement. 

La delegation des Philippines se prononce pour 
le texte de synthese du Liban qui groupe heureuse
ment les elements communs contenus a l'origine 
dans les alineas b), c) et d) de !'article premier. 

A son avis, !'expression "rechercher des infor
mations" utilisee par les Etats-Unis est employee 
a bon escient. Cette idee pourrait d'ailleurs etre 
ajoutee clans le texte du Liban. L'ordre des idees 
devrait done etre: " ... de rechercher, de recevoir 
et de transmettre . . . des infonnations . . ." 

De plus, M. Mendez declare que la derniere 
clause (alinea d)) que les Etats-Unis proposent 
d'ajouter est satisfaisante et i1 se declare pret a 
l'appuyer. 

:M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) rap
pelle que !'article V de la Convention pour la 
prevention et la repression du crime de genocide1 
comporte tme disposition prevoyant la necessite 
eventuelle de modifier la legislation des Etats 
signataires pour permettre !'application de la Con
vention. Le representant des Pays-Bas estime que, 
du point de vue juridique, cette disposition est 
superfetatoire. Neanmoins, il la prefere a l'alinea 
d) propose par Jes Etats-Unis. 

Le representant des Pays-Bas a de serieuses 
apprehensions a l'egard de ce texte, dont !'appli
cation risque en effet de ne pas placer tous 
Jes Etats contractants sur le meme pied du fait 
que la procedure peut etre plus ou moins tongue. 
A cet egard, le representant de !'Union Sud-

1 Voir le.s Documents officiels de la troisieme session de 
l'Assernblee g!:nerale, premiere partie, Resolutions, No 260 
A (III). 
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observation in that connexion, when he had pro
posed fixing a time-limit. 

The Netherlands representative was unable to 
support the Haitian amendment (A/C.3/457) 
because he considered its provisions to be directly 
opposed to the very essence of the convention 
on freedom of information. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) expressed his willing
ness to complete his amendment as the United 
States representative had suggested, by includ
ing the idea of freedom to seek information and 
by clearly specifying the duty of States to ensure 
not only the rights mentioned in article 1, but 
also the use of those rights. 

\Vith regard to the United Kingdom amend
ment ( A/C.3/459), he repeated the doubts he 
had already expressed as to sub-paragraph ( d) 
of the original text, which was now reproduced 
as sub-paragraph ( c) of the amendment. That 
provision was stated to be designed to ensure 
the equality of nationals and foreigners, but in 
fact it limited that equality to the seeking of in
formation. 

Sub-paragraph ( b) of the United Kingdom 
amendment was likewise restrictive in that it 
appeared to allow State control of the use or 
availability of means of communication. In fact, 
it appeared to make the acceptance of such control 
conditional only on the State's duty not to dis
criminate in any way. Such an interpretation 
might justify the most rigid control, provided 
it were applied to everyone. The Lebanese dele
gation therefore feared that the provision might 
lend itself to a dangerous interpretation on the 
part of ill-intentioned persons. 

Mr. N oRrnGA (Mexico) emphasized that the 
purpose of his delegation's first amendment (A/ 
C.3/417) was to obviate the difficulties of apply
ing the draft convention. Those difficulties did 
in fact exist : there was no point in harbouring 
delusions with regard to them. They give rise to 
problems which could be compared to the prob
lems certain delegations would have to face if, 
instead of discussing a convention on freedom of 
information, they were called upon to take deci
sions of the same nature to ensure the implemen
tation, at the national legal level, of a covenant 
for the application of the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights. 

He was surprised at the systematic lack of 
understanding with which his delegation's amend
ments had been received. Their purpose, after 
all, was well defined : they were not against free
dom of information, but against the monopoly of 
information ; not against the independence of the 
national Press, but against the influence often 
exerted upon the Press by the powerful concerns 
which held the monopoly. 

In view, however, of the objections to which 
his first amendment had given rise, he withdrew 
it, reserving the right to present it later. 

He also withdrew the text the Mexican dele
gation had proposed to replace sub-paragraphs 
(a) and ( b), in favour of the text proposed by 
the Lebanese delegation. He urged, however, that 

Africaine vient de faire une observation tres 
pertinente sur cet alinea en proposant de fixer 
des delais. 

Pour ce qui est de l'amendement propose par 
Ha1ti (A/C.3/457), le representant des Pays-Bas 
ne peut l'appuyer parce qu'il considere que ses 
dispositions vont a l'encontre de !'essence meme 
de la convention relative a la liberte de l'in
formation. 

M. AzKOUL ( Liban) se declare pret a com
pleter le texte de son amendement clans le sens 
suggere par le representant des Etats-Unis, notam
ment en y introduisant la notion de la libre 
recherche des informations et en en precisant le 
sens de maniere a etablir clairement !'obligation 
pour les Etats de garantir non seulement Jes 
droits dont il est question a !'article premier, 
mais egalement l'exercice de ces droits. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement de la dele
gation du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/459), M. Azkoul 
reitere Jes doutes qu'il a deja exprimes a l'egard 
de l'alinea d) du texte initial, alinea que cet 
amendement reprend integralement en tant qu'ali
nea C). Cette disposition, qui pretend assurer 
l'egalite entre nationaux et etrangers, limite en 
fait cette egalite a la seule recherche des infor
mations. 

L'alinea b) de l'amendement du Royaume-Uni 
a le meme caractere limitatif en ce qu'il semble 
admettre le controle de l'Etat sur l'emploi ou 
la possibilite d'utilisation des moyens de com
munication. II parait, en effet, ne poser comme 
seule condition a l'acceptation de ce controle que 
!'obligation pour l'Etat de n'etablir aucune discri
mination quelle qu'elle soit; une telle interpre
tation pourrait justifier les mesures les plus 
severes pourvu qu'elles soient appliquees a tous. 
La delegation du Liban craint done que cette 
disposition ne prete a interpretation dangereuse 
de la part d' elements mal intentionnes. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) souligne que le pre
mier amendement de sa delegation (A/C.3/417) a 
pour but de parer aux difficultes d'application du 
projet de convention. Ces difficultes sont reelles: 
il ne faut pas se leurrer a cet egard. Elles 
posent des problemes comparables a ceux aux
quels certaines delegations auraient a faire face 
si, au lieu de discuter d'une convention relative 
a la liberte de l'information, elles se voyaient 
appelees a prendre des decisions du meme ordre 
pour assurer la mise en vigueur, sur le plan 
juridique national, d'un pacte mettant en appli
cation la Declaration universelle des droits de 
l'homme. 

M. Noriega s'etonne de !'incomprehension sys
tematique manifestee a l'egard des amendements 
presentes par sa delegation. Ceux-ci ont cependant 
un but bien defini: !utter, non pas contre la 
Iiberte de l'information, mais contre le monopole 
de l'inforrnation, non contre l'independance de 
la presse nationale, mais contre les influences 
qu' exercent souvent sur la presse nationale les 
puissantes entreprises qui detiennent ce mono
pole. 

Cependant, devant les objections que souleve son 
premier amendement, le representant du Mexique 
le retire, en se reservant le droit de la reprendre 
plus tard. 

II retire egalement, en faveur du texte propose 
par la delegation du Liban, le texte que la dele
gation du Mexique aurait voulu substituer aux 
alineas a) et b) ; ii insiste toutefois pour que, 
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the word ingerencia in the Spanish text should be 
replaced by the word interferencia, since there 
might be certain cases where Government. inter
vention was necessary. i{ only to protect liberty. 

.Mr. CHA (China) stated that his delegation 
could not accept the amendment proposed by the 
Haitian delegation ( A/C.3 / 457) because of its 
political implications. Any Government anxious 
to maintain good relations with neighbouring 
States would of its own accord take the necessary 
steps to stop Press or radio campaigns of the 
kind condemned in the Haitian amendment. On 
the other hand, if a Government were to authorize 
such campaigns for a definite hostile purpose 
as Japan had done in 1937 in the case of China -
the only way to stamp it out would be by recourse 
to some kind of political solution such as direct 
negotiation or arbitration by a third Power, and 
not by invoking an obligation under an inter
national convention which could all too easily be 
disregarded by a bellicose State. 

The Chinese delegation would be glad to vote 
for a compromise text combining the United 
States and Lebanese amendments, and it joined 
with the Egyptian and French delegations in ask
ing the authors of those amendments to submit 
such a text to the Committee. 

With regard to sub-paragraph ( d) of the text 
proposed by the United States delegation, Mr. 
Cha thought that it went without saying that 
any State which became a party to the Convention 
would do its best to see that it was implemented. 
The inclusion of such a clause as the United 
States had proposed might considerably delay 
the entry of the convention into force, if it did 
not actually make it unacceptable to certain 
States. 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) said that she had 
listened with great interest to the comments on 
the various amendments and particularly on the 
.amendments submitted by the Mexican delega
tion. In that connexion, the Chilean delegation 
wished to state that if the Mexican delegation 
did, in fact, withdraw its amendment to the first 
paragraph of article 1 of the draft convention, 
the Chilean delegation would consider it its duty 
to re-submit the amendment in its own name and 
to place it formally before the Committee. 

Implementation of the convention under con
sideration was so closely bound up with domestic 
legislation that the Committee had been faced 
from the outset with the following dilemma: 
either States would agree to modify their domestic 
legislation, or they would find themselves unable 
to sign. Many countries, however, were not in
clined to amend provisions they had made ex
pressly in order to safeguard their national 
sovereignty and security. 

Chile was a case in point. Chile had con
scienitiously passed laws it deemed necessary 
for the defence of its democratic regime. It was 
the Chilean Government's sacred duty to see that 
its institutions were not jeopardized in the name 
of freedom of information. It owed it to itself 
not to fail in that duty through thoughtlessness 
or lack of caution. 

The United States representative had said in 
the course of the meeting that adoption of the 

dans le texte espagnol, l'on remplace le mot inge
renda par le mot interferencia, faisant remarquer 
que, dans certains cas, l'intervention du gouverne
ment peut etre necessaire, ne fut-ce que pour 
proteger les libertes. 

M. CHA (Chine) declare que sa delegation 
ne peut accepter l'amendement propose par la 
delegation d'Haiti (A/C.3/457), en raison de ses 
incidences politiques. Tout gouvernement soucieux 
de maintenir de bonnes relations avec les Etats 
voisins prendra de lui-meme Jes mesures neces
saires pour mettre fin a des campagnes de presse 
et de radio de la nature de celles que denonce 
l'amendement haitien. Par contre, si un gouverne
ment autorise de telles campagnes dans des buts 
hostiles determines - comme le J apon le fit des 
1937 a l'egard de la Chine - la seule fac;on d'y 
mettre fin est de recourir a quelque solution 
d' ordre politique ( negociations directes ou arbi
trage d'une tierce Puissance) et non d'invoquer 
une obligation inscrite dans une convention inter
nationale, obligation a laquelle il n'est que trap 
aise a tout Etat anime d'intentions belliqueuses de 
se derober. 

La delegation de la Chine serait heureuse, 
pour sa part, de voter en faveur d'un texte de 
compromis s'inspirant a la fois des amendements 
presentes par Jes Etats-Unis et par le Liban, 
et elle se joint aux representants de l'Egypte et 
de la France pour demander aux auteurs de ces 
amendements de bien vouloir soumettre un tel 
texte a la Commission. 

Pour ce qui est de l'alinea d) du texte propose 
par la delegation des Etats-Unis, M. Cha estime 
qu'il va de soi que tout Etat qui adherera a la 
convention £era de son mieux pour en assurer 
!'application. Mais, en inserant dans la convention 
une clause comme celle que propose la delega
tion des Etats-Unis, on risque, sinon de la rendre 
inacceptable pour certains, du moins d'en retarder 
considerablement l'entree en vigueur. 

Mme FIGUEROA (Chili) declare qu'elle a ecoute 
avec un vif interet les observations suscitees par 
les divers amendements et notamment par les 
amendements presentes par la delegation du 
Mexique. A ce sujet, la delegation du Chili tient 
a declarer que, si la delegation du Mexique renonce 
effectivement a presenter son amendement au pre
mier paragraphe de !'article premier du projet de 
convention, elle se £era un devoir de le reprendre 
a son compte et d'en saisir formellement la Com
mission. 

L'application de la convention a l'etude est si 
etroitement liee aux legislations nationales que, 
des l'abord, la Commission se trouve aux prises 
avec le dilemme suivant: ou bien les Etats 
acceptent de modifier leurs legislations nationales, 
ou bien ils se verront dans l'impossibilite de signer. 
Or, de nombreux pays ne sont pas disposes a 
modifier des dispositions qu'ils ont prises expresse
ment afin de sauvegarder leur souverainete et 
leur securite nationales. 

Tel est le cas du Chili. Le Chili a adopte en 
toute conscience des lois qu'il juge necessaires 
pour assurer la defense de son regime democra
tique. Le Gouvernement chilien a la tache sacree 
de veiller a ce que ses institutions ne soient pas 
mises en peril au nom de la liberte de l'information. 
II se doit de ne pas faillir a cette tache par 
insouciance ou par manque de prudence. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis a <lit au cours 
de la seance que !'adoption de l'amendement mexi-
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Mexican amendment would give States a useful 
pretext for not complying with the provisions 
of the convention. But. in its current form, the 
first paragraph was still an escape clause for all 
the harmful activities and destructive forces at 
work in more than one country. 

The purpose of the convention on freedom of 
information was to guarantee the enjoyment of 
one of the fundamental freedoms mentioned in 
the United Nations Charter: freedom of opinion 
and expression. That freedom was the basis of 
articles 1 and 2 of the draft convention and was 
embodied in article 19 of the Universal Declara
tion of Human Rights.1 

But article 30 of that same Declaration stipu
lated: "Nothing in this Declaration may be in
terpreted as implying for any State, group or 
person any right to engage in any activity or to 
perform any act aimed at the destruction of any 
of the rights and freedoms set forth herein." 

The authors of the Declaration had thought it 
necessary to include that provision in order to 
prevent activities which, in the name of the 
fundamental freedoms, might infringe those very 
freedoms. That restriction applied implicitly to 
freedom of expression when it was exploited for 
purposes contrary to fundamental human rights 
and freedoms. 

In application of those principles, and in the 
desire to safeguard its democratic institutions, 
Chile had promulgated a law known as the "law 
for the defence of democracy". Article 3 of the 
law prohibited the Communist Party, and in 
general, all other organizations, factions or groups 
advocating the setting up of a regime opposed to 
democracy or directed against the country's 
sovereignty. Under the terms of that article, 
only those regimes aimed at setting up a totali
tarian or tyrannical government, which would 
suppress the inalienable rights and freedoms of 
minorities and human rights in general, could 
be considered as opposed to democracy. 

Chile had acted in accordance with higher rea
sons in adding that law to its national legisla
tion. Chile occupied an important strategic posi
tion and was a producer of essential raw materials; 
when it had seen itself threatened by insidious 
methods, it had been obliged to react against the 
activities of elements directed from abroad. Its 
answer had been the law for the defence of 
democracy. 

Mrs. Figueroa asked the Committee to consider 
the Mexican amendment in the light of the obser
vations she had just made. She understood the 
United States representative's objection to the 
expression "or reasons of public order" and pro
posed that those words should be replaced by 
the following text (A/C.3/490): 

" . . . intended to limit or control the means 
of propaganda of sections or groups which notori
ously engage in or carry on activities contrary 
to the principles and freedoms affirmed in the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights promul
gated by the United Nations." 

She hoped that the Conimittee would see fit 
to support the amendment in its new form. She 
had no doubt that the majority of the members 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Part I, Resolutions, No. 217 A (III). 

cain fournirait aux Etats un pretexte commode 
pour ne pas se conformer aux dispositions de 
la convention; mais le paragraphe premier, sous 
sa forme actuelle, n' en constitue pas moins une 
echappatoire pour toutes les activites nocives, 
toutes les forces de destruction qui sont a l'ceuvre 
dans plus d'un pays. 

Le but de la convention relative a la liberte 
de l'infonnation est de garantir la jouissance d'une 
des libertes fondamentales dont parle la Charte 
des Nations Unies: la liberte d'opinion et d'expres
sion. Cette liberte, fondement des articles 1 et 2 
du projet de convention, est consacree par !'article 
19 de la Declaration universelle des droits de 
l'homme1. 

Mais cette meme Declaration, en son article 30, 
stipule que: "Aucune dispositon de la presente 
Declaration ne peut etre interpretee comme impli
quant pour un Etat, un groupement ou un individu 
un droit quelconque de se livrer a une activite ou 
d'accomplir un acte visant a la destruction des 
droits et libertes qui y sont enonces." 

Les auteurs de la Declaration ont done juge 
necessaire d'inclure cette disposition pour res
treindre des activites qui, au nom des libertes 
fondamentales, pourraient porter atteinte a celles
ci. Cette restriction s'applique implicitement a la 
liberte d'expression lorsque celle-ci est exploitee a 
des fins dirigees contre Ies droits et les libertes 
fondamentales de l'homme. 

En application de ces principes et soucieux de 
sauvegarder ses institutions democratiques, le Chili 
a promulgue une loi dite "loi de defense de la 
democratie". Cette loi, en son article 3, interdit 
le parti communiste et, de maniere generale, toutes 
autres organisations, factions ou groupements qui 
preconiseraient l'instauration d'un regime oppose 
a la democratie OU dont !'action serait exercee 
contre la souverainete du pays. Aux termes de 
cet article, ne peuvent etre consideres comme des 
regimes opposes a la democratie que ceux qui 
visent a instaurer un gouvernement totalitaire ou 
tyrannique qui supprimerait les libertes et droits 
inalienables des minorites et, en general, de la 
personne humaine. 

Le Chili a obei a des raisons d' ordre superieur 
Iorsqu'il a inscrit cette loi dans sa legislation 
nationale. En effet, occupant une position strate
gique importante, producteur de matieres pre
mieres essentielles, le Chili s'est vu menace par 
des methodes insidieuses, il a eu a reagir contre 
!'action d'elements diriges par l'etranger. Sa re
ponse a ete la Joi de defense de la democratie. 

Mme Figueroa demande a la Commission d' exa
miner l'amendement du Mexique a la lumiere 
des observations qu'elle vient de presenter. Com
prenant !'objection formulee par le representant 
des Etats-Unis contre !'expression "ou des rai
sons d'ordre public", elle propose de remplacer 
ces termes par le texte suivant (A/C.3/490): 

" ... destinees a restreindre OU a reglementer les 
moyens de propagande des elements ou des groupes 
qui ouvertement entreprennent ou developpent des 
activites contraires aux principes et Iibertes pro
clames dans la Declaration universelle des droits 
de l'homme promulguee par !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies." 

Mme Figueroa espere que la Commission vou
dra bien se rallier a cet amendement sous sa 
nouvelle forme. Elle ne doute pas que la majorite 

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session de 
l'Asscm/J!ce generale. premii:re partie, Resolutions, No 
217 A (III). 
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of the Committee sincerely desired to become 
parties to the convention on freedom of informa
tion. To make it possible for them to do so, a 
field of agreement would have to be sought which 
would make accession possible for all those coun
tries which were for the moment doubtful whether 
they could accept certain provisions. 

For its part, Chile was obliged to state that 
unless the first article included some guarantee 
against the dangers threatening it, it would be 
unable either to sign or to ratify the convention. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the amendment which 
,the Chilean representative proposed to make in 
the first paragraph was a substantive change. 
The vote of a two-thirds majority of the members 
of the Committee would therefore he required to 
.decide whether or not it was in order. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
pointed out that the members of the Committee 
,were divided by two lines of thought. Some dele
gations, such as that of the United Kingdom, 
thought that States should amend their domestic 
legislation before becoming parties to the conven
tion. Others, like that of Chile, had let it be 
clearly understood that their Governments were 
not prepared to make their national legislation 
accord with the provisions of the convention. 

It was because it had foreseen that that appar
ently insoluble problem was going to arise that 
the United States delegation had submitted the 
proposal in sub-paragraph ( d) of its amendment 
(A/C.3/466) to the Committee. 

Implementation of the convention would create 
the same difficulties for the United States as for 
Chile and Mexico. The provisions of the draft 
convention were very general in scope. They 
were closely related to the domestic affairs of 
States and raised many problems, and it would 
be difficult to make the legal adjustments which 
their implementation would require. If signing 
of the convention were made subject to such ad
justments, as the United Kingdom representative 
proposed, there was a danger that the signing 
might be delayed for a very long time, perhaps 
even indefinitely. 

The United States delegation therefore pro
posed a compromise solution, which took two 
factors into account. On the one hand, if States 
wanted a convention of that kind, they would 
have to be prepared to implement it and to assume 
an obligation to that effect. On the other hand, 
they must be allowed to prepare the way for 
such implementation, without throwing their 
legal systems into confusion. 

That compromise met the misgivings of the 
representatives of Mexico and Chile and was 
prompted by the same concern; it had the addi
tional advantage of not excluding Contracting 
States from the advantages they might derive 
from those provisions of the convention which 
were urgent. 

Mr. DEMCHENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) remarked that article 1, like most of 
the other articles of the draft convention, was 
designed to restrict the rights of States for the 
exclusive benefit of the large agencies which held 
the monopoly of international news. Such articles 
contained provisions more worthy to appear in 
an act of surrender than in an international con-

des membres de la Commission desirent sincere~ 
ment adherer a la convention relative a la liberte 
de !'information. Pour leur permettre de le faire, 
ii faut chercher un terrain d'entente qui rendra 
cette adhesion possible a tous les pays qui doutent 
pour le moment de pouvoir en accepter certaines 
dispositions. 

Pour sa part, le Chili se voit clans !'obligation 
de declarer que si !'article premier ne contient 
aucune clause de garantie contre les dangers qui 
le menacent, ii ne pourra ni signer ni ratifier la 
convention. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que l'amendement que 
la representante du Chili propose d'apporter au 
premier paragraphe est une modification de fond. 
Sa recevabilite devra done ete decidee par un 
vote des deux tiers des membres de la Commission. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) fait 
remarquer que deux courants d'opinions divisent 
Jes membres de la Commission: certaines dele
gations, comme celle du Royaume-Uni, pensent 
que les Etats devraient modifier leur legislation 
nationale avant d'adherer a la convention; d'autres, 
comme celle du Chili, ant nettement laisse entendre 
que leurs gouvemements ne sont pas disposes 
a mettre leurs legislations nationales en harmonie 
avec les dispositions de la convention. 

C'est parce qu'elle prevoyait que ce probleme, 
insoluble en apparence, allait se poser que la 
delegation des Etats-Unis a soumis a la Com
mission la proposition qui figure a l'alinea d) 
de son amendement (A/C.3/466). 

L'application de la convention creera pour les 
Etats-Unis les memes difficultes que pour le Chili 
et le Mexique. En effet, les dispositions du 
projet de convention sont d'une portee tres 
generale, elles touchent de tres pres aux affaires 
interieures des Etats et posent de multiples pro
blemes; la mise au point juridique qu'exigera 
leur application sera delicate a realiser. Si l'on 
subordonnait la signature de !'instrument a cette 
mise au point, comme le propose le representant 
du Royaume-Uni, on risquerait fort de retarder 
cette signature tres longtemps, peut-etre meme 
indefiniment. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis propose done une 
solution transactionnelle qui tient compte de deux 
facteurs : d'une part, si les Etats veulent une 
convention de ce genre, ii doivent etre decides 
a l'appliquer et prets a prendre un engagement 
dans ce sens; d'autre part, il faut leur permettre 
de preparer la voie a cette application sans bou
leverser leur ordre juridique. 

Cette proposition transactionnelle, qui repond 
aux inquietudes exprimees par les representants 
du Mexique et du Chili et s'inspire du meme 
souci, presente en outre l'avantage de ne pas 
exclure les Etats contractants des avantages qu'ils 
pourraient retirer de celles des dispositions de la 
convention dont !'application peut s'averer imme
diate. 

M. DEM1'CHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) fait remarquer que !'article pre
mier, comme du reste la majorite des autres 
articles du projet de convention, est destine a 
limiter les droits des Etats au benefice exclusif 
des grandes entreprises qui detiennent le mono
pole de !'information internationale. Ces articles 
contiennent des dispositions plus dignes de figurer 
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vention intended to safeguard one of the funda
mental human freedoms. None of the proposed 
amendments to article 1 succeeded in changing its 
nature. On the contrary, the United States and 
United Kingdom amendments made it even less 
acceptable than it had been in its original form. 

Mr. Demchenko saw in the amendment by the 
United States delegation (A/C.3/466) an instru
ment for interference in the domestic affairs of 
sovereign States. The purpose of the amendment 
was to ask those States to waive their domestic 
legislation, which was their only safeguard 
against the interference of the big news monopo
lies. Such a clause was certainly unacceptable. 

Mr. Demchenko pointed out that the delega
tions which were in such full agreement as to 
the necessity of making domestic legislation con
form to the provisions of the convention, had 
shown much less enthusiasm when it was a ques
tion of applying the same principles to article 
15 of the draft convention on the gathering and 
international transmission of news. He wondered 
what would be the attitude of the same delega
tions if the current discussion bore on another 
subject, for example, the implementation of the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

The Ukrainian delegation was opposed to the 
draft convention under consideration on the 
ground that it was not an international treaty 
designed to guarantee freedom of information, 
but a treaty which, if adopted, would have the 
sole effect of safeguarding the interests of coun
tries which had powerful information agencies. 

The meeting rose at 6.15 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TENTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Monday, 2 May 1949, at 11.15 a.m. 

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

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON FREEDOM OF INFORMA
TION (E/1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 1 (continued) 

Mr. STEPANENKO (Byelorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic) thought that article 1 of the draft 
convention on freedom of information should 
include a statement setting forth the fundamental 
principles on which the convention was based, in 
order that the dissemination and transmission 
of news might effectively serve the interests of 
the people and of international peace and security. 
The proposed amendments to article 1 were not 
directed to that end. 

The United States amendment (A/C.3/466) 
provided that foreign correspondents should have 
tmrestricted freedom in the countries where they 
carried on their activities, but such a provision 
would actually benefit only correspondents of 
great Press agencies in foreign countries, and 
especially in the small countries which did not 

clans un instrument de capitulation que dans une 
convention internationale destinee a sauvegarder 
une des libertes fondamentales de l'homme. Au
cun des amendements proposes a !'article premier 
ne reussit a en modifier le caractere ; Jes amende
ments du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis le 
rendent, au contraire, moins acceptable encore 
que sous sa forme primitive. 

M. Demtchenko voit clans l'amendement pre
sente par la delegation des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/ 
466) un instrument d'ingerence dans les affaires 
interieures d'Etats souverains. Cet amendement 
a pour but de demander a ces Etats de renoncer 
a la seule sauvegarde qu'ils puissent opposer a 
l'ingerence des grands monopoles d'information, 
c'est-a-dire a leur legislation nationale. Une telle 
clause est certainement inacceptable. 

M. Demtchenko fait remarquer que les dele
gations qui sont si completement d'accord aujour
d'hui sur la necessite de rendre les legislations 
nationales conformes aux dispositions de la con
vention temoignaient de beaucoup moins d'ardeur 
lorsqu'il s'agissait d'appliquer ces memes prin
cipes a !'article 15 du projet de convention relatif 
a l'acces aux informations et a leur transmission 
d'un pays a l'autre, et ii se demande quelle serait 
!'attitude de ces memes delegations si la discussion 
actuelle portait sur un autre terrain, s'il s'agis
sait, par exemple, de !'application de la Declara
tion universelle des droits de l'homme. 

La delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine est opposee 
au projet de convention a l'etude parce qu'elle 
considere qu'il s'agit non pas d'un pacte inter
national destine a garantir la liberte de !'informa
tion, mais d'un pacte dont le seul effet, s'il etait 
adopte, serait de sauvegarder les interets des 
pays qui possedent de puissantes entreprises d'in
formation. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 15. 

DEUX CENT DIXIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le lundi 2 mai 1949, a 11 h. 15. 

President: M. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norvege). 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA LIBERTE 
DE L'INFORMATION (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article premier (suite) 

J\L STEPANENKO (Republique socialiste sovte
tique de Bielorussie) estime que dans !'article 
premier de la convention relative a la liberte de 
!'information devrait figurer un enonce des prin
cipes fondamentaux sur lesquels est fondee cette 
convention, afin que la diffusion et la transmission 
des informations servent effectivement Jes interets 
des peuples, de la paix et de la securite inter
nationales. Or, les amendements proposes a 
!'article premier ne vont pas clans ce sens. 

L'amendement des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/466) 
prevoit une liberte illimitee pour les correspon
dants etrangers dans les pays ou ils exercent leur 
activite. Mais une telle disposition ne beneficierait 
en fait qu'aux correspondants des grandes agences 
de presse clans les pays etrangers et notamment 
dans les petits pays qui ne possedent pas d'entre-
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haYe their own information agencies. Such an 
.attempt at domination in the field of information 
was in keeping with the United States' desire to 
keep certain small Powers economically depen
dent on it, for it regarded news as an export 
commodity. The United States amendment would, 
in fact, guarantee freedom of action for the 
United States correspondents and Press. The only 
barrier which protected the small nations in the 
field of information was their national legislation, 
their only weapon against the omnipotence of 
United States information agencies. Opening un
limited possibilities to a single country, to the 
detriment of other countries, could not be ac
cepted. 

Furthermore, the United States delegation al
ways employed the following formula: either the 
Committee must adopt a principle different from 
the one under consideration, or else the United 
States would not sign the convention. That had 
been the case at the time of the adoption of the 
Mexican amendment to article 9 (202nd meet
ing), although the fundamental ideas of that 
amendment had been taken from the Charter 
itself. In the case under consideration, the United 
States made its accession to the convention sub
ject to the Committee's adoption of an amend
ment which was contrary to the interests of small 
nations and which, if it were adopted, would 
hamper the development of information agencies 
in many countries. 

Referring next to the statement made at the 
previous meeting by the representative of Chile, 
Mr. Stepanenko recalled that Mrs. Figueroa had 
explained the need of introducing into the con
vention provisions which would conform with 
the spirit of her country's legislation on the 
struggle against subversive elements. That idea 
had also been advanced in a similar form by other 
delegations. 

i'IIr. Stepanenko thought that the adoption of 
such provisions would in no way alter the situa
tion. T t was impossible to remove the signs of 
social progress resulting from the economic 
development and political system or structure 
of a given country - such as the communist 
movement, for example. 

Mr CHAUVET (Haiti), in reply to the remarks 
made about the amendment proposed by his 
delegation (A/C.3/457), recalled that he had 
agreed (209th meeting) to replace the words 
"limitrophe or neighbouring countries" by "the 
Contracting States", to comply with the wishes 
of the representative of the Dominican Republic. 
The misunderstandings to which that expression 
had given rise had been due to the fact that most 
languages did not possess as many shades of 
meaning as French. 

A certain number of delegations had protested 
against his amendment because it provided for 
certain restrictions on freedom of expression, 
but he pointed out that the convention made pro
vision for sanctions and restrictions in other arti
cles as well. It seemed neither logical nor just 
to question the need for sanctions for acts such 
as Press and radio campaigns inciting the nationals 
of foreign States to armed violence and revolt. 
States already had legislation, on the national 
level, which prohibited appeals to armed violence 
in their territory. Why should they not extend 

prises d'information leur appartenant en propre. 
Cette tentative de domination clans le domaine 
de !'information va de pair avec la dependance 
economique clans laquelle les Etats-Unis desirent 
tenir certaines petites Puissances, l'information 
constituant, aux yeux des Etats-Unis, une mar
chandise d'exportation pour l'etranger. L'amende
ment des Etats-Unis garantirait en fait la liberte 
d'action des correspondants et de la presse des 
Etats-Unis. Or la seule barriere qui protege les 
petites nations en matiere d'information, c'est leur 
legislation nationale, seule arme qui s'oppose a 
la toute-puissance des entreprises d'information 
americaines. On ne peut accepter d'ouvrir a un 
seul pays des possibilites illimitees, au detriment 
d'autres pays. 

Le representant de la RSS de Bielorussie fait 
observer en outre que la delegation des Etats
Unis se sert toujours de la formule suivante: ou 
bien la Commission adoptera un principe different 
de celui qui est a l'examen, ou bien les Etats-Unis 
ne signeront pas la convention. Cela a ete le cas 
lors de !'adoption de l'amendement du Mexique 
a !'article 9 (202eme seance), alors que les idees 
fondamentales de cet amendement avaient ete 
puisees clans la Charte meme. Dans le cas present, 
les Etats-Unis subordonnent leur adhesion a la 
convention a !'adoption par la Commission d'un 
amendement qui va a l' encontre des interets des 
petites nations et qui, s'il etait adopte, entraverait 
le developpement des entreprises d'information 
de nombreux pays. 

Commentant ensuite la declaration faite a la 
seance precedente par la representante du Chili, 
M. Stepanenko rappelle que Mme Figueroa a 
expose la necessite d'inserer clans la convention 
des dispositions qui soient conformes a l'esprit 
de la legislation de son pays concernant la lutte 
contre les elements subversifs. Cette idee a 
d'ailleurs ete abordee par d'autres delegations sous 
des formes analogues. 

Or, de l'avis de M. Stepanenko, }'adoption de 
dispositions de ce genre ne modifierait en rien la 
situation. On ne saurait en effet enrayer des 
manifestations du progres social - telles que le 
mouvement communiste, par exemple - qui sont 
la consequence du developpement economique, du 
regime ou de la structure politiques d'un pays 
donne. 

M. CHAUVET (Haiti), en reponse aux observa
tions formulees au sujet de l'amendement propose 
par sa delegation (A/C.3/457), rappelle qu'il a 
accepte ( 209eme seance) de rem placer les mots : 
"les pays Iimitrophes ou voisins" par: "les Etats 
contractants" pour donner satisfaction au repre
sentant de la Republique Dominicaine. M. Chauvet 
fait remarquer que les malentcndus auxquels ce 
terme avait donne lieu ont ete dus au fait que la 
piupart des langues ne possedent pas la meme 
nchesse de nuances que le fran<;ais. 

Le representant d'Haiti constate qu'un certain 
nombre de delegations se sont elevees contre son 
amendement du fait qu'il prevoit certaines restric
tions a la liberte d'expression, mais i1 fait remar
quer que la convention prevoit des sanctions et 
des restrictions clans d'autres articles egalement. 
Il ne semble ni logique ni juste qu'on conteste la 
necessite de prevoir des sanctions pour les actes 
tels que les campagnes de presse et de radio 
i1:citant les ressort!ssants d'Etats etrangers a la 
nolence et a la revolte armees. Les Etats ant 
deja, sur le plan national, une legislation qui 
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such security provisions to the international 
field? 

The only purpose of the addition proposed 
by the delegation of Haiti was to improve rela
tions between States. It was regrettable that 
certain countries seeemd to prefer an absence of 
all sanctions, which might well mean that the 
law of the jungle would prevail in international 
relations. 

Mr. MESSINA Y MATOS (Dominican Republic) 
wished to state that his delegation had observed 
the principle which it had set forth at the pre
vious meeting. Although it had suggested a draft
ing change in the amendment proposed by the 
delegation of Haiti, it had not concealed the 
fact that it thought such an amendment super
fluous. Moreover, it had stated that it would vote 
against any proposal likely to restrict the prin
ciple of freedom of information. It had thus 
remained faithful to the spirit of its Constitu
tion which provided for unrestricted freedom of 
thought and of the Press. 

Mr. ALZATE AVENDANO (Colombia) recalled 
that the idea of liberty was predominant in the 
intellectual atmosphere and political life of his 
country, a country in which the Constitution 
placed no restriction on freedom of the Press. 
He recalled that even during national crises, 
Colombia hesitated to enforce censorship, al
though it was empowered to do so by its legisla
tion. He regarded the widest freedom of expres
sion as the best guarantee of peace and the most 
favourable condition for the development of the 
political conscience of his fellow-citizens. Colom
bia had always striven for a free and independent 
Press which would yield to no governmental pres
sure and would not be dictated to by any of the 
big modern financial groups. 

It seemed to him, at first glance, that the 
method adopted for the drafting of the conven
tion on freedom of information was not very 
logical. In the first place, the order in which the 
three drafts had been studied did not seem 
logical. The study of the draft convention under 
consideration should have preceded that of the 
other two, as it set forth obligations of a general 
nature, while the international transmission of 
news and the right of correction, which had been 
studied previously, were only particular aspects 
of the general problem. He thought that it would 
be preferable to have only one convention, divided 
into several chapters, so as to avoid contradictorv 
formulaes and facilitate the Committee's work. 

With regard to article 1, the Colombian repre
sentative said that that article, beginning with a 
reservation, should be interpreted in the light 
of the following articles, to which it referred. It 
was therefore not possible to adopt that article 
before examining the provisions which followed. 
He thought the reservation at the beginning of 
article 1 superfluous in view of the contents of 
the following articles. 

The Committee would have to take a decision 
on the Mexican amendment to the first paragraph 
of article 1 (A/C.3/417) as it had been taken up 
again by the delegation of Chile ( 209th meeting). 
He thought that that amendment contained two 
distinct ideas, 

interdit sur leur territoire Jes appels a la violence 
armee. Pourquoi les Etats n'etendraient-ils pas 
cette mesure de securite sur le plan international ? 

L'addition que propose la delegation d'Haiti 
n'a pour objet que !'amelioration des relations 
entre Etats. II est regrettable que certains pays 
semblent preferer une absence de toutes sanctions 
qui risque fort de permettre a la Joi de la jungle 
de prevaloir dans les relations internationales. 

M. MESSINA y .MATOS (Republique Domini
caine) tient a preciser que sa delegation s'est 
conformee au principe qu'elle avait expose a la 
seance precedente. Tout en suggerant une modi
fication de redaction a l'amendement propose par 
la delegation d'Haiti, la delegation de la Repu
blique Dominicaine n'a pas cache que selon elle, cet 
amendement pouvait sembler superflu. Elle avait 
precise d'autre part qu' elle voterait contre toute 
proposition de nature a restreindre le principe 
de la liberte de !'information. Elle est en cela 
restee fidele a !'esprit de sa Constitution qui con
sacre, sans aucune restriction, la liberte de pensee 
et la liberte de la presse. 

M. ALZATE AVENDANO (Colombie) rappelle 
que la notion de liberte est predominante dans le 
climat intellectuel et dans la vie politique de son 
pays, dont la Constitution ne prevoit aucune 
restriction a la liberte de la presse. II rappelle 
que, meme en temps de crise nationale, la Colombie 
hesite a mettre en vigueur la censure, bien qu'elle 
ait le droit d'y recourir en vertu de sa legislation. 
La liberte cl"expression la plus large lui semble 
la meilleure garantie de paix et la condition la 
plus favorable au developpement de la conscience 
politique de ses concitoyens. De tout temps, la 
Colombie a milite en faveur d'une presse libre et 
independante qui ne cederait a aucune pression 
gouvernernentale et ne snbirait la loi d'aucune des 
grandes feodalites financieres modernes. 

A premiere vue, il sernble au representant de 
la Colornbie que la methode adoptee pour la redac
tion de la convention relative a la liberte de 
!'information ne soit pas des plus logiques. II 
estime tout d'abord que l'ordre dans lequel Jes 
trois projets ont ete etudies n'est pas rationnel. 
Le projet de convention a l'etude aurait du prece
der les deux autres, attendu qu'il enonce des 
obligations I' ordre general et que la transmission 
internationale des informations et le droit de 
rectification, precedemment etudies, ne constituent 
que des aspects particuliers du probleme general. 
Il serait preferable, a son avis, que la convention 
fttt unique et divisee en plusieurs chapitres, ce 
qui permettrait d'eviter Jes formules contradic
toires et faciliterait le travail de la Commission. 

En ce qui concerne !'article premier, le repre
sentant de la Colombie declare que cet article, 
commen~ant par une reserve, doit etre interprete 
a la lumiere des articles suivants, auxquels il se 
refere. II n'est done pas possible d'adopter cet 
article avant d'avoir examine les dispositions qui 
suivent. De l'avis du representant de la Colombie, 
la reserve par laquelle commence !'article premier 
est superflue, etant donne la teneur des articles 
suivants. 

L'amendement du Mexique au premier para
graphe de !'article premier ( A/C.3/ 417), ayant 
ete repris par la delegation du Chili (209eme 
seance), devra faire l'objet d'une decision de la 
Commission. Cet amendement comporte deux 
elements distincts. 
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The first part of the Mexican amendment con
cerning "legal provisions" would result in re
stricting the effects of the convention within the 
special framework of the domestic legislation 
of each country, which would mean that that in
strument would not have the same implications 
for all. The signatories would therefore not be 
on an equal footing, a circumstance which the 
delegation of Colombia considered inadmissible. 

On the other hand, the second part of the 
amendment which dealt with "reasons of public 
order" was necessary and should be retained. He 
thought, however, that such a provision should 
appear in article 2, or in a subsequent article, for 
reasons of order and harmony. 

As for the amendment proposed by the delega
tion of Haiti (A/C.3/457), it was inspired by 
one of the purposes of the United Nations, 
namely, to maintain friendly relations between 
nations; it was therefore in conformity with the 
spirit of the Charter and should be retained. 

1\fr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) thought that the Mexican 
amendment to the final paragraph ( A/C.3/417), 
which had been taken up again by the delegation 
of Chile, concerned the substance and not the 
form of article l. He therefore requested the 
Chairman, on a point of order, to decide whether 
the discussion of that amendment was in accord
ance with the rules of procedure. 

As it had already stated, the delegation of Cuba 
was strictly opposed to the Haitian amendment 
(A/C.3/457) because it actually restricted the 
freedom of expression which the draft convention 
was designed to guarantee, and placed on the 
international level a problem which concerned only 
the domestic policy of the States. 

He stressed the fact that a government freely 
chosen by the people had no reason to fear Press 
or radio campaigns against it. The Republic of 
Cuba would much prefer to see its Government 
overthrown by such campaigns, than to assist in 
the maintenance of a government which was in 
power against the will of the people. The Cuban 
Press could freely criticize the President or the 
high officials of the Republic: the people knew 
what weight they should attach to such criticism, 
which, Mr. Zaydin again affirmed, was not sub
ject to censorship. 

The Cuban delegation could not, therefore, 
accept the Haitian amendment, which might be 
said to grant complete impunity to Governments, 
by giving them absolute control of the organs of 
the Press and radio. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) remarked that the 
amendments proposed a few days previously 
profoundly changed article 1 of the draft con
vention. The Australian delegation was opposed to 
the adoption of the Chilean amendment. The latter 
seemed tempting at first glance, but its inter
pretation and application would create serious 
difficulties. It seemed almost impossible to give 
an accurate definition of activities which were 
contrary to the principles set forth in the Uni
versal Declaration of Human Rights. 

Mr. J ockel shared the view that any State 
which acceded to a convention thereby waived 
part of its national sovereignty. He could not, 

La premiere partie de l'amendement du 
Mexique, relative aux "dispositions legislatives", 
aurait pour resultat de restreindre Jes effets de 
la convention clans le cadre particulier de chaque 
legislation nationale, ce qui signifierait que cet 
instrument n'aurait pas une portee identique pour 
tous les pays. Les signataires ne se trouveraient 
done pas tous sur un pied d' egalite, ce que la 
delegation de la Colombie considere comme inad
missible. 

La seconde partie de l'amendement, qui a trait 
aux "raisons d'ordre public" est par contre neces
saire et doit etre retenue. M. Alzate A vendafio 
pense cependant que cette disposition devrait 
figurer plutot a !'article 2, OU clans un autre article 
ulterieur, pour des raisons d'ordre et d'harmonie. 

Quant a l'amendement propose par la delega
tion d'Haiti ( A/C.3/ 457), ii s'inspire de l'un 
des buts des Nations Unies, qui est de maintenir 
l'amitie entre les peuples: il est done parfaitement 
con forme a I' esprit de la Charte et il merite d'etre 
retenu. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) estime que l'amendement 
du Mexique au premier paragraphe (A/C.3/417), 
repris par la delegation du Chili, porte sur le fond 
et non sur la forme de !'article premier. II 
demande done au President de decider si cet 
amendement est recevable et presente une motion 
d'ordre en ce sens. 

Ainsi qu'elle l'a deja declare, la delegation de 
Cuba s'oppose formellement a l'amendement 
d'Haiti (A/C.3/457) qui limite en fait la liberte 
d'expression que le projet de convention a pour 
objet de garantir et place sur le plan international 
un probleme qui n'interesse que la politique 
interieure des Etats. 

M. Zaydin souligne qu'un gouvernement libre
ment choisi par le peuple n'a aucun motif de 
redouter les campagnes de presse ou de radio dont 
il peut faire l'objet. Pour sa part, la Republique 
de Cuba prefererait de beaucoup voir son 
gouvernement renverse par des campagnes de ce 
genre plutot que d'assister au maintien d'un 
gouvernement qui serait au pouvoir contraire
ment a la volonte du peuple. La presse cubaine 
peut critiquer en toute liberte le President ou les 
hauts fonctionnaires de la Republique: le peuple 
sait donner la valeur qu' elles meritent a ces 
critiques, qui ne sont soumises, affirme a nouveau 
le representant de Cuba, a aucune censure. 

La delegation de Cuba ne peut done accepter 
l'amendement d'Haiti, qui prodame, en quelque 
sorte, l'impunite absolue des gouvernements 
auxquels il donne le controle absolu des organes 
de presse et de radio. 

M. J ocKEL ( Australie) fait remarquer que les 
amendements presentes il y a quelques jours 
modifient de fa<;on profonde !'article premier 
du projet de convention. La delegation de 
l'Australie s'oppose a !'adoption de l'amendement 
du Chili. Celui-ci semble seduisant au premier 
abord, mais donnerait lieu a de serieuses difficultes 
d'interpretation et d'application. II semble presque 
impossible, en effet, de definir de fa<;on precise 
les activites qui. sont contraires aux principes 
proclames clans la Declaration universelle des droits 
de l'homme. 

M. Jockel partage le point de vue scion lequel 
tout Etat qui adhere a une convention renonce 
par la meme a une partie de sa souverainete 



therefore, support the Mexican amendment which 
he thought contrary to the Committee's purpose. 

The Australian delegation thought that the 
Haitian amendment, which placed the question 
on an international level and seemed to provide 
for the signature of bilateral agreements, could 
not apply to a convention designed to establish 
general principles. 

The Asutralian delegation thought that the 
of the Lebanese proposal (A/C.3/461) which, by 
amending the text of article 1, profoundly changed 
the meaning of the article, although that was 
probably not the intention of its authors. 

Mr. Jockel went on to say that the United 
States amendment concerned a particularly im
portant aspect of the draft convention, but that 
it had nothing to do with article 1. The Com
mittee should not consider that amendment for 
the time being, but could go back to it when the 
clauses concerning the application of the draft 
were examined. He recalled that the Working 
Group of the Human Rights Commission had 
been confronted with the same problem at the 
time of the discussion of the draft covenant of 
human rights in Geneva, and that it had reached 
the conclusion that the Governments concerned 
would have to take the necessary domestic meas
ures for the application of that covenant before 
they could ratify it, and, if that were impossible, 
pledge themselves to take such measures as soon 
as possible.1 In that respect, the United States 
amendment had one serious defect: it fixed no 
time-limit for the implementation of the conven
tion. Under the terms of such an amendment, years 
might pass before the convention was incor
porated in the legislative systems of the Contract
ing States. Moreover, as the Netherlands repre
sentative had already pointed out, certain States 
could take advantage of the convention without 
accepting its obligations, especially in regard to 
the settlement of any disputes which might arise. 

Mr. VILLAGOMEZ Y:EPEZ (Ecuador) recalled 
that Ecuador had_ already secured, without any 
restrictions, for its own nationals and foreign 
nationals residing within its territory, all the 
freedoms which were set forth in the various 
paragraphs of article 1, such as the freedom to 
impart, to receive and to seek information, 

The delegation of Ecuador therefore unre
servedly approved article 1 from the point of 
view of its substance. It thought, however, that 
the form of the article left something to be de
sired. For instance, a statement was made in sub
paragraph (a) that freedom to impart and re
ceive information was granted only to persons 
"lawfully within" a given territory. Certain per
sons might enter a country without possessing 
the documents or passports necessary to obtain 
the status of a resident such cases often arose 
in the Latin-American countries - and it did 
not seem just to refuse them access to the free 
exchange of information, which was a fundamental 
human right. 

The delegation of Ecuador did not approve 
the preamble of article 1 as it appeared in the 
original text, on the ground that it imposed a 
priori restrictions upon freedom of information. 
Mr. Villagomez Yepez thought that such reser
vations might appear at the end of the article. 

1 See E/CN.4/56. 
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nationale. Il ne peut done soutenir l'amendement 
du Mexique, qui, selon lui, va a l' encontre llU but 
vise par la Commission. 

La delegation de l'Australie considere que 
l'amendement d'Haiti, qui place la question sur un 
plan international et semble prevoir la signature 
d'accords bilateraux, ne saurait s'appliquer a 
une convention qui doit etablir des principes 
generaux. 

La delegation australienne n'est pas favorable 
a la proposition du Liban (A/C.3/461). En modi
fiant le texte de !'article premier, celle-ci altere 
profondement le sens de cet article, sans qu'il 
y ait probablement la d'intention premeditee de la 
part de ses auteurs. 

M. Jackel declare ensuite que l'amendement des 
Etats-U nis concerne un aspect particuli erement 
important du projet de convention, mais n'a rien 
a voir avec !'article premier. La Commission ne 
devrait pas etudier cet amendement a present, 
mais pourrait y revenir au moment de l'examen 
des clauses d'application du projet. M. Jockel 
rappelle que le Groupe de travail de la Commis
sion des droits de l'homme s'est trouve en presence 
du meme probleme lors de la discussion du projet 
de pacte des droits de l'homme a Geneve et qu'il 
est parvenu a la conclusion que les gouvernements 
interesses auraient a prendre, sur le plan interieur, 
les mesures necessaires a !'application du pacte 
avant de pouvoir le ratifier et que, au cas ou cela 
serait impossible, ces gouvernements devraient 
s'engager a prendre ces mesures clans le plus bref 
delai1. L'amendement des Etats-Unis presei:ite a 
cet egard un grave defaut en ce sens qu'il ne fixe 
aucune limite de temps pour la mise en vigueur 
de la convention; aux termes de cet arnendement, 
des annees pourraient s'ecouler avant que la con
vention ne se trouve incorporee dans les systemes 
legislatifs des Etats contractants. D'autre part, 
ainsi que le representant des Pays-Bas !'a deja 
souligne, certains Etats pourraient se prevaloir 
de la convention sans en accepter les obligations, 
notamment en ce qui concerne le reglement des 
differends qui pourraient se produire. 

M. VILLAGOMEZ YEPEZ (Equateur) rappelle 
que l'Equateur assure deja sans aucune restric
tion a ses ressortissants et aux ressortissants 
etrangers residant sur son territoire toutes Jes 
libertes qui se trouvent enumerees aux divers 
alineas de !'article premier : libertes de transrnettre, 
de recevoir, de rechercher les informations, etc. 

La delegation de l'Equateur approuve done sans 
reserve !'article premier quant au fond. Elle 
estime toutefois que la forme de cet article laisse 
quelque peu a desirer. II est dit par exemple, a 
l'alinea a), que la liberte de transmettre et de 
recevoir des informations est accordee aux per
sonnes "residant legalement" sur un territoire 
donne. Or, certaines personnes peuvent penetrer 
clans un pays sans etre en possession des pieces 
ou des passeports necessaires a I' obtention du 
statut de resident - ce cas se presente frequem
ment clans Jes pays de I' Amerique latine - et ii 
ne semble pas juste de leur refuser l'acces au 
libre echange des informations qui est un droit 
fondamental de l'homme. 

La delegation de l'Equateur n'approuve pas le 
preambule de !'article premier tel qu'il figure clans 
le texte primitif, estimant qu'il impose a priori 
des restrictions a la liberte de l'information. 
M. Villagomez Yepez estime que ces reserves pour
raient figurer a la fin de l'article. 

'Voir E/CN.4/56. 



In the opm10n of the delegation of Ecuador, 
the principles established by the convention were 
presented more comprehensively in the Lebanese 
amendment than in the amendments submitted 
by the United Kingdom and the Vnited States. 
Nevertheless, it would be advisable to introduce 
into that amendment the idea that complete free
dom should be allowed in the seeking of infor
mation. 

Mr. Villagomez Yepez appreciated the mod
eration shown in the United States amendment, 
but he thought it should be made clear what the 
situation would be if a State, after acceding to 
the convention, were unable to take the necessary 
legislative measures to put it into effect. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said the Leba
nese amendment ( A/C.3/461) was too concise a 
summary of the main principles set forth in article 
1 and omitted, in particular, two important points : 
the freedom to seek information, and the principle 
of non-discrimination with regard to the control 
and regulation of means of information. 

The Vnited Kingdom delegation would vote 
against the Chilean amendment as, in its opinion, 
the effect of that amendment would be to render 
void several of the provisions contained in article 
1, in particular, the principle of non-discrimina
tion. The United Kingdom had suffered a great 
deal from propaganda campaigns launched against 
its Government by the Press and radio. Never
theless, it was convinced that the best way to 
combat such activities was to ensure complete free
dom of information and to leave it to the people 
to discriminate between truths and falsehoods. 

Mr. Davies was surprised at the way the United 
States representative had, at the 208th meeting, 
interpreted sub-paragraph ( d) of the amendment 
he had submitted (A/C.3/466). If that sub-para
graph really did not impose on Member States 
the obligation to take legislative measures to apply 
the convention, the United Kingdom delegation 
would be unable to support its adoption. The sec
ond part of that sub-paragraph would not remedy 
the results of the application of the first part, as 
considerable time might elapse between the ratifi
cation of the convention by Contracting States and 
the adoption of legislative measures by tho$e 
States to put it into effect. , 

Mr. Davies pointed out that the convention 
provided that States would grant each other cer
tain reciprocal rights and privileges ; it would 
be inadmissible therefore that some Contracting 
States would be bound immediately by the pro
visions of the convention, while others would not. 

Mr. Davies concurred with the Australian rep
resentative that the Committee would be well 
advised not to take a decision on sub-paragraph 
( d) before it had examined the operative clauses 
of the draft convention. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) said that, in agree
ment with the Vnited States delegation, his dele
gation had prepared a new text (A/C.3/491) 
which it proposed should replace article 1. The 
new text met both objections raised by the United 
Kingdom delegation : it established the right to 
seek information as well as the principle of non
discrimination with regard to the use or avail
ability of any means of communication. 
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L'amendement du Liban, de l'avis de la dele
gation de l'Equateur, presente les principes etablis 
par la convention sous une forme plus synthetique 
que ne le font les amendements du Royaume-Uni 
et des Etats-Unis. Cependant, ii serait bon 
d'introduire clans cet amendement l'idee que la 
recherche des informations doit pouvoir s'effectuer 
en toute liberte. 

M. Villagomez Yepez apprecie la moderation 
dont temoigne l'amendement des Etats-Unis. 
Cependant, ii pense qu'il faudrait eclaircir la 
situation a laquelle on aboutirait si un Etat, apres 
avoir adhere a la convention, ne pouvait prendre 
les mesures legislatives necessaires pour lui donner 
effet. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) declare que 
l'amendement du Liban (A/C.3/461) presente 
un resume trop synthetique des principes essentiels 
enonces a !'article premier et omet en particulier 
deux points importants : la liberte de rechercher les 
informations et le principe de la non-discrimination 
en ce qui concerne le controle et la reglementation 
des moyens d'information. 

La deleg-dtion du Royaume-Vni votera contre 
I'amendement du Chili: elle estime en effet que 
cet amendement aurait pour effet d'annuler 
plusieurs dispositions de !'article premier et notam
ment le principe de la non-discrimination. Le 
Royaume-Uni a beaucoup souffert des campagnes 
de propagande declenchees contre son gouverne
ment par la presse et la radio. II reste neanmoins 
convaincu que la meilleure fat;on de lutter contre 
ce genre d'activite est d'assurer la liberte totale 
de !'information et de laisser au public le soin de 
discerner lui-meme le vrai du faux. 

M. Davies est surpris de !'interpretation que le 
representant des Etats-Unis a donnee, au cours 
de la 208eme seance, a l'alinea d) de l'amende
ment qu'il a presente (A/C.3/466). Si vraiment 
cet alinea n'impose pas aux Etats Membres 
!'obligation de prendre des mesures legislatives 
pour se conformer a la convention, la delegation 
du Royaume-Uni ne pourra se prononcer en 
faveur de son adoption. La seconde partie de cet 
alinea ne saurait remedier aux consequences 
qu'aurait !'application de la premiere partie, etant 
donne qu'un temps considerable peut s'ecouler 
entre le moment ou les Etats contractants ratifient 
la convention et celui ou ils adoptent des mesures 
legislatives pour lui donner effet. 

M. Davies fait remarquer que la convention 
prevoit que les Etats s'accorderont reciproquement 
certains droits et privileges ; ii est done inadmis
sible que certains Etats contractants soient obliges 
de se conformer immediatement aux dispositions 
de la convention alors que d'autres echapperaient 
a cette regle. 

M. Davies estime, comme le representant de 
l'Australie, qu'il serait sage de ne pas prendre 
de decision sur l'alinea d) avant d'avoir examine 
les clauses d'application du projet de convention. 

M. AzKouL (Liban) declare que, en accord 
avec la delegation des Etats-Unis, sa delegation 
a etabli un nouveau texte (A/C.3/491) qu'elle 
propose de substituer a l'article premier. Cette 
nouvelle redaction repond aux deux objections 
de la delegation_ du Royaume-Uni: elle consacre, 
en effet, le dro1t de rechercher des informations 
ainsi que le principe de la non-discrimination en 
c~ qui concerne l'emploi ou la possibilite d'utilisa
t10n des moyens de communication. 
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The Lebanese delegation preferred its own com
prehensive text to the detailed provisions of the 
United Kingdom amendment (A/C.3/459). It 
feared that by devoting a special sub-paragraph to 
the freedom to seek information, the United 
Kingdom amendment might be interpreted as 
not recognizing the equality of non-nationals 
except in the case of the seeking of information. 
Moreover., the Lebanese text did not retain the 
word "control", which seemed to give the Con
tracting States the right to establish not only 
administrative control - which the word "regu
late" appeared to cover in a satisfactory manner 
- but also political control over the means of 
information. 

Mr. Azkoul suggested that the Chairman might 
perhaps defer the vote until the Lebanese text had 
been circulated to the Committee. 

Mr. ZoNov (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics) said that, as the Committee had been en
trusted with the drafting of a convention on the 
freedom of information, its first duty should be 
to define dearly the concept of freedom of infor
mation. It should, first, determine what it meant 
by that and should state its purpose in drawing up 
such a convention and the interests it proposed to 
defend. 

The primary purpose of the convention should 
be to protect freedom of information in the inter
est of the peoples of the world. The convention 
should therefore ensure that international news 
should contribute to the maintenance of peace and 
security throughout the world, and to the struggle 
against warmongers and all those who carried on 
fascist propaganda. It should ensure that those 
principles should not be merely words but should 
be translated into deeds and, to that end, it 
should give all the organizations which would 
take part in such action - cultural associations 
and trade union organizations - the means 
whereby to establish active and impartial infor
mation centres. 

The draft convention, however, envisaged no 
such measures. In its existing form, it resembled 
the convention the Committee had studied pre
viously, in that it was a purely technical instru
ment, the purpose of which was to safeguard the 
interests of the big agencies which had the 
monopoly of news in the world. All the conven
tion would do would be to enable those agencies 
to penetrate even more thoroughly into small 
countries which lacked the means to combat such 
seizure in the field of international news. 

Mr. Zonov doubted that the United States 
delegation would carry out its threats; the inter
ests of the United States were too closely related 
to the aims of the draft convention for its Gov
ernment to refuse to sign it. 

The adoption of sub-paragraph (d), as recom
mended by the United States delegation, would 
oblige the Contracting States to modify their 
domestic legislation in a manner which would be 
favourable to American information agencies. 

The USSR delegation would vote against the 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
said that his delegation would withdraw its 
United States amendment. 

Pour sa part, la delegation du Liban prefere la 
synthese qu'elle a realisee aux dispositions 
detaillees de l'amendement du Royaume-Uni 
(A/C.3/ 459). Elle craint en effet que l'amende
ment du Royaume-Uni, en reservant un alinea 
particulier a la libre recherche des informations, 
puisse etre interprete comme ne reconnaissant 
l' egalite des ressortissants etrangers que pour la 
seule recherche des informations. D'autre part, 
le texte libanais ne retient pas le mot "controle", 
qui semble impliquer le droit pour les Etats con
tractants d'etablir non seulement un controle 
administratif - ce que le mot "reglementer" 
indique de maniere satisfaisante mais egalement 
un controle politique sur les moyens d'information. 

M. Azkoul demande au President de vouloir 
bien attendre que le nouveau texte libanais ait 
ete distribue a la Commission avant de passer 
au vote. 

M. ZoNov (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) souligne que la Commission est 
chargee de rediger une convention sur la liberte 
de !'information et qu'il semble que sa premiere 
tiiche devrait done etre de definir clairement la 
notion de liberte de !'information. Elle devrait 
determiner avant tout ce qu'elle entend par la, 
quels sont les objectifs qu'elle vise en redigeant 
une telle convention et quels sont les inten~ts 
qu'elle entend defendre. 

La delegation de l'URSS estime que la con
vention doit avoir pour objet principal de defendre 
la liberte de !'information clans l'inten~t des peuples 
du monde. A cette fin, elle doit faire en sorte 
que !'information internationale contribue au 
maintien de la paix et de la securite mondiales, 
ainsi qu'a la lutte contre les instigateurs de guerre 
et contre tous ceux qui se font les propagandistes 
des theories fascistes. Elle doit assurer que ces 
principes se traduisent en actes et non pas seule
ment en paroles, et, a cette fin, donner a toutes 
les organisations propres a participer a cette 
action - aux associations culturelles et aux 
organisations syndicales, par exemple - le moyen 
effectif d'etablir des centres d'information actifs 
et impartiaux. 

Or le projet de convention ne prevoit rien de 
tel. Sous sa forme actuelle, il est, au meme titre 
que le projet de convention que la Commission 
a etudie precedemment, un instrument de carac
tere purement technique destine a sauvegarder 
les interets des grandes entreprises qui detiennent 
dans le monde le monopole de !'information. Son 
seul effet sera de permettre a ces entreprises de 
s'introduire plus profondement encore dans les 
petits pays qui ne disposent pas de moyens suffi
sants pour combattre cette mainmise dans le 
domaine de !'information internationale. 

M, Zonov doute que la delegation des Etats
Unis donne suite aux menaces auxquelles elle se 
complait: l'interet du Gouvernement des Etats
Unis coincide trop exactement avec le but que 
vise le projet de convention pour que ce gouverne
ment ne signe pas la convention. 

M. Zonov ajoute que l'alinea d) dont la dele
gation des Etats-Unis propose !'adoption aurait 
pour effet, s'il etait adopte, d'obliger les Etats 
contractants a modifier leurs legislations nationales 
clans un sens favorable aux entreprises d'informa
tion americaines. 

La delegation de l'URSS votera contre 
l'amendement des Etats-Unis. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) an
nonce que sa delegation retire ses amendements a 
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amendments to article 1 in favour of the new text 
submitted by the Lebanese delegation. With regard 
to the new sub-paragraph (d) which it proposed 
should be included in article 1, the United States 
delegation would defer to the wish expressed by 
the representatives of Australia and the United 
Kingdom, and agree that its examination should 
be postponed until such time as the Committee dis
cussed the dauses putting the convention into 
force. 

Mr. Canham pointed out that the proposed 
amendment had given rise to two completely 
divergent points of view in the Committee. Some 
delegations felt that its effect would be to delay 
unduly the implementation of the convention; 
others protested that it would oblige Governments 
to modify their national legislations. The United 
States amendment, on the contrary, was a middle 
course which would ensure the implementation of 
the convention, without disrupting the domestic 
legislations of the Contracting States. 

His delegation hoped that a formula would be 
found which, while allaying the fears of some 
delegations, would maintain the important prin
ciple set forth in sub-paragraph ( d) of its amend
ment. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) said that, at the 209th 
meeting, his delegation had withdrawn its amend
ment to the first sub-paragraph of article 1 ( A/ 
C.3/417), with the reservation that it would re
introduce it at a subsequent date if it deemed 
it advisable to do so. He therefore informed the 
Committee that he would re-submit his amend
ment when sub-paragraph ( d) of the United 
States amendment was placed before the Com
mittee for consideration. 

The Mexican delegation hoped that by com
bining those two amendments, the Committee 
might arrive at a well-balanced solution, accept
able to all members. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that, 
at the 209th meeting, the Chairman had stated 
that the modification to the Mexican amendment 
proposed by the Chilean delegation was one of 
substance and that, consequently, the Committee 
would have to decide, by a two-thirds majority 
vote, whether or not it was in order. 

He invited the Committee's comments on the 
matter. 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) asked that the vote be 
taken by roll-call. 

A vote u-as taken by roll-call, as follows: 
The Philippines, having been drawn by lot by 

the Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Saudi Arabia, Syria, Australia, 

Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Haiti, 
Mexico, Panama, Peru. 

Against: Philippines, Sweden, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States of Amer
ica, Belgium, Guatemala, Iraq, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway. 

Abstentions: Poland, Siam, Turkey, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Argentina, 
Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, 
France, Greece, India, Lebanon, Liberia, Pakis
tan. 

!'article premier en faveur du nouveau texte etabli 
par la delegation du Liban. Quant au nouvel alinea 
d) qu'elle propose d'inserer a l'article premier, la 
delegation des Etats-Unis, deferant au vreu 
exprime par les representants de l' Australie et 
du Royaume-Uni, accepte d'en reporter l'examen 
au moment ou la Commission discutera des clauses 
de mise en vigueur de la convention. 

M. Canham souligne a ce propos que cet amende
ment suscite au sein de la Commission deux 
courants d'opinion absolument divergents: cer
taines delegations considerent qu'il aura pour 
effet de retarder indument !'application de la 
convention; d'autres s'elevent contre le fait qu'il 
impose aux gouvernements !'obligation de modifier 
leurs legislations nationales. En realite, l'amende
ment des Etats-Unis constitue un moyen terme 
destine a assurer l'application de la convention, 
sans pour cela provoquer de bouleversements dans 
le droit interieur des Etats contractants. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis espere qu'il sera 
possible d'elaborer une formule qui apaisera Jes 
apprehensions de certaines delegations tout en 
maintenant !'important principe enonce a l'alinea 
d) de son amendement. 

:d. NORIEGA (Mexique) rappelle qu'au cours de 
la 209eme seance, sa delegation a retire l'amende
ment qu'elle proposait d'apporter au premier para
graphe de !'article premier (A/C.3/417), sous 
reserve de le presenter a nouveau a la Commission 
a une date ulterieure, si elle le jugeait utile. n 
annonce maintenant qu'il presentera a nouveau 
l'amendement en question au moment ou la Com
mission examinera l'alinea d) de l'amendement des 
Etats-lJnis. 

La delegation du Mexique espere qu'en com
binant ces deux amendements la Commission 
arrivera a une formule equilibree, acceptable pour 
tous. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que le President avait 
declare a la 209eme seance que la modification 
proposee par la delegation du Chili a l'amendement 
mexicain constituait une modification de fond, 
et que, par consequent, la Commission devait 
decider de sa recevabilite par un vote a la majorite 
des deux tiers des membres. 

II invite la Commission a se prononcer a ce 
sujet. 

Mme FIGUEROA (Chili) demande que le vote 
ait lieu par appel nominal. 

I! est procede au 1.1ote par appel noininal. 
L'appel commence par les Philippines, dont le 

nom est tire au sort par le President. 
V otent pour: Arabie saoudite, Syrie, Australie, 

Bresil, Canada, Chili, Colombie, Costa-Rica, 
Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, Egypte, Haiti, 
Mexique, Panama, Perou. 

Vo tent contre: Philippines, Suede, Union Sud
Africaine, Royaume-U ni, Etats-U nis d' Amerique,. 
Belgique, Guatemala, Irak, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, N orvege. 

S' abstiennent: Pologne, Siam, Turquie, Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Venezuela, 
Y ougoslavie, Argentine, Birmanie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Chine, Cuba, 
Tchecoslovaquie, Danemark, Ethiopie, France, 
Grece, Incle, Liban, Liberia, Pakistan. 
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The result of the vote was 15 in favour, 11 
against, and 21 abstentions. The Chilean amend
ment was not adopted, having failed to obtain 
the required two-thirds majority. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) explained that his dele
gation had abstained from voting because it felt 
that the question whether the Chilean amendment 
was in order or not should have been decided by 
a ruling from the Chair. 

The Cuban delegation would not, in any case, 
have supported the adoption of that amendment 
as it was opposed, in principle, to any proposal 
which limited freedom of information. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.rn. 

TWO HUNDRED AND ELEVENTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Monday, 2 May 1949, at 3 p.m. 

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

later, Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON FREEDOM OF INFORMATION 
(E/1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 1 (continued) 

Mr. M,brnEz (Philippines) explained that he 
had voted against the admission of the Chilean 
amendment (A/C.3/490) at the previous meet
ing. not because he was opposed to the principle 
it expressed, but because he felt that nothing 
should be included in the convention which might 
in any way detract from its basic purpose. 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) regretted that the Com
mittee had decided not to consider her amend
ment. Her country was not the only one which 
had experienced the consequences of failing to 
take the necessary precautions against subversive 
activities. Some representatives had criticized her 
amendment because it mentioned the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights. She felt, how
ever, that it would have been useful to mention 
the Declaration, since it had been drafted in order 
to define the fundamental rights and freedoms 
mentioned in the United Nations Charter and 
should, therefore, have the same moral force as 
the Charter. Although fascism and nazism were 
often mentioned as undesirable forces, there was 
never any mention of communism, which was, in 
her opinion, an equally disruptive force. 

She reserved her delegation's right to reintro
duce the amendment before the General Assem
bly. If no such provision were included in the 
convention, her country would be unable to sign 
it. 

::\Ir. BoRATYNSKr (Poland) thought that the 
tone of the discussion had been lowered during 
the consideration of the Chilean amendment and 
he appealed to the Committee to keep its discus
sions on a higher level. 

ll y a 15 voix pour, 11 voix contre et 21 
abstentions. N' ayant pas obtenit la nmjorite 
requise des deux tiers, l'amendement du Chili est 
declare irrecevable. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) declare que sa delegation 
s'est abstenue de prendre part au vote parce 
qu'elle estime que la question de la recevabilite 
de l'amendement du Chili aurait du etre tranchee 
par decision du President. 

La delegation de Cuba se serait, en tous cas, 
opposee a !'adoption de cet amendement, car elle 
s'eleve en principe contre toute proposition de 
nature a restreindre la liberte de !'information. 

Le seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX CENT ONZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le lundi 2 mai 1949, a 15 heures. 

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

puis M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

146. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA LIBERTE 
DE L'INFORMATION (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article premier (suite) 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) declare qu'il a vote 
a la seance precedente contre la recevabilite de 
l'amendement du Chili (A/C.3/490), non pour 
une raison de principe mais parce qu'il estime 
qu'il ne faut introduire clans la convention aucun 
element qui puisse en modifier l'objet essentiel. 

Mme FIGUEROA (Chili) regrette que la Com
mission ait decide de ne pas prendre en considera
tion l'amendement qu'elle a presente. Le Chili 
n'est pas le seul pays qui n'a pas pris les mesures 
necessaires contre les activites subversives et qui 
a subi les consequences d'une telle negligence. 
Certains representants ont reproche a l'amende
ment chilien de faire mention de la Declaration 
universelle des droits de l'homme. Mme Figueroa 
pense au contraire qu'il eut ete bon de se referer 
a cette Declaration dont le but est de definir Jes 
libertes et les droits fondamentaux enonces clans 
la Charte des Nations Unies et qui doit done avoir, 
du point de vue moral, la meme force que la 
Charte. Si !'on qualifie souvent le fascisrne et le 
nazisme de mouvements indesirables, on ne fait 
jamais mention, a cet egard, du communisme qui, 
a son avis, constitue un mouvement tout aussi 
subversif. 

Y1me Figueroa reserve pour sa delegation le 
droit de presenter a nouveau cet amendement a 
l'Assemblee generale. Si une disposition de ce 
genre ne figurait pas clans la convention, le Chili 
ne pourrait pas y adherer. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) trouve que, lorsque 
l'on a examine l'amendement chilien, le debat 
est tombe a un niveau inferieur; ii demande a la 
Commission de replacer la discussion sur son plan 
veritable. 
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The CHAIRMAN called the Committee'::; atten
tion to the new Lebanese amendment to article 
1 (A/C.3/491). 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) suggested that in 
the English text of that document the words "by 
written or printed matter" should be replaced by 
"in writing or in print". 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
preferred the United Kingdom amendment (A/ 
C.3/459) to the Lebanese one, which, in his 
opinion, had lost in clarity anything that it might 
have gained in brevity. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) drew attention to the 
fact that the words dunient autorises correspond
ing to the words "duly licensed" in the English 
text of the Lebanese amendment, implied that a 
special authorization would be required for each 
broadcast or newsreel. He thought that the word 
licites would be preferable in the French text. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
supported the Lebanese amendment, as he felt 
it contained all the essential elements of the 
United Kingdom amendment in a more concise 
form. He preferred the words "duly licensed" 
to the expression "legally operated" used in the 
original text (E/1065) because the former expres
sion was more precise. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) agreed with the 
remarks made by the Netherlands representative. 
He thought that some difficulties of interpreta
tion might arise if the Lebanese amendment were 
adopted. 

Mr. ALZATE AVENDANO (Colombia) thought 
that further consideration should be given to the 
word::; "duly licensed", as they might not have 
exactly the same significance in every country. 
The whole difficulty had arisen out of the inven
tion of new methods of disseminating informa
tion. Most countries imposed certain restrictions 
on broadcasting and newsreels from which the 
Press itself was free. Whatever phraseology was 
adopted, it would probably necessitate consider
able alterations in the legislation of many coun
tries, which would con::;equently be unable to sign 
the convention until they had carried out such 
alterations. 

He supported the United Kingdom amendment, 
because he considered it to be clearer than the 
text proposed by the Lebanese delegation and 
because the words "In regulating access to or the 
availability of any of the above means of com
munication" in the second sentence implied that, 
in certain circumstances, it would be possible for 
a State to regulate or control the use or avail
ability of means of communication. 

Mr. ZAYDIN (Cuba) supported the remarks 
made by the representative of Colombia. He agreed 
with the representative of France that the term 
"legally operated" was preferable to the words 
"duly licensed". 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) accepted the drafting 
change suggested by the Philippines representa-

Le PRESIDENT attire !'attention de la Commis
sion sur le nouvel amendement libanais a !'article 
premier ( A/ C.3 / 491). 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) propose que !'on 
remplace, clans le texte anglais de ce document, 
les mots: by written or printed matter par les 
mots: in writing or in print. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) 
voudrait qu'on adopte l'amendement du Royaume
Uni (A/C.3/459) de preference a celui du Liban, 
lequel, selon Jui, a perdu en clarte ce qu'il a pu 
gagner en concision. 

M. KAYSER (France) signale que, dans le texte 
fram;ais de l'amendement du Liban, les mots 
"dument autorises", auxquels correspondent clans 
le texte anglais les mots duly licensed, signifient 
que pour chaque emission radiophonique ou pour 
chaque film d'actualites cinematographiques ii 
faudrait obtenir une autorisation Speciale. II pre
fererait done que l'on emploie clans le texte fram;ais 
l'adjectif "licites". 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Arnerique) ap
prouve l'amendement du Liban qui, d'apres lui, 
contient sous une forme plus concise tous Jes ele
ments essentiels de l'amendement du Royanme
Uni. II prefere les mots: duly licensed a !'expres
sion: legally operated, employee clans le texte 
initial ( E/ 1065), parce que le premier terme est 
plus precis. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) est d'accord avec 
les observations du representant des Pays-Bas. 
II pense que l'amendement du Liban, s'il etait 
adoptt\ pourrait donner lieu a certaines difficultes 
d'interpretation. 

M. ALZATE AVENDANO (Colombie) estime que 
l'on doit examiner de plus pres !'expression 
"dument autorises", qui peut ne pas avoir la 
meme signification dans les differents pays. Toute 
la difficulte est venue du fait que l'on a invente 
de nouveaux procedes pour la diffusion des infor
mations. La plupart des pays ont impose certaines 
restrictions aux emissions radiophoniques et aux 
films d'actualites cinematographiques, restrictions 
qui n'affectent pas la presse. Quelque redaction 
que l'on adopte, il s'ensuivra presque necessai
rement que de nombreux pays devront modifier 
sensiblement leurs lois, et ces pays ne pourront 
done pas signer la convention avant d'avoir 
effectue ces modifications. 

M. Alzate Avendano appuie l'amendement du 
Royaume-Uni, parce qu'il le considere plus clair 
que celui que propose la delegation du Liban et 
parce que les mots: "Dans la reglementation de 
l'acces a l'un quelconque des moyens de com
mtmicatio,n mentionnes ci-dessus, ou de la possi
bilite de !'utilisation desdits moyens", a la seconde 
phrase, permettraient a un Etat, clans certaines 
circonstances, de reglementer ou de controler 
l'emploi ou la possibilite d'utilisation des moyens 
de communication. 

M. ZAYDIN (Cuba) approuve les observations 
<lu representant de la Colombie. II estime, comme 
le representant de la France, qu'il faut employer 
le terme "licites" plutot que l'expression "dument 
auto rises''. 

M. AzKOUL ( Liban) approttve la modification 
proposee par le representant des Philippines; il 
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iive and agreed to substitute the words "legally 
operated" ( licites in the French text) for the 
term "duly licensed". 

He was opposed to the wording of sub-para
graph ( b) in the United Kingdom text because 
it implied that a Contracting State was entitled 
to regulate or control the use or availability of 
means of communication. In his opinion, the sense 
of that paragraph was preserved in his amend
ment ( A/C.3/491), but the disadvantages of the 
wording used in the United Kingdom text had 
been avoided. 

He also objected to sub-paragraph ( c) of the 
United Kingdom text because he thought its word
ing implied that the nationals and non-nationals 
of a Contracting State were to be on an equal 
footing only as regards seeking informition; the 
elements of receiving and imparting the informa
tion seemed to have been omitted. 

He therefore urged the Committee to adopt his 
amendment, not only because it was more con
cise than the United Kingdom text, but also on 
account of the points of substance he had raised. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) stressed the 
importance of the provisions contained in sub
paragraph ( c) of his amendment, which seemed 
to have been omitted from the text suggested hy 
the Lebanese delegation. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the Lebanese amendment 
did not add anything new to article 1. The article 
itself would impose unacceptable restrictions on 
the sovereign rights of States. ·what did non
discrimination between nationals and non
nationals, as established in sub-paragraph ( c) of 
article 1, really mean? Equality of rights did not 
exist. For example, the Havana charter1 provided 
that all States should have equal opportunities 
as far as trade was concerned, but in reality the 
United States and the United Kingdom remained 
the most powerful countries. In his opinion, the 
convention was based on a desire to further the 
interests of the United States and the United 
Kingdom information agencies. 

In States where the sovereign rights of peoples 
were protected. article 1 would not be acceptable, 
as its adoption would mean that the weaker States 
would be helpless against the subversive activities 
of foreign m'.Jnopolies in their territories. 

In his opinion, the Lebanese amendment was 
merely a more concise way of ensuring the domi
nation of the weaker States by the United States 
and the United Kingdom. 

The USSR delegation would therefore vote 
against article ] and all amendments to it. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) said that his dele
gation was not opposed to the substance of the 
Lebanese amendment, but could not see why 
clarity should be sacrificed to brevity. He was 
therefore in favour of the United Kingdom 
amendment. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon), in reply to the rep
resentative o:i the United Kingdom, said that 

1 See United Nations Conference on Trade and Em
plo3•ment, Final A et a1uJ Related Documents. 

accepte de remplacer !'expression "dument auto
rises" par I' expression "licites" (legall'J operated 
dans le texte anglais). 

M. Azkoul n'accepte pas la redaction de l'alinea 
b) du texte propose par le Royaume-Uni parce 
qu'il en resulterait qu'un Etat contractant aurait 
le droit de reglementer ou de controler l'emploi 
ou la possibilite d'utilisation des moyens de com
munication. M. Azkoul estime que, dans son 
amendement (A/C.3/491), ii a garde le sens de 
ce paragraphe, tout en evitant Jes inconvenients 
de la redaction proposee par le Royaume-Uni. 

ll n'accepte pas non plus l'alinea c) du texte 
du Royaume-Uni, parce qu'il pense que cette 
redaction ne mettrait sur un pied d'egalite les 
ressortissants et Jes non-ressortissants d'un Etat 
contractant qu' en ce qui concerne la recherche 
des informations, alors que rien ne semble prevu 
en ce qui concerne les moyens de recevoir et de 
transmettre les informations. 

1\1. Azkoul insiste done aupres de la Commission 
pour qu'elle adopte l'amendement du Liban, non 
seulement parce que ce texte est plus concis que 
celui du Royaume-Uni, mais aussi a cause des 
questions cle fond qu'il vient d'exposer. 

?vL DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) signale !'impor
tance des dispositions enoncees dans l'alinea C) 
de l'amendement du Royaume-Uni, dispositions 
qui paraissent omises dans le texte propose par 
la delegation du Liban. 

:\I. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) dit que l'amendement 
libanais n'ajoute rien de nouveau a !'article pre
mier. L'article lui-meme apporte aux droits sou
verains des Etats des restrictions inadmissibles. 
Que veut dire vraiment la non-discrimination 
entre nationaux et etrangers posee en principe 
a l'alinea c) de !'article premier? L'egalite des 
droits n'existe pas. Par exemple, la charte de 
La Havane1 prevoit que tous Jes Etats doivent 
avoir Jes memes facilites en ce qui concerne Jes 
echanges commerciaux, mais, en fait, les Etats
Unis et le Royaume-Uni restent Jes pays les plus 
puissants dans ce domaine. II estime que la con
vention est inspiree par le desir de favoriser les 
interets des entreprises d'information americaines 
et britanniques. 

L'article premier ne peut pas etre accepte par 
Jes Etats ou Jes droits souverains des peuples sont 
proteges, car son adoption signifierait que les Etats 
faibles seraient absolument sans defense contre 
Jes activites subversives exercees sur leur propre 
territoire par des monopoles etrangers. 

De l'avis de M. Tsarapkine, l'amendement 
libanais offre simplement une formule plus concise 
permettant d'assurer la domination des Etats-Unis 
et du Royaume-Uni sur Jes pays faibles. 

La delegation de l'URSS votera par consequent 
contre !'article premier et tous les amendements 
proposes a cet article. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) dit que sa delegation 
n'est pas opposee au fond de l'amendement 
libanais, mais qu'elle ne voit pas pour quelle raison 
ii faut sacrifier la clarte a la concision. II se 
prononce done en faveur de l'amendement du 
Royaume-Uni. 

M. AZKOUL (Liban), en reponse au repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni, precise que, etant donne 

'Voir !a Conference des .\'ations L'nies sur le commerce 
et l'emf,loi, Acte final et DocumPnts conne:.es. 
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since assurance had been given that a State could 
not interfere in the right to seek information, it 
was not possible to discriminate between nationals 
and non-nationals. Thus the point contained in 
sub-paragraph ( c) of the United Kingdom amend
ment was covered by the Lebanese text. 

With regard to the objections of the USSR 
representative, he pointed out that States were 
safeguarded by the clause "Subject to the further 
provisions of this Convention ... ", which had 
been adopted at the 209th meeting. 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) said that his delegation 
would vote for the United Kingdom amendment. 
because it believed that all democratic Govern
ments should guarantee freedom of the Press. 

Mr. DE MARCHENA DuJARRIC (Dominican 
Republic) said that the French and English texts 
of the Lebanese amendment differed and that the 
delegation of the Dominican Republic could not 
vote unless the text were available in Spanish. 

The €HA1RMAN said that the English, French 
and Spanish texts were being collated by a sulJ
committee. but it had not yet completed its work. 

The Chairman put to the vote the Lebanese 
amendment ( A/C.3/491) with the drafting 
changes which had been accepted by its author. 

The amendment was rejected by 21 votes to 
4, ·it>ith 16 abstentions. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom), at the request 
of Mr. ZAYDiN (Cuba), agreed that the words 
"duly licensed" should be replaced by the words 
"legally operated" in sub-paragraph (a) of the 
United Kingdom amendment. 

He also accepted the Philippine drafting amend
ment that the words "in writing or in print" 
should be substituted for "by written or printed 
matter" in the English text. 

The CHAJRM AN put to the vote sub-paragraph 
(a) as proposed by the United Kingdom (A/C.3/ 
459), as amended. 

Sub-paragraph (a), as amended, was adopted 
by 31 votes to 6, with 7 abstentions. 

Mr. AzKOl:L (Lebanon) asked if the United 
Kingdom delegation would agree to the deletion 
of the words "or control" and the substitution 
of the words "access to" for the word "use" in 
paragraph ( b) as proposed by the United King
dom (A/C.3/459). 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) replied that 
his delegation preferred the original text. 

Mr. AzKOCL (Lebanon) asked that a separate 
vote should be taken on the word "control". 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Lebanese 
proposal. 

The proposal was rejected by 18 votes to 3, 
with l6 abstentions. 

qu'on garantit que Jes Etats ne pourront pas 
compromettre par leur ingerence le droit de 
rechercher les informations, ii est impossible 
d'etablir une discrimination entre les nationaux 
et les etrangers. L'idee contenue dans l'alinea C) 
de l'amendement du Royaume-Uni est done 
exprimee dans le texte de l'amendement libanais. 

En ce qui concerne les objections formulees par 
le representant de l'URSS, M. Azkoul fait obser
ver que les Etats sont proteges par la disposition 
suivante: "Sous reserve des dispositions ulterieures 
de la presente Convention ... ", adoptee a la 
209eme seance. 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) annonce que sa dele
gation votera pour l'amendement du Royaume
Uni parce qu'elle estime que tous les gouveme
ments democratiques doivent garantir la liberte 
de la presse. 

M. DE lVIARCHENA DuJARRIC (Republicaine 
Dominicaine) constate des divergences entre Ja 
version franc;aise et la version anglaise de l'amen
dement libanais. 11 annonce que la delegation de 
la Republique Dominicaine ne pourra se prononcer 
sur cet amendement tant qu'elle n'en aura pas le 
texte espagnol. 

Le PRESIDENT <lit qu'un comite de redaction 
est en train de collationner les textes en franc;ais, 
en anglais et en espagnol, mais qu'il n'a pas 
termine son travail. 

Le President met aux voix l'amendement 
libanais ( A/C.3/ 491), avec les modifications de 
forme qui ont ete acceptees par son auteur. 

Pm' 21 voix contre 4, a-;,ec 16 abstentwns, 
l'amendement est rejete. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) accepte, a la 
demande de M. ZAYDIN (Cuba), que l'on rempiace 
les mots "dument autorises" par le mot "licites" 
dans l'alinea a) de l'amendement du Royaume
Uni. 

II accepte egalement la modification de forme 
proposee par Jes Philippines tendant a rem placer, 
<lans le texte anglais, les mots : by written or 
printed matter par: in writing or in print. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'alinea a) propose 
par le Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/459) tel qu'il a 
ete amende. 

Par 31 voix contre 6, avec 7 abstentions, l'alinea 
a) ainsi amende est adopte. 

M. AZKOUL ( Liban) demande a la delegation 
du Royaume-Uni de consentir a supprimer les 
mots "ou ne controlera" et a remplacer !'expression 
"emploi" par "acces a", dans l'alinea b) propose 
par le Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/459). 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) repond que sa 
delegation prefere le texte initial. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) demande un vote distinct 
sur le mot "controlera". 

Le PRESIDENT met aux vmx la proposition 
libanaise. 

Par 18 voix contre 3, avec 16 abstentions, la 
proposition est rejetee. 
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote sub-paragraph 
(b) as proposed by the United Kingdom amend
ment (A/C.3/459). 

Paragraph (b) was adopted by 28 votes to 6, 
with 9 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Haitian 
amendment (A/C.3/457) to sub-paragraph (c), 
as amended by the representative of the Dominican 
Republic at the 209th meeting. 

The amendment was rejected by 17 votes to 
5, with 16 abstentions. 

Mr. THEODOROPOULOS (Greece) explained that 
he had voted in favour of the Haitian proposal 
in order to emphasize his country's disapproval 
of certain Governments in the neighbourhood of 
Greece, which were constantly inciting to war and 
armed revolt against the Greek Government. 

The CHAJRMAN put to the vote sub-paragraph 
(c) proposed by the United Kingdom (A/C.3/ 
459). 

Paragraph ( c) was adopted by 29 votes to 
5. 'With 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote sub-paragraph 
(d) as proposed by the United Kingdom amend
ment (A/C.3/459) as amended by the Indian 
delegation at the 209th meeting. 

Sub-paragraph ( d), as amended, was adopted 
by 29 votes lo 6, with 5 abstentions. 

The CHAJRMAN put to the vote article 1 as 
a whole, as amended. It read as follows : 

"Subject t• the further provisions of this Con
vention, 

" (a) Each Contracting State shall secure to its 
own nationals and to such of the nationals of 
every other Contracting State as are lawfully 
within its territory freedom to receive and impart 
without governmental interference information 
and opinions regardless of frontiers, orally, in 
writing or in print, in the form of art. or by 
legally operated visual or auditory devices; 

'' ( b) No Contracting State shall regulate or 
control the u.se or availability of any of the means 
of communication referred to in the preceding 
paragraph, in any manner discriminating against 
any of its own nationals or of the nationals of 
any other Contracting State on political ground:s 
or on the basis of their race, sex, language or 
religion; 

" ( c) Each Contracting State shall permit the 
nationals of other Contracting States as much 
freedom to seek information as it grants to its 
own nationals; 

" ( d) The Contracting States shall encourage 
and facilitate the interchange between their terri
tories of those of their nationals engaged in the 
gathering of information and opinions for dis
semination to the public and shall deal expedi
tiously with applications by such persons to enter 
their territories for the lawful exercise of their 
professional functions." 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'alinea b) propose 
par le Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/459). 

Par 28 voi.r contre 6, avec 9 abstentions, l'alinea 
b) est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
qu'Haiti propose d'apporter (A/C.3/457) a 
l'alinea c), tel qu'il a ete modifie a la 209eme 
seance par le representant de la Republique 
Dominicaine. 

Par 17 voLi: contre 5, a:vec 16 abstentions, 
l'am.endement est rejete. 

M. TuEODOROPOULOS (Grece) explique qu'il 
a vote en faveur de la proposition haitienne afin 
de marquer combien son pays desapprouve 
l'attitude de certains gouvernements de pays 
voisins de la Grece qui incitent constamment a la 
guerre et a la revolte armee contre le Gouverne
ment grec. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'alinea C) propose 
par le Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/459). 

Par 29 voi.x contre 5, avec 8 abstentions, l'alinea 
C) est adopt e. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'alinea d) propose 
par le Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/459), tel qu'il a ete 
modifie a la 209eme seance par la delegation de 
l'Inde. 

Par 29 voix contre 6, avec 5 abstentions, l'alinea 
d) ainsi modifie est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'article premier 
dans son ensemble, tel qu'il a ete arnende, qui se 
lit comme suit: 

"Sous reserve des dispositions ulterieures de la 
presente Convention, 

"a) Tout Etat contractant garantira a ses 
ressortissants et a ceux des ressortissants des 
autres Etats contractants qui resident legalement 
sur son territoire, la liberte de recevoir et de 
transmettre, sans distinction de frontieres, des 
informations et des opinions sous une forme orale, 
ecrite, imprimee OU illustree, OU par des procedes 
visuels ou auditi fs licites, sans intervention de la 
part du gouvernement; 

"b) Aucun Etat contractant ne reglementera 
ni ne controlera l'emploi ou la possibilite d'utilisa
tion de l'un quelconque des moyens de communica
tion mentionnes a l'alinea precedent d'une maniere 
qui implique, a l'egard de ses propres ressortissants 
ou des ressortissants d'un autre Etat contractant, 
une discrimination fondee sur des considerations 
d'ordre politique ou sur leur race, leur sexe, leur 
langue ou leur religion ; 

"c) Tout Etat contractant accordera aux 
ressortissants des autres Etats contractants, en ce 
qui concerne la recherche des in formations, une 
liberte egale a celle dont jouissent ses propres 
ressortissants ; 

"d) Les Etats contractants encourageront et 
faciliteront l'echange, entre leurs territoires 
respectifs, de ceux de leurs ressortissants dont 
l'activite consiste a recueillir des informations et 
des opinions et a les repandre dans le public, et 
prendront des decisions rapides au sujet des 
demandes d'admission sur leur territoire presen
tees par ces personnes dans l'exercice legal de 
lenrs fonctions professionnelles." 
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Article 1, as amended, ·was adopted by 28 votes 
to 6, -u;ith 7 abstentions. 

Mr. \VouLBROUN (Belgium) said that his dele
gation had abstained from voting, not because it 
was opposed to freedom of information a prin
ciple which, on the contrary, had always been 
respected and honoured in Belgium but because 
the draft convention was ambiguous and the obli
gations which would result from it were not 
clearly defined. \Vith reference to article 1, sub
paragraph (a), he was doubtful whether it would 
be possible for a Contracting State to "secure" to 
its nationals "freedom" to impart and receive news 
without governmental interference. The Govern
ment could at most undertake not to interfere in 
order to restrict that freedom. 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) said that he had 
abstained from voting because he had considered 
the term "without governmental interference" 
inappropriate. All constitutions guaranteed the 
freedom of the Press, and therefore that term 
seemed superfluous. He thought, moreover, that 
the article was analogous to the provisions for the 
protection of minorities in the Universal Declara
tion of Human Rights. That Declaration was not 
legally binding; a covenant was, however, in prep
aration. The convention should be postponed until 
that covenant had been drafted. 

Mr. PAJW AK (Afghanistan) agreed with the 
principles of article 1, but could not vote on it 
before a vote was taken on the other articles to 
the provisions of which it was subject. He 
regretted that his suggestion at the 208th meeting 
that the relevant articles should be sturlied first 
had not been followed. 

Mr. AzKouL (Lebanon) stated that his dele
gation had abstained from voting because it con
sidered that the text did not safeguard freedom of 
information sufficiently. It did not make adequate 
provision for prevention of discrimination against 
ncm-nationals. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) stated that his dele
gation was in favour of the many constructive 
elements of the text. In Mexico, however, free
dom of expression was a reality which had been 
obtained by the people's own efforts. The article 
did not contain adequate guarantees for the 
smaller countries. 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) stated that the Chilean 
delegation was opposed to article 1 as a whole, 
not because of disagreement with the principle of 
freedom of information, but because no means 
were provided by which Governments could pre
vent abuse of freedom of information. 

Article 2 

The CHAIRMAN called the Committee's atten
tion to the amendments to article 2, which were 
recapitulated in document A/C.3/472. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that the amend
ments submitted by his delegation (A/C.3/458) 

Par 28 voix contre 6, avec 7 abstentions, l' article 
premier ainsi amende est adopte. 

M. WoULBROUN (Belgique) <lit que si sa dele
gation s'est abstenue de voter, ce n'est pas parce 
qu'elle est opposee a la liberte de !'information. 
Au contraire, ce principe a toujours ete, en Bel
gique, respecte et honore. Mais le projet de 
convention est imprecis et les obligations qui en 
resultent n'apparaissent pas clairement. Le repre
sentant de la Belgique, faisant allusion a l'alinea 
a) de !'article premier, exprime ses doutes quant 
a la possibilite pour un Etat contractant de 
"garantir" a ses ressortissants la "liberte" de 
recevoir et de transmettre des informations sans 
intervention de la part du gouvernement. 11 fait 
remarquer que le gouvernement peut, tout au plus, 
s'engager a ne pas intervenir pour limiter cette 
liberte. 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) declare s'etre abstenu 
de voter parce qu'il considere que les termes: 
"sans intervention de la part du gouvernement" 
ne sont pas appropries. Toutes les constitutions 
garantissent la liberte de la presse; aussi ce mem
bre de phrase parait-il superflu. De plus, il estime 
que la teneur de !'article est analogue a celle des 
dispositions visant la protection des minorites 
dans la Declaration universelle des droits de 
l'homme. Cette Declaration n'a pas force legale; 
toutefois, un pacte est en preparation. II con
viendrait d'attendre, pour elaborer la convention 
relative a la liberte de !'information, que ce pacte 
ait ete redige. 

M. P AJW AK (Afghanistan) approuve les prin
cipes de !'article premier, mais estime qu'il ne 
pouvait pas se prononcer sur cet article avant que 
les autres articles dont ii depend n'aient ete mis 
aux voix. II regrette que l'on n'ait pas suivi la 
suggestion qu'il avait presentee a la 208eme seance 
et qui tendait a ce que l'on examine en premier 
lieu les articles pertinents. 

M. AZKOUL (Liban) declare que sa delegation 
s'est abstenue de voter parce qu'elle considere 
que le texte ne protege pas suffisamment la liberte 
de !'information. 11 ne renferme pas les disposi
tions qui conviendraient pour empecher une dis
crimination au prejudice des etrangers. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) declare que sa dele
gation apprecie les nombreux elements constructifs 
que renferme le texte. Au Mexique, toutefois, 
la liberte d'expression est une realite a laquelle 
le peuple est parvenu par ses propres efforts. 
L'article ne contient pas de garantie suffisante 
pour les petits pays. 

Mme FIGUEROA ( Chili) declare que la delega
tion du Chili est opposee a l'article premier clans 
son ensemble, non parce qu'elle desapprouve le 
principe de la liberte de !'information, mais parce 
que cet article ne prevoit aucun moyen par lequel 
les gouvernements ponrraient empecher !'usage 
abusif de la liberte de ]'information. 

Article 2 

Le PRESIDENT attire )'attention de la Com
mission sur les amendements a !'article 2, qui sont 
reunis dans le document A/C.3/472. 

M. KAYSER (France) declare que Jes amende
ments soumis par sa delegation (A/C.3/458) 
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were applicable either to the extended list of re
strictions contained in the original text or to 
the condensed text submitted by the United King
dom delega:tion (A/C.3/459); he had no pre
ference for either form of text provided that his 
amendments v,;ere inserted. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom), introducing 
his amendment ( A/C.3/459), considered that 
a compromise should be found between an ex
tensive enumeration of limitations and a con
densed text which might weaken the convention 
by its very brevity. The difficulties and dangers 
of attempting an exhaustive enumeration had been 
shown both at the Conference on Freedom of 
Information and in previous discussions in the 
Third Committee. 

In the United Kingdom amendment to article 
2, the expression "in the interest of national 
security" covered sub-paragraph (a) and part 
of sub-paragraph ( b) of the original text ; the 
phrase "for the prevention of disorder or crime" 
covered the remainder of sub-paragraph ( b) and 
sub-paragraphs (c), (i) and (j); the phrase "for 
the protection of public safety, health or morals" 
covered sub-paragraph (d) and the substance of 
the Netherl~nds (A/C.3/439) and French (A/ 
C.3/458) amendments; "the protection of the 
rights of o,:1er persons'' covered sub-paragraphs 
(f) and (g) of the original text, the Lebanese 
amendments ( A/C.3 / 461) to sub-paragraphs 
(g) and (j) and the substance of the Egyptian 
proposal (A/C.3/463) for an additional sub
paragraph ( k) ; and the two final phrases covered 
sub-paragraphs (/1) and (i) of the original text. 

That wording. in his view, was precise and 
explicit and would encourage a number of States 
to adhere to the convention which might not 
otherwise have been prepared to do so. 

He could not accept the United States amend
ment (A/C:.3/466) to the United Kingdom 
amendment. It was essential to safeguard the 
right of a State to impose penalties for offences 
against which provision already existed in domes
tic law. In the United Kingdom incitement to 
crime and conspiracy to commit crime were 
penal offences. He could not accept the argument 
that if the United Kingdom's expression "for 
the prevention of . . . crime" were included. a 
State could make almost any activity a criminal 
offence under article 2; if such a law were passed, 
it would have to be passed in accordance with 
the provisions of other articles in the conventions. 
The United States amendment was undulv broad 
and could lead to abuse by States which attempted 
to place restrictions upon freedom of information. 

'With regard to paragraph 2 of the original 
text (E/1065), l\Tr. Davies felt that such a pro
vision was unnecessary, as nothing in the con
vention prevented a State from establishing a 
right of reply. He would not, however, press that 
objection. 

l\ir. BoRATYNSKI (Poland), introducing his 
amendment (A/C.3/462), said that the expres
sions he was proposing to add should appear as 
sub-paragraphs ( k), ( l) and ( n-i) at the end 
of paragraph 1. He could see no reason why those 

s'appliquent, soit a la liste detaillee de restrictions 
figurant clans le texte primitif, soit au texte con
dense presente par la delegation du Royaume
Uni (A/C.3/459); il n'a pas de preference pour 
l'un ou l'autre de ces textes, a condition que ses 
amendements y figurent. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni), en presentant son 
amendement (A/C.3/459), declare qu'il faut 
trouver un compromis entre l'enumeration 
detaillee des restrictions et un texte resume qui 
risquerait d'affaiblir la convention par sa concision 
meme. La Conference sur la liberte de !'informa
tion, ainsi que Jes debats qui se sont deroules a la 
Troisieme Commission, ont montre les difficultes 
et les dangers que comporte toute tentative de 
faire une enumeration complete. 

Dans l'amendement propose par le Royaume
Uni pour !'article 2, !'expression: "clans l'interet 
de la securite nationale" embrasse l'alinea a) et 
une partie de l'alinea b) du texte primitif; le 
membre de phrase: "pour prevenir les troubles 
ou les agissements criminels" embrasse le reste de 
l'alinea b) et les alineas c), i) et j) ; le membre 
de phrase: "pour proteger la securite, la sante OU 

la morale publiques'' embrasse l'alinea d) et les 
points essentiels des arnendements presentes par 
les Pays-Bas (A/C.3/439) et par la France 
(A/C.3/458); le membre de phrase: "pour pro
teger les droits d'autrui" embrasse Jes alineas f) 
et g) du texte initial, les amendements que le 
Liban (A/C.3/461) propose d'apporter aux 
alineas g) et j), ainsi que le fond de la proposi
tion de l'Egypte (A/C.3/463) tendant a ajouter 
un nouvel alinea qui serait l'alinea k) ; enfin, Jes 
deux derniers membres de phrase embrassent les 
alineas h) et i) du texte primitif. 

Cette redaction lui semble precise et explicite; 
ii estime qu'elle encouragerait un certain nombre 
d'Etats a donner leur adhesion a la convention, 
alors qu'autrement ils ne seraient peut-etre pas 
disposes a le faire. 

M. Davies ne puet accepter la modification ( A/ 
C.3/466) que les Etats-Unis proposent d'apporter 
a l'amendement du Royaume-Uni. I1 est indis
pensable de sauvegarder le droit pour un Etat 
d'infliger des sanctions a propos de delits prevus 
par la legislation nationale. Au Royaume-Uni, 
l'incitation au crime et la premeditation concertee 
constituent un delit passible de sanctions penales. 
11 ne peut accepter !'argument selon lequel !'inser
tion de la formule "pour prevenir les . . . 
agissements criminels", que propose le Royaume
Uni, permettrait a un Etat de considerer presque 
n'importe quelle activite comme un crime relevant 
de !'article 2; si une loi de ce genre etait votee, 
elle devrait I' etre con formement aux dispositions 
des autres articles qui figurent clans les conven
tions. L'amendement des Etats-Unis a un sens 
trop large qui risque de provoquer des abus de 
la part d'Etats cherchant a restreindre la liberte 
de !'information. 

Quant au paragraphe 2 du texte primitif 
(E/1065), M. Davies estime que cette disposi
tion est inutile, etant donne que la convention 
ne comporte aucune clause qui puisse empecher 
tm Etat d'instituer un droit de reponse. Toutefois, 
ii n'insistera pas sur ce point. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) declare, en pre
sentant son amendement (A/C.3/462), que les 
expressions qu'il propose d'ajouter devraient 
figurer sous fonne d'alineas k), l) et m) a la 
fin du paragraphe 1. II ne voit pas pourquoi on 
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provisions should not be included in article 2, 
because the prevention of propaganda for fascism 
and for a third world war was entirely in accord
ance with the Charter of the Unitel Nations. 

He feared, however, that objections might be 
raised similar to those which had been adduced 
against analogous proposals previously submitted 
hy bis delegation. The rejection of all amend
ments to article 1 except that of the United 
Kingdom appeared to him to be part of a 
mechanical process by which the opinions of the 
smaller countries, when opposed to those of the 
United States and United Kingdom delegations, 
were set aside. Even when the amendment of 
a smaller country, as for example that of Mexico 
to article 9 of the first draft convention 1 was 
adopted, United States Government officials 
threatened that their country would not accede 
to the convention and the United States Press 
distorted the information. The New York Times 
of 28 April 1949 had described the majority which 
had adopted that Mexican amendment as "an 
unusual combination" and had implied that the 
Latin-American and Middle Eastern countries 
had followed the lead of the USSR delegation 
and its immediate supporters. Such a description, 
in his opinion, was inaccurate and undesirable. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) advocated the addition 
of a paragraph prohibiting expressions likely to 
promote hatred or contempt between different 
religious communities ( A/C.3/463) because such 
a provision was incorporated in the law of his 
country and recent experience had clearly demon
strated that it was essential. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) protested against the 
suggestion made by the Polish representative that 
some delegations had been subject to pressure 
when voting on article 1. The Mexican delega
tion had always acted completely independently 
of any outside influence. Twenty-four delegations 
had voted in favour of the Mexican amendment 
to article 9 of the first draft convention; of those 
only five could be classified as immediate suppor
ters of the Soviet Union. It was therefore inappro
priate to imply, as the newspaper report quoted by 
the Polish representative had done, that that 
amendment had been adopted only with the assent 
and assistance of the USSR delegation. Such dis
tortions in the Press were regrettable, but they 
were also, in his opinion. transitory; the true facts 
would emerge from the record. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
agreed with the Mexican representative that no 
pressure had been exercised in connexion with 
the voting. The General Assembly was one of the 
freef't deliberative bodies known to history. Any 
irfsinuation that an attempt at intimidation had 
been made was, in his view, highly improper. 

With regard to the United Kingdom amend
ment, the method of condensation was preferable 

' See 202nd meeting. 

ne devrait pas faire figurer ces dispositions a 
l'article 2; en effet, la repression de la propagande 
en faveur du fascisme et en faveur d'une troisieme 
guerre mondiale est conforme a tous egards aux 
buts de la Charte des Nations Unies. 

Il craint toutefois qu'on eleve a ce sujet des 
objections du meme ordre que celles qu'on a fait 
valoir contre des propositions analogues soumises 
anterieurement par sa delegation. A son avis, 
le rejet <le tous Jes amendements a !'article premier, 
a !'exception de celui du Royaume-Uni, fait partie 
d'un processus automatique qui consiste a negliger 
Jes opinions des petits pays chaque fois qu'elles 
sont contraires a celles des delegations des Etats
Unis et du Royaume-Uni. Meme quand un 
amendement presente par l'un des petits pays a 
ete adopte - comme cela s'est produit pour 
l'amendement du Mexique a !'article 9 du premier 
projet de convention1 

- Jes representants du 
Gouvernement des Etats-Unis ont donne a 
c.raindre que lenr pays ne refuse d'adherer a la 
convention et la presse americaine a publie un 
compte rendu deforrne des faits. Le numero du 
New York Times du 28 avril 1949 a qualifie la 
majorite qui avait adopte cet amendement mexicain 
de "coalition insolite" et a laisse entendre que les 
pays de l'Amerique latine et ceux du Moyen
Orient avaient suivi l'exemple donne par la dele
gation de l'URSS et les Etats qui appuient directe
ment sa politique. II estime que ce compte rendu 
est inexact et inopportun. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) voudrait ajouter un 
paragraphe interdisant les expressions d'opinion 
de nature a serner la haine OU le mepris entre les 
differentes communautes religieuses (A/C.3/463); 
ii y tient parce qu'une disposition a cet effet figure 
clans la legislation de son pays. Les evenements 
recents ont d'ailleurs montre clairement qu'elle 
etait indispensable. 

l\l. N oRIEGA ( M exique) proteste cont re 
i'allegation du representant de la Pologne selon 
laquelle certaines delegations auraient subi une 
pression !ors du vote sur ]'article premier. La 
delegation du Mexique a toujours agi, de la 
maniere la plus absolue, independamment de toute 
influence exterieure. Vingt-quatre delegations ont 
vote en faveur de l'amendement mexicain a !'article 
9 du premier projet de convention; panni ces 
delegations, ii n'y en a que cinq dont on puisse 
dire qu'elles appuient directement l'Uni(m sovie
tique. II ne convient done pas de donner a 
entendre, comme l'a fait !'information parue clans 
la presse et citee par le representant de la Pologne, 
que cet amendement n'a ete adopte qu·avec 
l'assentiment et l'appui formels de la delegation 
de l'URSS. 11 est regrettable que la presse defonne 
ainsi les faits, mais ces deformations sont passa
geres, car la verite apparaitra clans le compte rendu 
des deliberations. 

M. CANHA~I (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) estime, 
conune le representant du Mexique, qu'aucune 
pression n'a ete exercee au sujet du vote. De 
toutes Jes assemblees deliberantes qu'ait connu 
l'histoire, l'Assemblee generale est l'une des plus 
libres. Toute insinuation tendant a faire croire 
qu'on ait tente d'user d'intimidation est parfaite
ment deplacee. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement du Royaume
U ni, M. Canham est d'avis que la concision vaut 

' Voir la 202eme seance. 
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in the case of the article under discussion to 
that of specific enumeration, as had been made 
clear during the original discussion on the cove
nant on human rights. If an enumeration were to 
cover all possible contingencies, it might become 
interminable. He could not, however, agree with 
the United Kingdom representative that the words 
"or crime'' should be retained. Other clauses or 
a combination of clauses contained in that amend
ment would cover any specific crime. If the words 
were retained, they might be given a broad inter
pretation under which a State might incorporate 
new categories of crime in its law in order to 
frustrate the purposes of the article. The phrase 
suggested by the United States amendment ( A/ 
C.3/466) ". . . or for maintaining the fair 
administration of justice" was more compre
hensive than the corresponding phrase in the 
United Kingdom amendment, as the word "judi
ciary" used there might be restricted to the 
Bench ; his own phrase would cover the jury. 

\Vith those reservations, he would support the 
United Kingdom amendment. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
disagreed with the United States representative. 
The question whether a specific enumeration was 
preferable to a succinct statement had also arisen 
at the second session of the Sub-Commission on 
Freedom of Information and of the Press with 
regard to article 17 of the draft international 
covenant on human rights. The Netherlands dele
gation had been in favour of the principle of 
specific enumeration after a committee in that 
country had, after investigation, concluded that 
such an enumeration could be accepted in full 
accordance with its existing laws; it could, in 
fact, be broadened to include the restriction of 
blasphemous expressions as proposed in his dele
gation's amendment (A/C.3/439). A general 
clause, moreover, might leave the way open to 
restrictions which went further than the intention 
of the convention. 

The United Kingdom amendment had altered 
the restrictive safeguards against unduly wide 
interpretation contained in the original text (E/ 
1065), which specified that the penalties must 
be clearly defined by law and must be imposed 
only with regard to the matters specified in the 
enumeration. It was essential that the penalties 
should be clearly defined ; otherwise, almost any 
kind of interpretation might be made. It was 
equally essential that the penalties should be re
stricted to such clearly defined fields. He there
fore urged the United Kingdom representative to 
consider the desirability of reverting to the ori
ginal text. 

Mr. van Heuven Goedhart noted that certain 
newspapers had erroneously supposed that article 
2 might impose undue restrictions on the freedom 
of the Press. The introduction to that article in 
the original text was. however, permissive, not 
obligatory. 

mieux, pour !'article en discussion, qu'une enu
meration detaillee; c'est d'ailleurs ce qui est nette
ment ressorti de la discussion initiale sur le pacte 
des droits de l'homme. Si l'enumeration detaillee 
devait prevoir toutes les eventualites, elle risque
rait d'etre interminable. Toutefois, il ne peut pas 
se rallier a l'avis du representant du Royaume
Uni, selon lequel il faudrait maintenir les mots 
"ou les agissements criminels". II estime que 
d'autres dispositions ou bien un ensemble de 
dispositions contenues clans cet amendement suffi
raient a couvrir tout acte criminel determine. En 
maintenant ces mots, on s'exposerait a ce qu'ils 
soient interpretes dans un sens trop large pouvant 
permettre aux Etats d'incorporer dans leur droit 
penal de nouvelles categories d'actes criminels 
pour tourner les dispositions de cet article. Le 
membre de phrase que propose l'amendement des 
Etats-Unis (A/C.3/466): " ... ou pour assurer 
une administration equitable de la justice" a un 
sens plus large que !'expression correspondante 
de l'amendement du Royaume-Uni, car le mot 
"magistrature" employe dans cet amendement 
pourrait ne s'appliquer qu'aux juges, tandis que 
les termes que proposent les Etats-Unis s'appli
queraient egalement au jury. 

Ces reserves faites, M. Canham appmera 
l'amendement du Royaume-Uni. 

M. VAN HEuvEx GOEDHART (Pays-Bas) ne 
partage pas l'avis du representant des Etats-Unis. 
La question de savoir si une enumeration detaillee 
serait preferable a un enonce succinct s'est posee 
egalement a la deuxieme session de la Sous
Commission de la liberte de l'information et de 
la presse au sujet de !'article 17 du projet de 
pacte international des droits de l'homme. La 
delegation des Pays-Bas s·est prononcee en faveur 
du principe de !'enumeration detaillee parce qu'une 
commission neerlandaise. apres avoir procede a 
une enquete aux Pays-Bas. avait concltt qu'une 
enumeration de ce genre serait tout a fait com
patible avec la legislation neerlandaise existante. 
On pourrait, en fait, inclure dans cette enumera
tion la restriction qu'a proposee la delegation des 
Pays-Bas concernant les expressions blasphema
toires (A/C.3/439). En outre, en adoptant une 
disposition d'ordre general. on permettrait peut
etre des restrictions allant au dela du but vise 
par la convention. 

L'amendement du Royaume-Uni a modifie la 
disposition restrictive de garantie contre une 
interpretation trop large qu'offrait le texte primitif 
(E/1065), qui specifiait que les sanctions doivent 
etre clairement definies par la loi et ne doivent 
etre imposees qu'en ce qni concerne les questions 
enumerees dans !'article. Il est indispensable que 
les sanctions soient clairement definies, sinon on 
pourrait adopter pratiquement n'importe quelle 
interpretation. Il est egalement indispensable que 
les sanctions ne s'appliquent qu'a des domaines 
clairement definis. Le representant des Pays-Bas 
demande done instamment au representant du 
Royaume-Uni s'il ne serait pas souhaitable de 
revenir au texte primitif. 

M. van Reuven Goedhart releve le fait que, 
dans certains journaux, on a suppose a tort que 
!'article 2 pourrait imposer des restrictions 
abusives a la liberte de la presse. Toutefois, dans 
le texte initial, le preambule de cet article avait 
un caractere facultatif et non imperatif. 

Mr. Charles Ai alik 
chair. 

(Lebanon) took the M. Charles Malik (Liban) prend place au 
fauteuil presidentiel. 
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Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) accepted the 
Netherlands representative's suggestion. The 
relevant phrase would therefore read: "certain 
penalties, liabilities and restrictions clearly defined 
by law and necessary only in the interest". 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWELFfH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Tuesday, 3 May 1949, at 11 a,.m. 

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

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON FREEDOM OF INFORMATION 
( E/1065) (CONTINUED) .. 

Article 2 (continued) 

Mr. LARSSON (Sweden) stated that article 2 
established the limits of the freedom to receive and 
transmit information, set forth in article 1, and 
that, for that reason, its wording was extremely 
important. 

The idea of giving a complete list of the restric
tions which might be imposed on the freedom of 
information was in itself praiseworthy, but it 
seemed impossible, in practice, to give a really ex
haustive list. Again, it would be difficult to bring 
that list into conformity with the legislative pro
visions of the various States. He felt, for example, 
that it would be useless to try to standardize the 
various penal codes; that was a difficult undertak
ing beyond the scope of the convention and could 
only be accomplished with the co-operation of the 
various States in the field of criminal law. 

He preferred the solution proposed by the 
United Kingdom representative (A/C.3/459) 
which was to substitute a general clause for the list 
of restrictions in article 2. The Swedish delegation 
would therefore vote for the United Kingdom 
amendment. 

He pointed out that the convention, by its very 
nature, should be drafted in general terms and 
that it would have no influence on the decisions 
taken by courts of justice. Only after the restric
tions were embodied in national legislation would 
they have any effective value. He stressed the 
danger which the censorship and confiscation, by 
Governments, of written or printed news repre
sented for freedom of information. 

Censorship and confiscation were prohibited in 
Sweden under the laws governing the Press, which 
dated back to the eighteenth century. Films shown 
in Sweden were, however, censored from the point 
of view of both national security and morality. He 
felt that it would be advisable to mention in article 
2 the restrictions resulting from the censorship or 
the confiscation of information for which provision 
was made in the draft convention on the interna
tional transmission of news and the right of 
correction. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) accepte la sug
gestion que vient de faire le representant des 
Pays-Bas. Le membre de phrase en question se
rait done ainsi corn;u : "certaines sanctions, condi
tions et restrictions clairement definies par la loi, 
et necessaires seulement dans l'interet". 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX CENT DOUZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mardi 3 mai 1949, a 11 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban), 
puis M. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (N orvege). 

14 7. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA LIBERTE 
DE L1 INFORMATION (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article 2 (suite) 

M. LARSSON (Suede) constate que l'article 2 
fixe les limites de la liberte de recevoir et de 
transmettre les informations, etablie a l'article 
premier, et que sa redaction presente de ce fait 
une tres grande importance. 

L'idee de donner une enumeration complete des 
restrictions applicables a la liberte de !'information 
est louable en elle-meme. Cependant, it semble 
impossible, en pratique, de dresser une liste detail
lee suffisamment complete; d'autre part, ii serait 
difficile de faire concorder cette liste avec les 
dispositions legislatives des divers Etats. Le repre
sentant de la Suede estime par exemple qu'il 
serait vain de chercher a uniformiser les divers 
codes penaux. C'est la une niche difficile qui 
depasse le cadre de la convention et qui ne pour
rait etre menee a bien que par la cooperation 
des divers Etats clans le domaine du droit criminel. 

Le representant de la Suede prefere la solution 
proposee par le representant du Royaume-Uni 
(A/C.3/459) et qui consiste a remplacer par 
une clause generale la liste des restrictions enu
merees a !'article 2. La delegation de la Suede 
votera done pour l'amendement du Royaume-Uni. 

M. Larsson fait remarquer que la convention 
qui, par son principe meme, doit avoir un carac
tere general, n'aura aucune influence sur les deci
sions que prennent les cours de justice. Ce n'est 
qu'a partir du moment ou ces restrictions seront 
incorporees clans les legislations nationales qu'elles 
prendront une valeur effective. Le representant 
de la Suede fait ressortir le danger que presente, 
pour la liberte de l'information, la censure et la 
confiscation par les gouvernements des nouvelles 
SOUS forme ecrite OU imprimee. 

M. Larsson rappelle que la censure et les con
fiscations sont interdites en Suede, en vertu de lois 
sur la presse qui remontent au XVIIIeme siecle. 
Cependant, les films projetes en Suede sont soumis 
a une censure qui les examine du double point 
de vue de la securite nationale et de la morale. 
M. Larsson estime qu'il serait bon de mentionner 
a !'article 2 les restrictions resultant de la censure 
ou de la confiscation des informations prevues 
par le projet de convention relatif a la transmis
sion internationale des informations et au droit de 
rectification. 
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Mr. TERROU (France) stated that the United 
Kingdom amendment to article 2 raised a question 
of basic principle, as the Netherlands representa
tive had pointed out.1 It was not a question of an 
article which would repeat more succinctly all the 
elements in the original text. The United Kingdom 
amendment and article 2 represented different ap
proaches to the implementation of freedom of 
information and of the resulting duties and respon
sibilities. The Netherlands representative had 
spoken at the previous meeting of the work which 
had resulted in the preparation of article 17 of the 
draft covenant on human rights and had stressed 
that that draft corresponded to the original text 
of article 2. The discussions on that matter had 
been completely dominated by the opposition be
tween the approach of the United Kingdom dele
gation, which had submitted a text which was both 
elastic and restrictive, and the approach of the 
United States delegation, which had wanted to re
place that text by a vague wording which had no 
juridical value and was therefore dangerous for 
the freedom of information. If the French dele
gation had not already favoured the United King
dom concept, it would have been convinced by the 
cogency and pointedness of the arguments put 
forward by the United Kingdom delegation. 

The French delegation had been especially 
pleased at that time to find itself in complete 
harmony with the views of the United Kingdom 
delegation, even if only in memory of the struggle 
each of their countries had waged for the freedom 
of the Press. At that time his delegation had not 
foreseen that the United Kingdom delegation's 
position in 1949 would not be the same as it had 
been in 1948. 

The French delegation's attitude had not 
changed : the more restrictions on freedom were 
limited, the wider that freedom would be. The 
United Kingdom representative had tried to ex
plain his delegation's change of attitude by point
ing out that his amendment reproduced the orig
inal text in toto. That was not the case. Indeed, the 
text submitted to the Committee was so vague and 
so lacking in precision that it permitted every 
possible restriction. If the Committee wished to 
follow the path indicated by the amendment, it 
would have to go the whole way, abandon the draft
ing of a convention and be satisfied with a single 
article which would be worded somewhat as fol
lows: "States guarantee freedom of the Press 
except in cases where they do not guarantee it". 

The very wording of the amendment would, 
moreover, be sufficient to have it rejected. The 
amendment referred to national security and then 
merely to security. What security was meant -
international security or domestic security? There 
was also mention of maintaining the impartiality 
of the judiciary. That impartiality depended on the 
judges themselves. 

The only argument produced in support of a 
general clause - which would incidentally be of 
value only in so far as the general clause was pre
cise and clear - was that, when making a list, it 
was impossible to take into account the differences 
in the various national legislations. That argument 
had been produced at Geneva. 2 The Conference on 
Freedom of Information had replied by voting for 

1 See 211th meeting. 
• See E/Conf.6/C.4/SR.19. 

M. TERROU (France) declare que l'amendement 
presenre par le Royaume-Uni a !'article 2 pose 
une question de principe fondamental, ainsi que 
l'a deja fait ressortir le representant des Pays-Bas1 . 

11 ne s'agit pas, en effet, d'un article qui, sous une 
forme plus concise, reprendrait tous Jes elements 
du texte initial. L'amendement britannique et !'ar
ticle 2 correspondent a des conceptions diffe
rentes de la mise en ceuvre de la Iiberte de 
!'information et des devoirs et des responsabilites 
qui en resultent. Le representant des Pays-Bas 
a evoque au cours de la derniere seance les tra
vaux qui ont abouti a la redaction de !'article 
17 du projet de pacte international des droits de 
I'homme, et a souligne que ce projet correspond 
au texte initial de !'article 2. Les debats qui ont 
eu lieu sur cette question ont ete entierement 
domines par une opposition entre la conception 
de la delegation du Royaume-Uni, qui avait pre
sente un texte a la fois souple et limitatif, et 
celle de la delegation des Etats-U nis, qui voulait 
substituer a ce texte une formule vague, sans 
valeur juridique et par la meme dangereuse 
pour la liberte de !'information. Si la delegation 
fran<;aise n'avait pas ete deja, a cette epoque, 
favorable a la conception du Royaume-Uni, elle 
aurait ete convaincue par la force et la pertinence 
des arguments invoques par la delegation de ce 
pays. 

La delegation fram;aise avait ete alors parti
culierement heureuse de se trouver en pleine 
communion d'idees avec la delegation du Royaume
Uni, ne fut-ce qu'en souvenir des luttes paral
leles menees pour la conquete des libertes de 
la presse. Elle ne prevoyait pas alors que la posi
tion de la delegation du Royaume-Uni ne serait plus 
en 1949 ce qu'elle etait en 1948. 

La conception de la delegation frarn;aise n'a 
pas change : le domaine de la liberte sera d'autant 
plus etendu que sera plus limite le domaine des 
restrictions qui peuvent etre apportees a cette 
liberte. Le representant du Royaume-Uni, afin 
d'expliquer le revirement de sa delegation, s'est 
efforce de demontrer que son amendement repro
duisait integralement le texte initial. II n'en est 
rien. En effet, le texte presente est si vague, si 
imprecis, qu'il permet toutes les restrictions. Si 
l'on veut s'engager dans la voie indiquee par cet 
amendement, ii faut aller jusqu'au bout, renoncer 
a rediger une convention, et se contenter d'un 
article unique qui serait a peu pres celui-ci : "Les 
Etats garantissent la liberte de la presse, sauf 
dans Jes cas ou ils ne la garantissent pas". 

La redaction meme de l'amendement suffirait 
d'ailleurs a le faire ecarter. Cet amendement fait 
allusion a la securite nationale, puis a la securite 
tout court. On peut se demander de quelle secu
rite ii s'agit: de la securite internationale OU de la 
securite interieure? II est egalement question de 
faire respecter l'impartialite de la magistrature. 
Cette impartialite depend des magistrats eux
memes. 

Le seul argument invoque a l'appui d'une clause 
generale - qui d'ailleurs n'aurait de valeur que 
clans la mesure OU serait presentee une clause 
generale precise et claire - est qu'il est impossible, 
clans une enumeration, de tenir compte de la 
diversite des legislations nationales. Cet argument 
avait ete invoque a Geneve.2 La Conference sur 
la liberte de l'information y a repondu en votant 

1 V oir la 211 eme seance. 
2 Voir E/Conf.6/C.4/ SR.19. 
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a text which, although precise, had nevertheless 
been elastic enough to be applied in all cases. Fur
thermore, it had to be remembered that it was 
possible to widen the scope of the convention and 
to add provisions. That was the meaning of the 
amendments, which were of no value and could 
not be considered unless the need for drawing up 
a list of restrictions were recognized. 

He hoped that, out of respect for British tra
dition, the United Kingdom amendments would 
be rejected. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) wondered whether he 
had not mistaken the meaning of the speech made 
by the United States representative and whether 
the latter had meant to say that it was impossible 
to draw up a detailed list of the restrictions which 
might be imposed on freedom of information. 

While admitting that it might perhaps be ad
vantageous to trim and shorten the text of article 
2, the Australian delegation did not think that a 
purely general restrictive clause should be intro
duced into the convention. It was, therefore, unable 
to support the United Kingdom amendment. 

The Australian delegation was not completely 
in favour of the original text of the article. If the 
Committee became deadlocked, it should be re
membered that the question was before the Com
mission on Human Rights which was scheduled 
to meet in the near future. One of the articles in 
the draft covenant on human rights which that 
Commission would be examining was in fact iden
tical with article 2, and any possible contradictions 
or overlapping would thus be avoided. 

Mr. FouRIE (Union of South Africa) said that 
his delegation was not opposed to certain of the 
amendments which had been submitted; if, how
ever, the Committee adopted the United Kingdom 
and United States proposals and agreed to replace 
the list of restrictions enumerated in article 2 by 
a general clause, those amendments would obvi
ously become pointless. 

He had understood the Australian representa
tive to say that he wished the question to remain 
in abeyance and to be resumed when the draft 
covenant on human rights was examined. He him
self was against such a procedure, but he thought 
that it was an added reason in favour of a general 
clause. 

Examining the changes the United States dele
gation had proposed (A/C.3/466) to the United 
Kingdom amendment (A/C.3/459), he said that, 
with regard to the first alteration proposed, which 
was to delete the words "or crime", he could not 
accept the United States representative's interpre
tation, according to which those words would 
enable Contracting States to invoke the convention 
whenever they wished, simply by broadening their 
criminal codes. \Vith regard to the last lines of the 
United Kingdom amendment, the text of the 
amendment itself and the new version given by 
the United States seemed to him to be equally 
acceptable. 

Mr. MENESES PALLARES (Ecuador) supported 
the principle of article 2, adding that the Ecuador
ian courts of justice intervened in the majority 
of the cases mentioned in the original text of the 
article. 

un texte qui, bien que precis, restait assez souple 
pour pouvoir etre applique a tous les cas. 11 
faut se souvenir, d'autre part, qu'il est possible 
d'elargir le cadre de la convention et d'ajouter 
des dispositions a celles qui existent deja. C'est 
d'ailleurs la le sens des amendements, qui n'ont de 
valeur et ne peuvent etre examines que si l'on 
reconnait la necessite d'etablir une liste des res
trictions. 

Le representant de la France espere que, par 
respect pour la tradition britannique, l'amende
ment du Royaume-Uni sera ecarte. 

M. JocKEL (Australie) se demande s'il ne s'est 
pas mepris sur le sens de !'intervention du repre
sentant des Etats-Unis et si celui-ci a voulu 
affirmer qu'il etait impossible d'etablir une liste 
detaillee des restrictions dont la liberte de l'in
formation peut faire l'objet. 

La delegation australienne, tout en reconnais
sant qu'il serait peut-etre utile de raccourcir et 
d'elaguer le texte de l'article 2, ne pense pas 
qu'il faille introduire dans la convention une 
clause !imitative purement generale et ne peut 
done approuver l'amendement du Royaume-Uni. 

La delegation australienne n'est pas entierement 
en faveur du texte initial de !'article. Si la Com
mission aboutissait a une impasse, il faudrait tenir 
compte de ce que la Commission des droits de 
l'homme, qui se reunira bientot, est saisie de la 
question. L'un des articles du projet de pacte 
des droits de l'homme qu'examinera cette Commis
sion est en effet identique a !'article 2, et l'on 
evitera ainsi les contradictions ou les chevauche
ments possibles. 

M. FouRIE (Union Sud-Africaine) precise que 
sa delegation ne s'oppose pas a certains des 
amendements presentes; toutefois, si la Commis
sion adopte les propositions du Royaume-Uni et 
des Etats-Unis et accepte de remplacer la liste 
des restrictions enumerees a !'article 2 par une 
clause generale, ces amendements deviendront evi
demment inutiles. 

M. Fourie a cru comprendre que le represen
tant de 1' Australie desirait que la question restit 
pendante et fut reprise lors de l'examen du projet 
de pacte des droits de l'homme. M. Fourie se 
prononce contre cette procedure, mais estime que 
c'est la une raison de plus en faveur d'une clause 
generate. 

Examinant les modifications a l'amendement du 
Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/459) proposees par la dele
gation des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/466), M. Fourie 
declare, a propos de la premiere modification envi
sagee, qui tend a supprimer les mots ''ou les 
agissements criminels", qu'il ne peut adopter !'in
terpretation donnee par le representant des Etats
U nis; celui-d a declare que ces mots foumis
saient aux Etats contractants la possibilite d'in
voquer la convention lorsqu'ils le desirent, en 
elargissant simplement leur code penal. Pour ce 
qui est des dernieres lignes de l'amendement du 
Royaume-Uni, M. Fourie declare que le texte de 
l'amendement lui-meme et la nouvelle version don
nee par les Etats-Unis lui semblent egalement 
acceptables. 

M. MENE;SES PALLARES (Equateur) approuve 
le principe de !'article 2 et ajoute que les tribu
naux de l'Equateur interviennent dans la majorite 
des cas prevus clans le texte actuel de l'article. 
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It should be recognized, however, that the in
troduction into the convention of a detailed list of 
sanctions and restrictions would deprive it of its 
general character. The list served only to give 
examples, it had no binding force and even its 
bearing was somewhat relative. Thus, sub-para
graph (d) used the expression "dangerous for 
youth". It could easily be seen that the reading of 
certain novels, which used to be forbidden, was 
not only permitted but recommended to young 
persons in the current period. 

The Ecuadorian delegation would, therefore, 
favour the United Kingdom amendment, but it 
would like to make certain additions and minor 
alterations. The words "public order and" should 
be added before "national security" and the words 
"disorder or crime" should be replaced by "anar
chy or crime". It would also be advisable, in con
nexion with the protection of the rights of other 
persons, to explain that such protection applied to 
the rights of both legal and natural persons. Lastly, 
with regard to the last phrase, the text of the 
United States amendment seemed preferable to the 
original text. He thought, moreover, that the words 
"and for preventing the diffusion of false or dis
torted reports" should be added at the end of the 
amendment. Those words were used at the be
ginning of sub-paragraph (j), with the words 
"systematic" and "deliberately" omitted. It seemed 
to him that the diffusion of false or distorted news, 
whether deliberate or not, was always dangerous. 

Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland) said that the effect 
of the amendment submitted by the United King
dom (A/C.3/459) would be to give complete 
freedom to those who indulged in propaganda 
inciting to hatred, racial discrimination and war. 
The Polish delegation considered, furthermore, 
that the amendment had no legal value. 

That text was, however, the only one which the 
majority of the Committee seemed to wish to re
tain, while it passed over in complete silence the 
amendment submitted by the Polish delegation 
(A/C.3/462). 

He saw in the silence surrounding the Polish 
proposals proof of a new strategy, which was to 
avoid the discussion of any question which was 
embarrassing to the majority. The latter could 
not, before the eyes of the world, repeatedly op
pose the inclusion, in the drafts of the convention 
on freedom of information, of any allusion to 
fascist theories, racial discrimination or war propa
ganda. These questions were obviously not popular 
with certain delegations and it was understandable 
that they should prefer not to have to discuss them. 

Mr. CHA"CJVET (Haiti) did not understand why 
the United Kingdom delegation proposed to re
place the detailed text drawn up at Geneva by a 
much vaguer text, which was dangerous by the 
very reason of its generality. 

The Haitian delegation would vote for the orig
inal text of article 2. 

Mr. PRICA (Yugoslavia) wondered why the dele
gations of the United Kingdom and the United 
States should have seen fit, one year after the 
discussion at Geneva, to amend a text they had 

II faut reconnaitre toutefois que !'introduction 
clans la convention d'une liste detaillee de sanc
tions et de restrictions Jui ferait perdre son carac
tere general. M. 11eneses Pallares souligne que 
la liste n'a qu'une valeur d'exemple, qu'elle n'a 
pas force obligatoire et que sa portee meme est 
assez relative. 11 est question par exemple a 
l'alinea d) d'expressions "dangereuses pour la 
jeunesse". 11 est facile de constater que la lecture 
de certains romans, autrefois defendus, est main
tenant non seulement permise mais recommandee 
a la jeunesse. 

La delegation de l'Equateur se prononce done 
en faveur de l'amendement du Royaume-Uni, au
quel elle vouclrait cependant apporter quelques 
additions et modifications de detail. 11 faudrait 
ajouter les mots: "l'ordre public et de" avant: 
"la securite nationale", remplacer les mots: "les 
troubles ou Jes agissements criminels" par: "l'anar
chie ou les agissements criminels". D'autre part, 
ii serait bon, a propos de la protection des droits 
cl'autrui, de preciser que celle-ci s'applique aux 
"droits de la personne morale ou physique". Enfin, 
en ce qui concerne le dernier membre de phrase, 
le texte de l'amendement des Etats-Unis semble 
preferable au texte primitif. M. Meneses Pallares 
estime, cl'autre part, qu'il faudrait ajouter a la 
fin de l'amendement les mots "et pour empecher 
la diffusion de nouvelles fausses OU deformees". 
C'est la le debut de l'alinea j), mains les mots 
"systematique" et "en connaissance de cause". 
II semble en effet que la diffusion de nouvelles 
fausses ou deformees, qu'elle soit voulue ou non, 
est tou j ours dangereuse. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) souligne que l'amen
dement presente par le Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/ 
459) aura pour effet de donner toute latitude a 
ceux qui se livrent a la propagande de haine, de 
discrimination raciale et de guerre. La delegation 
de la Pologne considere en outre que cet amende
ment n'a pas de valeur juridique. 

Ce texte est cependant le seul que la majorite 
de la Commission semble vouloir retenir, al ors 
qu'elle passe completement sous silence l'amen
dement presente par la delegation de la Pologne 
(A/C.3/462). 

M. Boratynski voit dans le silence qui entoure 
Jes propositions polonaises la preuve d'une tac
tique nouvelle qui consiste a ecarter des discussions 
toute question genante pour la majorite. Celle-ci 
ne peut en effet, aux yeux de !'opinion publique, 
se prononcer de fai;;on repetee contre !'insertion, 
clans les projets de convention relatifs a la liberte 
de !'information, de toute allusion aux theories 
fascistes, a la discrimination raciale OU a la pro
pagande de guerre. Ce sont la, de toute evidence, 
des questions deplaisantes pour certaines delega
tions, et on comprend que celles-ci preferent ne 
pas avoir a les discuter. · 

M. CHAUVET (Haiti) ne comprend pas pour 
quelles raisons la delegation du Royaume-Uni pro
pose de remplacer le texte detaille etabli a Geneve 
par un texte beaucoup plus vague, qui ne laisse 
pas d'etre dangereux, en raison meme de son 
caractere general. 

La delegation d'Haiti votera pour le texte ini
tial de !'article 2. 

M. PRICA (Y ougoslavie) se demande pourquoi 
les delegations du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis 
jugent bon, un an apres les discussions de Geneve, 
<le modifier un texte qu'elles ont elles-memes 
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themselves drawn up. It seemed that the interests 
of the news monopolies had prevailed over the de
sire to guarantee freedom of information. The 
United States conception of freedom of informa
tion seemed radically opposed, not only to that of 
"an insignificant minority", but to that of all the 
small nations which were anxious to safeguard 
their independence and sovereignty. 

The Yugoslav delegation had emphasized, when 
the Committee was discussing article 1, how neces
sary it seemed to it to define the purpose and scope 
of freedom of information.1 It had urged that the 
Committee should examine articles 2, 4, 5 and 6 
before article 1, because it thought that the princi
ple of a freedom could not be established without 
a prior knowledge of its limitations. The point of 
view upheld by the Yugoslavian delegation had not 
prevailed. Article 1 did not state what was meant 
by information, nor in whose interest it was impor
tant to guarantee freedom of information. 

The Committee had before it, for article 2, a 
general clause which reduced to a minimum the 
obligations which governments could impose on 
information agencies and correspondents. If that 
clause were adopted, it would exclude the amend
ments submitted by the Polish delegation 
(AJC.3/462). It was obvious that that was the re
sult sought by the United Kingdom and United 
States delegations, which were loathe to have to 
speak once again in public against the adoption of 
provisions <lenouncing fascist propaganda, the dis
semination of news encouraging discriminatory 
measures based on race, nationality or religion, an<l 
propaganda in favour of a third world war. The 
reasons put forward by those delegations in oppo
sition to such provisions were hardly convincing; 
it must not be forgotten that a majority of the 
Committee had recently rejected those arguments 
when it had adopted (202nd meeting) a Mexican 
amendment (A/C.3/431/Corr.1) to the first draft 
convention, in the same sense as that of the Polish 
amendment at the current meeting. 

The Yugoslavian delegation would vote against 
the United Kingdom amendment, since it saw in 
it an attempt to prevent the adoption of the Polish 
proposals. It would vote for the Polish amend
ment, the inclusion of which it considered essen
tial. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics), analysing the list of penalties, liabilities 
and restrictions enumerated in article 2, said that 
the list, although otherwise fairly detailed, did not 
include a single political provision. It was a known 
fact that the principle of freedom of information 
loomed largest in the sphere of political informa
tion : it was of the greatest importance to ensure 
the accuracy of news which was intended to rep
resent the internal situation of a country and to 
make known its institutions, achievements and 
plans. The authors of the draft convention, how
ever, had not thought it necessary to include in 
their list a single provision to protect States against 
the dissemination of false news about them in the 
political sphere, or to establish the lofty aims of 
peace and friendly relations among nations which 
international information should pursue. 

1 See 208th meeting. 

elabore. II semble que l'interet des monopoles 
d'information l'ait emporte sur le desir de garantir 
la liberte de !'information. Le concept des Etats
Unis en ce qui concerne la liberte de l'information 
semble radicalement oppose, non pas seulement 
a celui d'une "minorite infime", mais a celui de 
toutes Jes petites nations qui ont a creur de 
sauvegarder leur independance et leur souverai
nete. 

La delegation de la Y ougoslavie a souligne, au 
moment ou la Commission discutait de }'article 
premier, combien il Jui paraissait necessaire de 
definir le but et la portee de la liberte d'informa
tion1. Elle avait insiste pour que la Commission 
examinat les articles 2, 4, 5 et 6 avant l'article 
premier, car elle estimait qu'on ne pouvait etablir 
le principe d'une liberte sans en connaitre par 
avance les limitations. La these que soutenait 
la delegation yougoslave n'a pas eu gain de cause. 
L'article premier ne <lit pas ce qu'on doit entendre 
par information, ni dans l'interet de qui il importe 
de garantir la liberte de !'information. 

La Commission est saisie a present, pour !'article 
2, d'une clause generate qui reduit au minimum 
les obligations que les gouvernements pourraient 
imposer aux entreprises d'information et aux cor
respondants. Cette clause, si elle etait adoptee, 
ecarterait les amendement presentes par la dele
gation de la Pologne (A/C.3/462). II est clair 
que c'est la le resultat recherche par les delegations 
du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis, qui repugnent 
a devoir se prononcer a nouveau publiquement 
contre !'adoption de dispositions tendant a denon
cer la propagande fasciste, la diffusion de nouvelles 
favorables aux mesures discriminatoires basees 
sur la race, la nationalite ou la religion, et la 
propagande en faveur d'une troisieme guerre mon
diale. Les raisons que ces delegations avancent 
pour s'opposer a de telles dispositions sont peu 
convaincantes; il ne faut pas oublier que la ma
jorite de la Commission a repousse recemment 
ces arguments lorsqu'elle a adopte (202eme 
seance), pour le premier pro jet de convention, 
un amendement mexicain (A/C.3/431/Corr.1) 
corn;u dans le sens que defend aujourd'hui l'amen
dement de la Pologne. 

La delegation de la Y ougoslavie se prononcera 
contre l'amendement du Royaume-Uni, car elle 
y voit une tentative en vue d'empecher !'adoption 
des propositions polonaises; elle donnera sa voix 
a l'amendement polonais dont elle estime !'inser
tion indispensable. 

l\:L TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques), analysant la liste des sanctions, 
conditions et restrictions enoncees a l'article 2, fait 
remarquer que cette liste, bien que par ailleurs 
assez detaillee, ne comprend pas une seule dispo
sition de caractere politique. On sait que le prin
cipe de la Iiberte de !'information prend toute son 
ampleur dans le domaine des informations politi
ques : il est en effet de la plus grande importance 
d'assurer !'exactitude des nouvelles destinees a 
presenter les conditions interieures d'un pays, 
a faire connaitre ses institutions, ses realisations 
et ses projets. Cependant, les auteurs du projet 
de convention n'ont pas juge necessaire d'inclure 
dans la liste qu'ils ont etablie une seule clause 
qui garantisse les Etats contre la diffusion des 
fausses nouvelles les concernant sur le plan poli
tique, ou qui fixe les hauts objectifs de paix 
et d'amitie entre les peuples que devrait pour
suivre !'information internationale. 

1 Voir la 208erne seance. 
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Not only was the original wording of article 2 
devoid of a single explicit provision to that effect. 
but it would appear that the Committee, under the 
guidance of the United Kingdom and United 
States delegations, was about to move in the wrong 
direction, which it had already taken several days 
previously when it had opposed the insertion in the 
first draft convention of any reference to the need 
for combating nazi and fascist propaganda. 1 It 
was no mere chance that the new wording proposed 
for article 2 showed the same omission. 

The Polish amendment was of great value in that 
respect, and represented the minimum which the 
Committee could adopt if it wished to avoid being 
lured on to the wrong path again. The USSR dele
gation would vote for that amendment. 

Mr. NORIEGA (:Mexico) pointed out that the 
United Kingdom amendment (A/C.3/459) ig
nored paragraph 2 of article 2. It was absolutely 
necessary, however, to provide for the establish
ment of a right of reply. The purpose of the con
vention under consideration was to guarantee 
freedom of information not only to information 
agencies and correspondents but also to the gen
eral public, which should be protected against all 
information monopolies, large or small. It was 
necessary to include in the convention a guarantee 
that private persons, natural or legal, would be able 
to express their opinions or claim the right of 
reply to obtain any corrections they deemed neces
sary. Without that formula it would be impossible 
to ensure true freedom of information. His dele
gation could not agree that that freedom should 
be the prerogative of professional news reporters 
only, and it hoped that that paragraph would be 
retained. 

He was happy to note that the United Kingdom 
delegation had accepted the formula for article 2 
which his delegation had itself recommended, 
namely, that the penalties, liabilities and restric
tions referred to in article 2 applied to the exercise 
of the freedoms referred to in article 1 and not 
to the freedoms themselves. 

The idea of public order, which was the sub
ject of his delegation's second amendment 
( A/C.3/417), fitted into article 2 as logically as it 
had into article 92 of the first draft convention. 

The purpose of the third Mexican amendment 
was to delete from sub-paragraph (g) of article 
1 the idea of "fair comment", which did not exist 
in the law of the Latin countries. That law could 
not accept the exoneration of attacks on the repu
tation or honour of natural or legal persons, even 
if they were of benefit to the public. 

In explanation of his delegation's last amend
ment, he stated that any Press which systematically 
refused to publish corrections should be considered 
amoral, and should not, therefore, benefit by an 
international convention such as the one it was 
proposed to establish. 

Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile) approved of the com
posite text which the United Kingdom delegation 

1 See 207th meeting. 
2 Article XII in the final text. 

Non seulement l'article 2, sous sa forme ini
tiale, ne contient aucune disposition explicite clans 
ce sens, mais encore il semble que la Commission, 
sous la direction des delegations du Royaume-Uni 
et des Etats-Unis, soit sur le point de s'engager 
<lans la voie erronee deja empruntee il y a quel
ques jours lorsqu'elle se pronon<;a contre !'inser
tion, clans le premier projet de convention, de 
toute allusion a la necessite de !utter contre la 
propagande nazie et fasciste 1 • Ce n' est done pas 
par hasard que le nouveau texte propose pour 
!'article 2 comporte la meme lacune. 

L'amendement de la Pologne presente a cet 
egard une tres grande utilite, et constitue le 
minimum que la Commission puisse adopter si elle 
ne veut pas se laisser entrainer une fois de plus 
sur le mauvais chemin. La delegation de l'URSS 
votera en sa faveur. 

:M. NORIEGA (Mexique) fait remarquer que 
l'amendement du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/459) ne 
tient aucun compte du paragraphe 2 de !'article 2. 
La delegation du Mexique pense cependant qu'il 
est absolument necessaire de prevoir !'institution 
d'un droit de reponse. En effet, la convention 
a l'etude a pour objet de garantir la liberte de 
!'information non seulement aux entreprises d'in
formation et aux correspondants, mais egalement 
au public en general. Celui-ci doit etre protege 
contre tous monopoles d'information, grands 
ou petits. II est necessaire d'inclure clans la 
convention la garantie que les personnes privees 
physiques ou morales pourront exprimer leurs 
opinions ou invoquer le droit de reponse pour 
obtenir toutes rectifications qu'elles jugeraient ne
cessaires. Sans cette formule, il serait impossible 
d'assurer une veritable liberte de l'information. 
La delegation du Mexique ne peut accepter de 
laisser la jouissance de cette liberte aux seuls 
professionnels de !'information et elle espere que 
ce paragraphe sera maintenu. 

M. Noriega se rejouit de constater que la dele
gation du Royaume-Uni a adopte la formule 
qu'elle preconise elle-meme pour !'article 2, a 
savoir que c'est l'exercice des libertes mentionnees 
a !'article premier - et non ces libertes elles-memes 
- qui peut etre soumis aux sanctions, conditions 
et restrictions prevues a !'article 2. 

Il fait remarquer que la notion de l'ordre public, 
qui fait I'objet du deuxieme amendement de sa 
delegation (A/C.3/417), trouve sa place a !'article 
2 aussi logiquement qu'elle l'a trouvee a l'article 
92 du premier projet de convention. 

Le troisieme amendement mexicain a pour objet 
de supprimer de l'alinea g) la conception du 
fair comment qui n'existe pas clans le droit 
des pays latins. Celui-ci n'accepte pas d'exonerer 
les atteintes a la reputation OU a l'honneur des 
personnes physiques ou morales meme si la com
munaute devait en tirer avantage. 

Enfin, expliquant le dernier amendement de 
sa delegation, M. Noriega declare que toute presse 
qui refuserait systematiquement de publier des 
rectifications doit etre consideree comme une 
presse amorale et ne doit pas, par consequent, 
jouir du benefice d'une convention internationale 
telle que celle que l'on se propose d'etablir. 

Mme FIGUEROA (Chili) approuve la synthese 
realisee par la delegation du Royaume-Uni, mais 

1 Voir la 207eme seance. 
2 Article XII dans le texte definitif. 
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had succeeded in drafting but failed to understand 
why paragraph 2 of article 2 had not been retained. 
Paragraph 2 contained an idea which was quite 
distinct from the rest of the article and should 
therefore be retained as a separate provision. 

With regard to the Polish amendment 
(A/C.3/462), she pointed out that whenever there 
was any question of propaganda certain delega
tions were insistent that fascist propaganda should 
be mentioned, but did not refer to other forms 
of propaganda which were equally dangerous to 
international peace and security in the existing 
state of the world. 

Mr. WoULBROUN (Belgium) reminded the Com
mittee that his delegation had, on several occasions, 
expressed its views on the convention on freedom 
of information as a whole, to which, he feared, 
no more importance could be attached than to a 
statement of principles. The fact that the Com
mittee was, at that stage of its discussions, still con
sidering whether to decide upon a detailed list or a 
general provision showed how vague the obliga
tions listed in article 2 were, and of how little 
practical use the convention would be. 

If, therefore, it was to be, as his delegation 
feared, only a moral exhortation to Governments, 
the wording proposed by the United Kingdom was 
preferable, even though not wholly satisfactory. 
He supported the French representative's remarks 
on the impartiality of the judiciary. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) said that while his dele
gation recognized the soundness of the argument 
in favour of the restrictive clause, it thought never
theless that a general statement of principle would 
be preferable, since that was less dangerous and 
more easily adaptable to the internal condition and 
legal system of each State. His delegation would 
therefore vote for the United Kingdom text 
(A/C.3/459), with its last phrase amended by the 
United States delegation, and incorporating the 
various amendments submitted verbally by the 
delegation of Ecuador. 

Should the United Kingdom text not be retained, 
his delegation would vote for certain of the amend
ments to the original text of article 2, particularly 
those submitted by the Mexican delegation. 

Mr. ALZATE AVENDANO (Colombia) agreed 
with the Mexican and Chilean delegations that 
paragraph 2 of article 2 should be retained. 

His delegation was prepared to vote for the 
United Kingdom amendment as a substitute for 
paragraph 1 of article 2. It would, however, like 
certain amendments proposed by the Mexican and 
Ecuadorian delegations to be incorporated. The 
word "disorder" should be replaced by "anarchy", 
which corresponded with a more specific legal con
cept; the words "or crime", which the United States 
delegation wished to delete should be retained ; 
and the concept of "public order", which had ap
peared in the first draft convention and which also 
corresponded to a specific legal concept, should be 
introduced. Finally, sub-paragraph (j) of the orig
inal text, on the systematic diffusion of false or 
distorted reports, should be retained, since the con-

elle ne comprend pas pourquoi cette derniere n'a 
pas retenu le paragraphe 2 de !'article 2. Le 
paragraphe 2 contient une idee distincte du reste 
de !'article et doit done etre maintenu sous forme 
de disposition separee. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement presente par 
la delegation de la Pologne (A/C.3/462), la 
representante du Chili fait remarquer que, lors
qu'il est question de propagande, certaines dele
gations insistent pour mentionner la propagande 
fasciste, en negligeant de citer d'autres formes de 
propagande aussi dangereuse, en l'etat actuel du 
monde, pour la paix et la securite internationales. 

M. WouLBROUN (Belgique) rappelle que sa 
delegation a fait connaitre a plusieurs reprises 
son opinion a l'egard de !'ensemble de la con
vention relative a la liberte de l'information, a 
laquelle elle craint de ne pouvoir attacher d'autre 
valeur que celle que l'on peut attribuer a une 
declaration de principe. Le fait qu'a ce stade 
de la discussion la Commission examine encore 
la question de savoir si elle fixera son choix sur 
une liste detaillee OU une clause generale prouve 
a quel point les obligations qui sont enumerees a 
!'article 2 sont vagues et combien faible sera 
l'utilite pratique de la convention. 

Ainsi done, s'il ne doit s'agir, comme elle le 
craint, que d'une exhortation morale adressee 
aux gouvernements, la delegation beige pense que 
la formule proposee par le Royaume-Uni est 
preferable, bien qu'elle ne soit pas entierement 
satisfaisante. A ce propos, M. Woulbroun appuie 
les observations du representant de la France 
relatives a l'impartialite de la magistrature. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) declare que sa delegation, 
tout en reconnaissant le bien-fonde de la these 
avancee en faveur de la clause !imitative, pense 
cependant qu'une clause generale de principe se
rait preferable parce que moins dangereuse et 
s'adaptant mieux aux conditions interieures et 
aux modalites juridiques de chaque Etat. Elle 
votera done pour le texte presente par le Royaume
Uni (A/C.3/459), modifie, en son dernier 
membre de phrase, dans le sens propose par la 
delegation des Etats-Unis et incorporant Jes dif
ferents amendements verbaux de la declaration 
de l'Equateur. 

Au cas ou le texte du Royaume-Uni ne serait 
pas retenu, la delegation de l'Egypte votera pour 
certains amendements presentes au texte initial 
de !'article 2, notamment pour ceux de la delega
tion du Mexique. 

M. ALZATE AvENDANO (Colombie) s'associe 
aux observations des delegations du Mexique et 
du Chili en ce qui concerne la necessite de 
maintenir le paragraphe 2 de l'article 2. 

La delegation de la Colombie est prete, par 
ailleurs, a voter en faveur de l'amendement du 
Royaume-Uni en tant que texte de substitution 
au paragraphe 1 de !'article 2. Elle voudrait 
cependant y voir incorporer certains amendements 
proposes par les delegations du Mexique et de 
l'Equateur. Elle estime notamment qu'il convien
drait de remplacer le mot "troubles" par "anar
chie", qui correspond a une notion juridique plus 
precise; de maintenir les mots "ou les agissements 
criminels" que la delegation des Etats-Unis vou
drait voir supprimes; d'introduire le concept de 
"l'ordre public", qui apparait du reste clans le pre
mier projet de convention et qui repond egalement 
a une notion juridique precise. Enfin, la delegation 
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vention should above all preserve truth and estab
lish the international responsibility of the Press. 

Mr. H. Smitt Ingebretsen (Norway) took the 
Chair. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) said, with reference 
to the amendment proposed by the United King
dom (A/C .. 3/459), that sub-paragraph (b) of 
paragraph 7 of article 2 of the draft convention 
should be retained on account of the positive char
acter of that provision. Moreover, it was in con
formity with his country's legislation. 

His delegation was in favour of the Polish 
amendment (A/C.3/462) which denounced racial 
discrimination. If there was a real desire to avoid 
pogroms, the predominance of a race which 
claimed to be superior, and all other forms of dis
crimination based on considerations of that type, 
it was essential to provide a restrictive clause along 
the lines proposed by Poland. 

For similar reasons it thought the idea of free
dom of worship should also appear in that pro
vision. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
asked the United Kingdom representative whether 
the modifications suggested by the Nether lands at 
the 211th meeting had been incorporated in the 
United Kingdom text. 

In the second place, he wondered whether the 
United Kingdom amendment, as also the original 
text of article 2 of the draft convention, should 
not contain very precise clauses concerning censor
ship. By the terms of that article, Governments had 
the right to impose certain obligations and restric
tions. He feared that those restrictive measures 
might in certain cases assume an unacceptable 
character, such, for example, as preliminary cen
sorship. His delegation, for its part, had never 
opposed in principle the adoption of certain clauses 
restricting freedoms, on condition that thev did not 
make States assume obligations incompatible with 
their constitutions. If that were granted, he thought 
it would be desirable to repeat in the draft conven
tion under discussion the provisions concerning 
censorship which had been adopted in the first 
convention. 

In the third place, he had serious doubts concern
ing the value of the amendment proposed by Mex
ico to paragraph 2 of article 2 (A/C.3/417). In his 
opinion, there was no need to introduce a clause 
concerning the right of reply or any other correc
tive remedy; such a clause seemed to him to be 
superfluous, since that right was provided for in a 
general way in the national legislations of States. 
Moreover, it did not appear in the United Kingdom 
draft. 

The Mexican representative had wished to de
velop still further the terms of paragraph 2 of 
article 2 by establishing very serious obligations 
for Contracting States, which would not only be 
required to institute a right of reply, but would 
also have to adopt measures which, in his opinion, 
would entail constant governmental interference 
with the freedom of the Press. 

de la Colombie tient a conserver l'alinea j) du 
texte initial, relatif a la diffusion systematique de 
nouvelles fausses ou deformees, car elle estime 
que la convention doit preserver la verite avant 
tout, et creer la responsabilite de la presse dans 
le domaine international. 

M. H. Smitt Ingebretsen (Norvege) prend 
place au fauteuil presidentiel. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) declare, au sujet 
de l'amendement propose par le Royaume-Uni 
( A/C.3/459), que l'alinea b) du paragraphe 7 de 
l'article 2 du projet de convention devrait etre 
maintenu en raison du caractere positif de cette 
disposition. Celle-ci est d'ailleurs conforme a la 
legislation de son pays. 

La delegation des Philippines est favorable a 
l'amendement de la Pologne (A/C.3/462), qui 
s'eleve contre les discriminations raciales. Si l'on 
veut reellement eviter les pogromes, la predomi
nance d'une race qui se proclame superieure et 
toutes autres formes de discrimination fondees sur 
des considerations de cet ordre, il est indispensable 
de prevoir une clause restrictive allant dans le 
sens propose par la Pologne. 

Pour des raisons analogues, elle estime neces
saire que la notion de liberte des cultes figure 
egalement clans cette disposition. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) de
sirerait, en premier lieu, que le representant du 
Royaume-Uni precise si les modifications pro-
posees par les Pays-Bas a la 21 leme seance ont 
ete incorporees clans le texte du Royaume-Uni. 

En deuxieme lieu, il se demande si l'amende
ment du Royaume-Uni, ainsi que le texte initial 
de !'article 2 du projet de convention, ne devrait 
pas comporter de clauses tres nettes relativement 
a la censure. Aux termes de cet article, Ies gou
vernements ont le droit d'imposer certaines obli
gations et restrictions. M. van Reuven Goedhart 
craint que ces mesures restrictives ne revetent, 
clans certains cas, un caractere inacceptable, telle 
par exemple la censure prealable. Pour sa part, 
la delegation des Pays-Bas ne s'est jamais opposee 
en principe a !'adoption de certaines clauses res
treignant les libertes, a la condition que celles-d 
n'entrainent pas les Etats a assumer des obligations 
incompatibles avec leur constitution. Ceci pose, 
M. van Reuven Goedhart considere qu'il y aurait 
interet a repeter, dans le projet de convention 
a l'etude, les dispositions relatives a la censure 
adoptees clans la premiere convention. 

En troisieme lieu, le representant des Pays-Bas 
a des doutes serieux sur la valeur de l'amende
ment propose par le Mexique au paragraphe 2 de 
!'article 2 (A/C.3/417). A son avis, il n'y a au
cunement lieu de faire figurer ici une clause rela
tive. au droit de reponse, ni a toute pratique de 
rectification ; une telle clause lui semblerait super
fetatoire etant donne que ce droit est prevu d'une 
maniere generale dans les legislations nationales 
des Etats. Elle ne figure d'ailleurs pas dans le 
projet du Royaume-Uni. 

Mais le representant du Mexique a tenu a 
developper davantage encore les termes du para
graphe 2 de !'article 2, en prevoyant des obliga
tions tres serieuses pour les Etats contractants qui 
seront non seulement tenus d'instituer un droit 
de reponse, mais en outre devront adopter des 
mesures qui, a son avis, exigeraient une ingerence 
constante des gouvernements dans le domaine de 
la liberte de la presse. 
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It was the custom of the democratic Press to 
publish valid corrections when requested, and it 
should not be the duty of the State to ensure the 
publication of those corrections. Moreover, such 
a procedure was liable to create legal and practical 
problems. What would happen, for example, if a 
newspaper were to refuse to publish in its columns 
a correction required by its Government? Should 
the latter, by way of a penalty, forbid the publica
tion of the newspaper? If such a measure were 
enacted, could it be declared to be in accordance 
with the idea of freedom of information which 
the Committee was defending? 

Moreover, he wondered what the Mexican rep
resentative meant by his reservation concerning 
the commercial tariff. It was customary in the 
Netherlands to publish corrections of that type 
without charge in the pages reserved for leading 
articles. 

For those reasons, he thought, on the one hand, 
that such clauses were not admissible and, on the 
other hand, that the whole Mexican amendment 
was so wide in scope that his delegation would be 
obliged to vote against it. 

On the question of principle, he associated him
self fully with the observations made by the French 
delegation; he also thought it was preferable to 
define as clearly as possible the restrictions on the 
freedoms outlined in the first article. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina), examining 
the Polish amendment (A/C.3/462), favoured, in 
the first place, the addition of sub-paragraph ( l) 
concerning the adoption of penalties for the diffu
sion of reports based on racial, national or religious 
discrimination. In his opinion, that addition, as 
also the amendments proposed by the Lebanese 
delegation to sub-paragraph (g) (A/C.3/461) 
and by the Egyptian delegation for the addition of 
a sub-paragraph (k) (A/C.3/463), were based on 
the same idea, with the principle of which he was 
in sympathy. 

With regard to sub-paragraphs ( k) and ( m) 
proposed by the Polish delegation (A/C.3/462), 
he did not see how such provisions could be in
cluded in the draft convention. He explained that 
in his country, where a system of the most abso
lute freedom of information had always been in 
force, no propaganda could be feared, whether it 
came from fascist elements, from groups with 
totalitarian tendencies or from any other faction. 
Each political group enjoyed the most complete 
freedom of expression, as became a truly demo
cratic country. In principle his Government did not 
advocate either totalitarian or capitalist systems, 
but it was anxious that public opinion should be 
developed freely, interpreting news in the way it 
wished. Hence the publication of expressions of all 
shades of opinion was permitted. He did not there
fore see the necessity of adding a restrictive pro
vision of that nature. 

Passing on to the United Kingdom amendment 
(A/C.3/459), he did not conceal his astonishment 
at the change in the attitude of the United King
dom delegation and the unexpected presentation 
of its text. Indeed, having supported at the pre
vious meeting the very clear and precise text which 

La presse democratique a coutume d'inserer 
les rectifications fondees qui lui sont demandees 
et ce n'est pas a l'Etat que doit incomber !'obliga
tion d'assurer la publication de ces rectifications. 
Du reste, une telle procedure risquerait de creer 
des problemes d'ordre juridique et pratique. 
Qu'adviendrait-il, par exemple, si un journal 
venait a refuser de publier clans ses colonnes 
une correction exigee par son gouvernement? Ce 
dernier devrait-il, a titre de sanction, interdire 
la publication de ce journal? Une telle mesure, 
au cas ou elle serait prise, pourrait-elle etre de
claree conforme a la notion de liberte de !'infor
mation que defend ici la Commission? 

D'autre part, M. van Reuven Goedhart se 
demande ce que le representant du Mexique 
entend par sa reserve relative au bareme commer
cial. I1 est d'usage, aux Pays-Bas, de faire paraitre 
gratuitement les rectifications de cet ordre dans 
les pages reservees aux articles de fond. 

Pour ces raisons, le representant des Pays-Bas 
estime, d'une part, que pareilles clauses ne sont 
pas recevables et, d'autre part, que clans son en
semble l'amendement du Mexique a une portee 
si vaste que la delegation des Pays-Bas sera dans 
1' obligation de voter contre lui. 

En ce qui concerne la question de principe, 
M. van Reuven Goedhart s'associe entierement 
aux observations formulees par la delegation de 
la France ; il pense egalement qu'il est preferable 
de definir le plus nettement possible les limitations 
aux libertes enoncees a !'article premier. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine), examinant 
l'amendement de la Pologne (A/C.3/462), se 
declare tout d'abord favorable a !'addition de 
l'alinea l) relatif a !'adoption de sanctions en 
matiere de diffusion de nouvelles favorables aux 
mesures discriminatoires fondees sur la race, la 
na~ionalite ou la religion. D'apres lui, cette addi
tion, comme d'ailleurs les amendements proposes 
respectivement par la delegation du Liban a 
l'alinea g) (A/C.3/461) et par celle de l'Egypte, 
tendant a ajouter un alinea k) (A/C.3/463), 
s'inspirent d'une meme idee a laquelle vont ses 
sympathies de principe. 

Quant aux alineas k) et m) dont la delegation 
de la Pologne propose !'addition (A/C.3/462), 
le representant de l' Argentine ne voit pas com
ment on pourrait inserer de telles dispositions 
clans le projet de convention. I1 precise que, dans 
son pays, ou le regime de la liberte de !'informa
tion la plus absolue a toujours ete en vigueur, on 
ne saurait craindre aucune propagande, qu'elle 
emane d'elements fascistes, de groupes a tendances 
totalitaires ou de factions quelles qu'elles soient. 
Chaque groupement politique jouit en effet de la 
liberte d'expression la plus complete, ainsi qu'il 
sied a un pays vraiment democratique. En principe, 
le gouvernement de !'Argentine n'est partisan ni 
des systemes totalitaires, ni des systemes capita
listes, mais ii tient a ce que !'opinion publique 
puisse se former librement en interpretant toute 
information a son gre; aussi tolere-t-il la publica
tion d'expressions d'opinions de toutes nuances. 
M. Otano Vilanova ne voit done pas la necessite 
d'ajouter une disposition !imitative de cette 
nature. 

Passant a l'amendement du Royaume-Uni (A/ 
C.3/459), ii ne dissimule pas la surprise que lui a 
causee le changement d'attitude de la delegation 
britannique et la presentation inattendue de son 
texte. En effet, apres avoir appuye a la seance 
precedente le texte si clair et precis que le 
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the United Kingdom had proposed for article 1, 
the Argentine delegation could not pronounce itself 
-in favour of the United Kingdom amendment, 
which was not only vague and unprecise in its 
wording, but aiso showed certain omissions. 

On the other hand, it unreservedly supported 
the amendments proposed by Mexico (A/C.3/ 
417). They introduced the idea of "law and order'' 
into sub-paragraph ( b) and a moral factor in sub
paragraph (j), to both of which his delegation at
tached much importance. 

He was also in agreement with the idea contained 
in the text proposed for paragraph 2 in the same 
document. Contrary to the Netherlands representa
tive, he did not think that the carrying out of that 
provision would entail constant State intervention. 

He did not see why the clause concerning the 
commercial reservation should not be considered in 
a more realistic light. 

In those circumstances his delegation would vote 
for the original text, as amended by the Mexican 
<lelegation and by either the Lebanese sub-para
graph (j), the Egyptian sub-paragraph ( k) or 
the Polish sub-paragraph (l). 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) noted that the Com
mittee had before it the following alternatives: 
either to adopt the list of exceptions contained in 
the original text of article 1, or to adopt the formula 
proposed by the United Kingdom. 

In his opinion, it was imperative to introduce the 
idea of law and order into that article, since it 
had been accepted in previously adopted texts. 

Moreover, his delegation was in favour of the 
insertion of a clause relating to the right of correc
tion, a principle which was not stated in sufficiently 
strong terms in the other texts submitted to the 
Committee. 

He pointed out that the Committee was really 
fixing the international status of correspondents. 
The privileges accorded to the latter would, if not 
limited by corresponding obligations, even be liable 
to exceed those reserved to diplomats. It was there
fore important that the States called upon to re
spect that convention should be able to demand 
that correspondents should carry out all their 
duties; it was also just that they should oppose their 
being granted unlimited rights. It was in that spirit 
that his delegation visualized the creation of a sort 
of clearing-house for news, the effect of which 
would be to make the right of correction effective. 
It reserved the right to submit a concrete proposal 
in that sense at the appropriate time. 

According to Mr. Aramburu, it would be well to 
transform that convention, which would probably 
be ratified by very few States, into a declaration of 
principle which would be acceptable to all and 
similar in character to the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights. 

Finally, his delegation supported the passages of 
the Mexican amendment concerning law and order 
and the right of correction. 

It also considered the amendments proposed by 
Egypt and France very useful. 

Mr. PEREZ PERozo (Venezuela) thought that, of 
the whole convention, article 2 was that which 
raised most difficulties. Those difficulties were due 
to the very nature of the article. The draft of 

Royaume-Uni avait propose a !'article premier, 
la delegation de l' Argentine ne saurait, cette fois, 
se prononcer pour l'amendement du Royaume-Uni, 
lequel, outre une redaction imprecise et vague, 
presente des lacunes. 

Par contre, elle appuie sans reserve les amende
ments proposes par le Mexique (A/C.3/417). 
Ils introduisent en effet, a l'alinea b), la notion 
<l' "ordre public" et, a l'alinea j), un facteur moral 
auxquels sa delegation attache beaucoup d'im
portance. 

D'autre part, le representant de I' Argentine ap
prouve egalement l'idee contenue dans le texte 
propose pour le paragraphe 2 clans le meme docu
ment. Contrairement a l'avis <lu representant des 
Pays-Bas, M. Otano Vilanova n'estime pas que 
le jeu de cette disposition entrainerait une inter
vention constante de l'Etat. 

II ne voit pas non plus pourquoi la clause rela
tive a la reserve d'ordre commercial ne serait pas 
consideree sous un angle plus realiste. 

Dans ces conditions, la delegation de !'Argen
tine votera pour le texte primitif modifie dans le 
sense indique par la delegation du Mexique et 
amende indifferemment par les alineas j) du Liban, 
1-:) de l'Egypte ou l) de la Pologne. 

M. ARAM:BURU ( Perou) constate que la Com
mission se trouve devant !'alternative suivante: 
soit adopter la liste d'exceptions prevues dans le 
texte initial de !'article premier, soit adopter la 
formule proposee par le Royaume-Uni. 

A son avis, ii est indispensable de faire figurer 
le concept d'ordre public dans cet article, puisqu'il 
a ete accepte dans des textes precedemment 
adoptes. 

D'autre part, la delegation du Perou est en fa
veur de l'insertion d'une clause relative au droit 
de rectification, principe qui, dans les autres textes 
soumis a la Commission, n'est pas pose en termes 
assez forts. 

M. Aramburu fait remarquer qu'en realite la 
Commission est en train de fixer le statut inter
national des correspondants. Les privileges dont 
jouiraient ceux-ci, s'ils n'etaient limites par des 
obligations correspondantes, risqueraient meme 
de depasser ceux qui sont reserves aux diplomates. 
II est done important que les Etats appeles a 
respecter cette convention puissent exiger des 
correspondants qu'ils remplissent tous leurs de
voirs; ii est juste egalement qu'ils s'opposent a ce 
que des droits illimites ne leur soient accordes. 
C'est clans cet esprit que la delegation du Perou 
envisage la creation d'une sorte de clearing-house 
des informations qui aurait pour effet de rendre 
efficace le droit de rectification. Elle se reserve 
de soumettre une proposition concrete clans ce sens 
au moment opportun. 

D'apres M. Aramburu, il serait bon de trans
former plutot cette convention, qui ne sera vrai
semblablement ratifiee que par tres peu d'Etats, 
en une declaration de principe acceptable par tous 
et ayant un caractere analogue a la Declaration 
universelle des droits de l'homme. 

En conclusion, la delegation du Perou appuie 
les passages de l'amendement du Mexique ayant 
trait a l'ordre public et au droit de rectification. 

D'autre part, les amendements proposes par 
l'Egypte et la France lui semblent fort utiles. 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) considere que, 
de toute la convention, !'article 2 est celui qui sou
leve le plus de difficultes. Or, celles-ci tiennent a 
la nature meme <le cet article. Le projet d'article 
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article 2 contained an enumeration of restrictions 
to be placed on freedom of information in order 
to ensure the application of that principle in na
tional legislations. That method of enumeration 
was always a delicate one, as legislators knew only 
too well; it was very difficult to avoid omissions, 
which in criminal matters enabled delinquents to 
avail themselves of the incomplete nature of the 
provisions in order to escape punishment. 

The original text of article 2 contained a very 
long, very confused and frequently contradictory 
enumeration. It was therefore necessary above all 
things that the Committee should attempt to bring 
some order to that article if it was prepared to 
adopt the principle of enumeration. If the Com
mittee accepted that formula, it must at the same 
time accept the possibility that the enumeration 
might sin by omission. 

On the other hand. if the Committee wished to 
choose the most direct way of avoiding those diffi
culties, it would have no alternative but to adopt 
the United Kingdom proposal (A/C.3/459), al
though the latter was far from satisfactory. Its 
only advantage was that of providing for a broader 
classification than did the original text of article 
2. 

In short, his delegation accepted the United 
Kingdom proposal. with the reservation that para
graph 2 should be retained, the idea of law and 
order should be introduced, and various other pro
posed amendments should be adopted. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO IWNDRED AND TIDRTEENTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, Ne1JJ York, 
on Tuesday, 3 May 1949, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON FREEDOM OF INFORMA
TION (E/1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 2 (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Committee had 
before it the United Kingdom amendment 
(A/C.3/459) to article 2 of the draft convention 
on freedom of information, and also a working 
paper (A/C.3/W.15) containing the various 
amendments to that amendment. 

Mr. DEMCHENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) thought that the fundamental question 
was rather that of the degree to which a State 
could permit interference with its free discretion 
rather than that of the relative merits of an ex
tended or condensed text. Both texts, moreover, 
omitted mention of the most essential provision, 
that for the prevention of propaganda for fascism 
and a third world war and the prohibition of the 
preaching of religious or national hatred and of 
incitement to intervention in the domestic affairs 
of a sovereign State. Certain delegations had 
doubted the feasibility of defining fascism ; his 
own country's recent and bitter experience per
mitted it no such doubts. Such an omission, fur
thermore, disregarded resolution 2 of the Confer
ence on Freedom of Information1 which specifi-

2 comporte une enumeration des restrictions qu'il 
faut apporter a la liberte d'information pour as
surer !'application de ce principe dans les legisla
tions nationales. Cette methode d'enumeration 
est toujours delicate et les legislateurs ne le savent 
que trop: il est en effet tres difficile d'eviter des 
omissions, ce qui, en matiere penale, habilite les 
delinquants a se prevaloir de ces dispositions in
completes pour echapper a une sanction. 

En realite, le texte primitif de !'article 2 con
tient une enumeration tres tongue, tres confuse 
et souvent contradictoire. 11 faudra done surtout 
que la Commission s'efforce de mettre de l'ordre 
dans cet article si elle se resigne a adopter le prin
cipe d'une enumeration. Si la Commission accep
tait cette formule, elle devrait accepter en meme 
temps la possibilite que !'enumeration peche par 
omission. 

Au contraire, si la Commission desire adopter 
la voie la plus directe pour eviter ces difficultes, 
elle n'aurait d'autre solution que d'adopter la pro
position du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/459) bien que 
celle-ci soit loin d'etre satisfaisante. Le seul avan
tage qu'offre cet amendement est en effet de pre
voir une classification plus large que ne le fait 
le texte primitif de !'article 2. 

En definitive, la delegation du Venezuela ac
cepte la proposition du Royaume-Uni, sous 
reserve du maintien du paragraphe 2 et de l'intro
duction de la notion d'ordre public, ainsi que de 
divers autres amendements proposes. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX CENT TREIZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mardi 3 mai 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

148. Liherte de !'information: rapport 
du Conseil eeonomique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA LIBERTE 
. DE L'INFORMATION (E/1065) (SUITE) 

/ Article 2 (suite) 

' Le PRESIDENT declare que la Commission est 
saisie d'un amendement presente par le Royaume
Uni ( A/C.3/459) a !'article 2 du pro jet de con
vention relatif a la liberte de l'information et d'un 
document de travail (A/C.3/W.15) qui contient 
les divers amendements qui se rapportent a cet 
amendement. 

M. DEMTCHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) considere que le probleme essen
tiel est non point de savoir s'il vaut mieux adopter 
Un texte concis OU detaille, mais d'etablir dans 
quelle mesure un Etat peut permettre que l'on 
empiete sur· sa liberte d'action. D'ailleurs, aucun 
des deux textes ne prevoit l'essentiel, a savoir 
les mesures a prendre pour empecher toute propa
gande en faveur du fascisme et d'une troisieme 
guerre mondiale, ainsi que !'interdiction de precher 
les haines religieuses ou nationales, ou de pousser 
a l'immixtion dans les affaires interieures des Etats 
souverains. Certaines delegations ont exprime des 
doutes quant a la possibilite de definir le fascisme; 
M. Demtchenko declare que son pays ne peut avoir 
de doute de cet ordre apres la cruelle epreuve 
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cally mentioned nazi and fascist aggression. He 
did not know whether those omissions were inten
tional; a remedy was at hand, however, in the 
Polish amendment (A/C.3/462), which he would 
support. 

Mr. T8RROU (France) pointed out that the 
number of amendments to the concise text sub
mitted by the United Kingdom delegation showed 
that there was a tendency to confront the enumera
tion contained in the original text (E/1065)
which had been carefully studied by experts-with 
a text which, though virtually a similar enumera
tion, would not have had the benefit of thorough 
examination. The practical value of the concise 
general clause had become so dubious that the 
Committee might well consider taking a decision 
as to which of the two methods was preferable. 

:VIr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) objected to sub-paragraph ( b) of para
graph 1 of the original text because it opened the 
,vay to a broad interpretation under which action 
could be taken against democratic popular organi
zations by the use of physical force to suppress 
the ideologies held by them. Popular unrest was 
not caused by the publication of any particular 
items of information or by propaganda, but by a 
lowering of living standards. The countries which 
wished to use force against democratic movements 
and strikes also wished to take shelter behind an 
international instrument when doing so. In his 
opinion, statements such as that made by the rep
resentative of Chile at the previous meeting merely 
diverted the attention of the Committee from the 
examination of freedom of information to un
desirable political considerations. Furthermore, 
sub-paragraph ( b) did not contain provisions 
against warmongering and the distortion of news 
nor any stipulation which would help to promote 
international friendship. 

He would therefore vote against the article as 
a whole. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoF.,DHART (Netherlands) 
pointed out that document A/C.3/W.15 had not 
incorporated the Netherlands amendments already 
accepted by the United Kingdom delegation (211th 
meeting). Those amendments were: the substitu
tion of the words "clearly defined" for the word 
"provided" and the insertion of the word "only" 
between the words "necessary" and "in the in
terest". 

The CHAIRMAN, with the assent of the United 
Kingdom representative, said that those changes 
would be noted. 

:\fr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) observed that 
the debate had shown that there was general agree
ment that the enumeration contained in the origi
nal text could not be considered exhaustive, and 
that it was felt that an excessively broad general 
clause might leave the way open to unduly wide 
interpretation. The United Kingdom text was ad-

1 See Final Act of the United Nations Conference on 
f'rrrc/0111 of Information, annex C, page 22. 

qu'il a subie recemment. D'autre part, ces omis
sions prouvent que l' on ne tient pas compte de 
la resolution 2 de la Conference sur la liberte 
de l'information1, qui mentionne expressement 
l'agression nazie ou fasciste. Le representant de 
la RSS d'Ukraine ignore si ces omissions sont 
volontaires. L'amendement de la Pologne (A/C.3/ 
462) permet toutefois d'y porter remede, et il 
appuiera cet amendement. 

M. TERRou (France) fait observer que le nom
bre des amendements au texte concis presente par 
la delegation du Royaume-Uni montre que la 
tendance est d'etablir, parallelement a !'enumera
tion qui figure dans le texte primitif (E/1065) -
qui a ete soigneusement etudie par des experts -
un texte qui, tout en contenant en fait une enume
ration analogue, ne presenterait pas l'avantage 
d'avoir fait l'objet d'un examen approfondi. La 
valeur pratique de la clause generale redigee sous 
cette forme concise est devenue si contestable que 
la Commission ferait bien de songer a prendre 
une decision de principe sur la methode a adopter. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) formule des objections au sujet 
de l'alinea b) du paragraphe 1 du texte primitif, 
car cet alinea peut donner lieu a une interpreta
tion tres large qui permettrait de prendre des 
mesures contre les organisations democratiques 
populaires en ayant recours a la force pour elimi
ner les ideologies qu'elles defendent. L'agitation 
des masses n'est pas due a la publication de cer
taines infomiations ni a la propagande, mais resulte 
d'un abaissement des niveaux de vie. Les pays qui 
veulent recourir a la force contre des manifesta
tions democratiques et contre les greves veulent 
pouvoir le faire a l'abri d'un instrument interna
tional. Pour M. Tsarapkine, des declarations telles 
que celle qu'a faite la representante du Chili au 
cours de la seance precedente ne font que detourner 
!'attention de la Commission de l'examen de la 
question de la liberte de l'information pour la 
po.rter vers des considerations d'ordre politique 
qu'il serait preferable de ne pas aborder. D'autre 
part, l'alinea b) ne contient aucune disposition 
contre l'incitation a la guerre et la deformation 
des nouvelles, non plus qu'aucune disposition de 
nature a assurer le developpement de l'amitie in
ternationale. 

Aussi M. Tsarapkine votera-t-il contre l'en
semble de l'article. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) fait 
observer que le document A/C.3/W.15 ne contient 
pas les amendements des Pays-Bas qui ont deja 
ete acceptes par la delegation du Royaume-Uni 
(2lleme seance). Ces amendements consistaient 
a remplacer le root "prevues" par les mots "claire
ment definies" et a ajouter le mot "seulement" 
avant les mots "dans l'interet de la securite". 

Le PRESIDENT declare, avec l'assentiment du 
representant du Royaume-Uni, qu'il sera tenu 
compte de ces modifications. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) fait observer qu'il 
ressort des debats que les membres de la Com
mission sont d'accord pour reconnaitre que !'enu
meration contenue dans le texte initial ne saurait 
etre consideree comme !imitative, et que, d'autre 
part, une clause trop generate risquerait de laisser 
une trop grande latitude d'interpretation. Le te:xte 

1 Voir l'Acte final de la Conference des Nations Unies 
mr la libcrte de l'inf orniation, annexe C, page 24. 
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mutedly an attempt at a compromise between those 
two views. He did not agree with the French rep
resentative who seemed to think that such a com
promise constituted a step backward; its aim had 
been to secure by its flexibility the greatest possible 
number of accessions to the convention. 

With regard to the amendments to his amend
ment, he could accept that submitted orally by the 
Philippine representative (A/C.3/W.15) propos
ing the inclusion of the words "for the protection 
of morals or the freedom of worship"; that should 
meet the purpose of the Egyptian amendment 
(A/C.3/463). The Philippine amendment also 
covered the Netherlands amendment to sub-para
graph (d) of paragraph 1 (A/C.3/439), at least 
so far as the United Kingdom law covering blas
phemy was concerned. 

He could not accept the proposal made by the 
representative of Ecuador at the 212th meeting 
for the insertion of the words " ... for preventing 
the diffusion of false or distorted reports which 
undermine friendly relations between peoples or 
States" (A/C.3/W.15) because its adoption might 
open the way to the sanctioning of censorship and 
would enable Governments to determine what in
formation should be regarded as false. He could 
not, moreover, accept the United States amend
ment that the word "crime" should be deleted 
( A/C.3/466), because that would enable Govern
ments to nullify the whole intention of the conven
tion by suggesting new categories of crime if they 
wished to impose some form of censorship. 

With regard to the incorporation of the words 
"public order" desired by the representatives of 
Ecuador (212th meeting) and Mexico (A/C.3/ 
417), he preferred the more restricted expression 
,,prevention of disorder" because the former 
phrase might be interpreted so broadly as to per
mit the imposition of censorship. He would not, 
however, object to the substitution of the words 
"public order" for the words "public safety" where 
they appeared in the amendment. 

Mr. Davies said that he was prepared to meet 
the wishes of the Mexican representative on the 
importance of stipulating a right of correction by 
regarding the United Kingdom amendment as a 
substitution simply for paragraph 1 of article 2. 
He still believed paragraph 2 to be superfluous 
and irrelevant; if it were retained, however, it 
should form a separate article rather than a para
graph in article 2. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
pointed out the difficulty of drawing up an exhaus
tive enumeration of restrictions in the course of 
the debate itself. The Drafting Committee of the 
Commission on Human Rights had listed twenty
five specific restrictions1 and had admitted that 
more could be added. Certain of the specific restric
tions suggested during the current debate were 
not even specific; for example, the French pro-

' See Official Records of the Economic and Social 
Council, third year, seventh session, Supplement No. 2, 
annex B, page 24. 

propose par le Royaume-Uni constitue une tenta
tive pour concilier ces deux points. de vue. Le 
representant du Royaume-Uni n'est pas d'accord 
avec le representant de la France qui semble con
siderer ce compromis comme un pas en arriere; 
le but en est d'assurer, par la souplesse des dispo
sitions, le plus grand nombre possible d'adhesions 
a la convention. 

En ce qui concerne les modifications qui ont ete 
proposees a son amendement, le representant du 
Royaume-Uni peut accepter celle qu'a presentee 
oralement le representant des Philippines ( A/ 
C.3/W.15) et qui consiste a ajouter les mots: "la 
morale publique et la liberte des cultes"; cet 
amendement devrait donner satisfaction au repre
sentant de l'Egypte qui a presente un amende
ment dans le meme sens (A/C.3/463). Cet amen
dement des Philippines regle egalement la ques
tion soulevee par l'amendement des Pays-Bas a 
l'alinea d) du paragraphe 1 (A/C.3/439), tout 
au moins en ce qui concerne la loi anglaise rela
tive au blaspheme. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni ne saurait 
accepter la proposition faite a la 212eme seance 
par le representant de l'Equateur et tendant a 
ajouter Jes mots: "et pour empecher la diffusion 
de nouvelles fausses OU deformees, qui nuisent au.x 
relations amicales entre peuples ou entre Etats 
(A/C.3/W.15); !'adoption de ce texte pourrait, en 
effet, permettre de sanctionner le principe de la 
censure, et Jes gouvernements seraient a meme 
de determiner les infonnations qu'il faudrait 
considerer comme fausses. De meme, le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni ne saurait accepter 
l'amendement des Etats-Unis tendant a sup
primer les mots "ou les agissements criminels" 
(A/C.3/466), car les gouvernements pourraient 
alors aller a l'encontre du but meme de la con
vention en definissant de nouvelles categories 
d'actes criminels, s'ils desirent imposer une cer
taine forme de censure. 

Au lieu d'ajouter les mots "l'ordre public" ainsi 
que le proposent les representants de l'Equateur 
(212eme seance) et du Mexique (A/C.3/417), 
M. Davies prefererait que l'on utilise la formule 
moins generate "prevenir les troubles", car la 
premiere formule laisserait une telle latitude d'in
terpretation qu'elle permettrait d'instaurer la cen
sure. Toutefois, M. Davies ne s'opposera pas a 
ce que l'on remplace le mot "securite" par le mot 
"ordre" a la place que le premier occupe clans son 
amendement. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni est dispose a 
donner satisfaction au representant du Mexique 
en ce qui concerne !'importance d'une disposition 
prevoyant le droit de rectification, en considerant 
l'amendement du Royaume-Uni comme rempla
i;ant uniquement le paragraphe 1 de !'article 2. 
M. Davies persiste a croire que le paragraphe 2 
n'est ni utile, ni approprie; toutefois, si on le con
servait, il conviendrait d'en faire un article distinct 
plutot qu'un paragraphe de !'article 2. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) souligne 
la difficulte qu'il y a a etablir une liste complete 
des restrictions au cours de la discussion elle
meme. Le Comite de redaction de la Commission 
des droits de l'homme a etabli une liste de vingt
cinq restrictions precises1 et a reconnu que l'on 
pouvait en trouver de nouvelles. Certaines des 
restrictions proposees au cours du debat en cours 

1 Voir les Proces-verbaux officiels du Conseil economi
que et social, troisieme annee, septieme session, Supple
ment No 2, annexe B, page 24. 
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posal for sub-paragraph (k) (A/C.3/458). It 
might be true that certain countries could draw up 
lists in conformity with their existing laws, as the 
Netherlands representative had stated; but the 
particular items on such lists would vary from 
country to country. A general clause was there
fore the more advisable form for article 2. The 
basic question involved was not political, as the 
USSR representative and others had stated, but 
le£;al and technical. The Third Committee could, 
however, make a very important contribution to 
the struggle against nazism, fascism and all kinds 
of totalitarianism and against the prospect of a 
third world war by establishing such clear stipula
tions for the free flow of information that corre
spondents and information agencies would be en
abled to penetrate into areas to which access was 
still impeded and transmit such facts as would per
mit the peoples to make their own decisions on a 
democratic basis. 

Mr. Canham found some difficulty in concurring 
in the United Kingdom representative's acceptance 
of the substitution of the words "public order" 
for the words "public safety". A more logical po
sition for the insertion of those words was after 
the words "national security". The expression 
"public safety" covered matters which were not 
covered in law by the concept of public order. 

He could not accept the Mexican amendment 
to paragraph 2 (A/C.3/417) because it made the 
right of correction mandatory. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) called attention to the 
necessity of the publication of corrections. There 
was a danger that the proprietors of newspapers 
and broadcasting stations might refuse to print or 
broadcast such items under the technical pretext 
that they ,vere not "news". If the Mexican amend
ment to paragraph 2 (A/C.3/417) were adopted, 
the public's right to use the Press as a forum for 
its opinions and grievances would be ensured. That 
was the logical sequel to article 1, which safe
guarded the public's right to receive information. 
The Press would thereby become the people's 
pulpit which it often - but rarely truthfully -
claimed to be. The paragraph need not be manda
tory; the substitution of the word "may" for the 
word "must" would make it permissive. 

Mr. ST!tPANENKO (Byelorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic) said that, in his opinion, the omission 
of any provision prohibiting incitement to war 
dearly showed that political motives lay behind 
the text of article 2. Hitlerite theories of racial and 
national superiority were being propagated in new 
guises. The adoption of the Polish amendment 
( A/C.3/462) would provide a corrective. That 
amendment went to the heart of the matter; ques
tions of detail were irrelevant. The text of sub
paragraph ( b) as it stood was inconsistent; it pro
vided for the suppression of democratic popular 
expression and at the same time invoked the right 
of freedom of expression. He agreed with the 
USSR representative that lowering of living stand-

I n'ont meme pas de caractere specifique, comme 
par exemple la proposition de la France relative a 
l'alinea k) ( A/C.3/ 458). Il est peut-etre exact 
que certains pays pourraient etablir des listes con
formes a leur legislation en vigueur, ainsi que l'a 
declare le representant des Pays-Bas, mais Jes 

\ points mentionnes clans ces listes varieraient selon 
·1 les pays. II est done preferable de donner a !'ar

ticle 2 la forme de clause generate. Contrairement 
a ce que le representant de l'URSS et d'autres 
representants ont declare, la question fondamen
tale n'est pas politique; elle est juridique et tech
nique. Toutefois, la Troisieme Commission pour
rait jouer un role tres important clans la lutte 
contre le nazisme, le fascisme et le totalitarisme 
sous toutes ses formes, ainsi que contre l'even
tualite d'une troisieme guerre mondiale, en elabo
rant, en ce qui concerne la libre circulation des 
informations, des dispositions suffisamment claires 
pour que Jes correspondants et les entreprises d'in
formation puissent penetrer clans les regions dont 
l'acces leur est encore interdit et transmettre des 
informations qui permettraient aux peuples de 
prendre eux-memes leurs decisions d'une maniere 
democratique. 

M. Canham peut difficilement etre d'accord avec 
le representant du Royaume-Uni qui ·accepte de 

1 remplacer le mot "securite" par le mot "ordre". · 
II serait plus logique d'inserer l'expression "l'ordre 
public" apres les mots "securite nationale". L'ex
pression "securite publique" comprend des ele
ments qui, en droit, echappent a la notion d'ordre 
public. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis ne saurait accep
ter l'amendement au paragraphe 2 propose par la 

i delegation du Mexique (A/C.3/417), car cet 
amendement donne au droit de rectification un 
caractere obligatoire. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) attire l'attention sur 
la necessite d'obliger les journaux et lies stations 
de radiodiffusion a publier les rectifications car i1 
serait a craindre que les proprietaires refusent 
d'imprimer ou de radiodiffuser des textes de cette 
nature, sous pretexte que, techniquement, ce ne 
sont pas des "informations". L'adoption de 
l'amendement du Mexique au paragraphe 2 (A/ 
C.3/417) garantirait au public le droit de se 
servir de la presse comme d'une tribune pour 
!'expression de ses opinions et de ses griefs. Une 
telle disposition serait la consequence logique de 
!'article premier qui garantit le droit du public de 
recevoir des informations. Ainsi, la presse devien-

' drait la tribune du peuple, ce qu'elle est rarement 
avec sincerite, bien qu'elle le pretende souvent. 11 
n'est pas necessaire que la disposition en question 
ait un caractere obligatoire; le fait de remplacer 
le mot "doit" par le mot "peut" la rendrait facul
tative. 

M. STEPANENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique de Bielorussie) declare que, a son avis, l'ab
sence de toute disposition interdisant l'incitation 
a la guerre montre clairement que certains motifs 
politiques sont a l'origine du texte de l'article 2. 
On repand, sous une nouvelle forme, les theories 
hitleriennes de superiorite raciale et nationale. 
L'adoption de l'amendement de la Pologne (A/ 

; C.3/462) apporterait un correctif necessaire. En 
1 effet, cet amendement va au fond meme de la ques-
1 tion, toutes questions de detail etant ici hors de 

propos. Le texte de l'alinea b), sous sa forme ac
tuelle, est contradictoire; en effet, alors qu'il per
met la suppression de l'e,-x:pression de l'opinion pu
blique democratique, cet article invoque le droit 
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ards was the cause of disorder; its expression in 
the Press was the effect. 

Mr. NORIEGA ( '.YI exico) proposed that the words 
"public order and" should be inserted before the 
words "national security". Public order was, in 
law, not merely the description of a situation but 
a juridical concept; a national constitution itself 
was part of the legal machinery of public order. 

Mr. D,wrns (United Kingdom) said that he 
preferred the original position in which he had 
accepted the words "public order"; namely, in sub
stitution for the words "public safety". The posi
tion proposed by the Mexican representative might 
open the way to unduly broad interpretation. The 
qualification by the word "protection" gave a nar
rower implication to those words than their quali
fication by the word "interests". 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands), 
supported by Mr. LARSSON (Sweden) wondered 
whether the United Kingdom amendment to article 
2 could permit the imposition of censorship as a 
form of restriction. If that were so, they would 
be unable to vote for that article. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) replied that 
there had been no intention whatever of permitting 
censorship. His delegation had always shown itself 
opposed to peacetime censorship in any circum
stances whatever. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
proposed the addition of a paragraph ( A/C.3/494) 
reading: 

"No Contracting State shall, however, impose 
censorship in peacetime on news material, except 
on grounds of national defence." 

Such a stipulation, taken from the first conven
tion, should remove the difficulties which had 
arisen. 

Mr. WouLBROUN (Belgium), Mr. INGEBRETSEN 
(Norway) and Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico), supported 
the Netherlands proposal. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) felt that the 
Netherlands proposal would be placed more ap
propriately in a separate article. Article 2 merely 
limited the freedoms guaranteed in article 1; the 
question of censorship was entirely irrelevant to 
the purposes of article 2. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
thought that his proposed additional paragraph 
was more relevant to article 2 since the latter con
tained no stipulation that censorship should not be 
imposed as an extension of the permitted restric
tions. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
agreed with the representative of the Netherlands, 
but felt that the text he proposed was not entirely 
appropriate to article 2. That clause had been ap
plied in the first convention specifically to the in
ternational transmission of news material. The 

a la liberte d'expression. M. Stepanenko recon
nait, avec le representant de l'URSS, que la cause 
des desordres sociaux est l'abaissement des ni
veaux de vie, leur expression clans la presse n'etant 
qu'une consequence. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) propose d'inserer Jes 
mots "l'ordre public et de" avant les mots ".la 
securite nationale". En effet, en termes de dro1t, 
!'expression "ordre public" ne correspond pas 
simplement a une situation particuliere, mais 
represente un certain concept juridique; ainsi, une 
constitution nationale, elle-meme, fait partie du 
mecanisme juridique etablissant l'ordre public. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) prefererait s'en 
tenir a la position qu'il avait adoptee; ii a accepte 
que Jes mots "l'ordre public" remplacent Jes mots 
"la securite publique". Le texte propose par le 
representant du Mexique pourrait donner lieu a 
une interpretation trop large. L'expression "pour 
proteger" limite la portee de ce terme, plus que ne 
le feraient Jes mots "clans l'interet". 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) et 
M. LARSSON (Suede) voudraient savoir si l'amen
dement du Royaume-Uni a !'article 2 pourrait per
mettre l'instauration de la censure en tant que 
"restriction". S'il en etait ainsi, ces deux represen
tants ne pourraient pas voter en faveur de l'article. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) repond qu'il n'a 
jamais ete question d'autoriser la censure. Sa dele
gation s'est toujours montree hostile a la censure 
en temps de paix, quelles que soient Jes circons
tances. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) pro
pose !'addition d'un paragraphe ainsi redige (A/ 
C.3/494): 

"Toutefois, aucun Etat contractant ne devra, 
en temps de paix, soumettre a la censure des docu
ments d'information sauf pour des motifs de de
fense nationale." 

Une telle disposition, empruntee a la premiere 
convention, ecarterait toutes Jes difficultes qui se 
sont presentees. 

M. WouLBROUN (Belgique), M. INGEBRETSEN 
(Norvege) et M. NORIEGA (Mexique) appuient la 
proposition des Pays-Bas. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) est d'avis que la 
proposition des Pays-Bas devrait plutot se pre
senter sous forme d'un article distinct. L'article 2 
limite simplement Jes libertes garanties clans l'ar
ticle premier; la question de la censure est abso
lument sans rapport avec Jes buts de l'article 2. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) estime 
que le paragraphe additionnel qu'il a propose serait 
plus a sa place a !'article 2; en effet, ce dernier ne 
contient aucune disposition precisant que la cen
sure ne saurait etre etablie par une interpretation 
large des restrictions qu'il autorise. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) est 
d'accord avec le representant des Pays-Bas, mais 
estime que le texte propose par ce dernier ne 
s'adapte pas tres bien a !'article 2. Dans la premiere 

II convention, cette disposition vise specifiquement la 
transmission des informations d'un pays a l'autre. 
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convention on freedom of information, however, 
dealt with freedom of information within the fron
tiers of a State and affected domestic law. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that it would be 
necessary to obtain a two-thirds majority for re
consideration of the rule of procedure by which 
no further substantive amendments could be re
ceived. He would put that issue to the vote without 
prejudging the text or place in the convention of 
any Netherlands proposal which the Committee 
might consider to be in order. · 

He put to the vote the motion that a Netherlands 
proposal &hould be received. 

The result of the vote was 32 in favour, 1 against, 
and 14 abstentions. The motion was adopted, hav
ing obtained the required two-thirds nutjority. 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) explained that he had 
abstained from voting because he could not accept 
the principle that a Government could be deprived 
of the right of dealing with any matter relating to 
its domestic jurisdiction. 

The CHAIRMAN said that representatives would 
be given until 6 p.m. on 5 May 1949 to consult 
their Governments about the desirability of adding 
to article 2 a paragraph proposed by the Nether
lands delegation ( A/C.3/494). 

The Chairman asked the Committee to vote on 
article 2. He would put the United Kingdom 
amendment to the vote first, together with all 
the amendments that had been submitted to it 
(A/C.3/W.15), as that text was the furthest re
moved from the original. 

Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland) said that, in view of 
the Chairman's ruling, he would submit his amend
ment as an amendment to the United Kingdom 
amendment instead of to the original text. He pro
posed the insertion of the words "and for the pre
vention of the propaganda of fascism, the diffusion 
of reports for racial, national or religious discrimi
nation, and the propaganda for a third world war" 
after the words "national security" in the United 
Kingdom text. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) supported the Mexican 
proposal for the insertion of the words "public 
order and" before "national security". If that 
amendment were adopted, he would withdraw his 
own amendment to the original text. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Mexican 
amendment for the insertion of the words "public 
order and" before "national security". 

The a~iendment was adopted by 15 votes to 7, 
·with 20 abstentwns. 

Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland) requested that his 
amendment should be put to the vote in three parts, 
by roll-call. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first part of 
the Polish amendment for the insertion of the 
words "and for the prevention of the propaganda 
of fascism". 

A vote was tal,en by roll-call, as follows: 
Chile, having been drawn by lot by the Chair

man, was called upon to vote first: 

Mais la convention relative a la liberte de !'infor
mation se rapporte a la liberte de l'information a 
l'interieur des frontieres d'un Etat et interesse la 
legislation nationale. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer qu'il faudra une ma
jorite des deux tiers pour qu'on revienne sur la 
regle en vertu de laquelle de nouveaux amende
ments de fond ne peuvent etre ret;us. Le President 
mettra done la question aux voix, sans prejuger 
pour cela le contenu ou la place clans la conven
tion de toute proposition des Pays-Bas que la 
Commission pourrait juger recevable. 

II met aux voix la motion tendant a ce que la 
proposition des Pays-Bas soit re~ue. 

It y a 32 voix pour, une voix contre et 14 absten
tions. Ayant obtenu la niajorite requise des deux 
tiers, la 'motion est adoptee. 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) precise qu'il s'est 
abstenu de voter, parce qu'il ne saurait admettre 
le principe selon lequel un gouvernement pourrait 
se voir enlever le pouvoir de traiter de toute ques
tion interessant sa juridiction nationale. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que les representants 
auront jusqu'au S mai 1949, 18 heures, pour con
sulter leurs gouvernements sur l'opportunite 
d'ajouter a l'article 2 un paragraphe propose par 
la delegation des Pays-Bas ( A/C.3/ 494). 

Le President demande a la Commission de pas
ser au vote sur }'article 2. II mettra aux voix, en 
premier lieu, l'amendement du Royaume-Uni, 
ainsi que tous les amendements proposes a ce der
nier ( A/C.3 /W.15), etant donne que le texte du 
Royaume-Uni est celui qui s'eloigne le plus du 
texte primitif. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) annonce que, vu la 
decision du President, ii presentera sa proposition 
sous la forme d'un amendement a l'amendement 
du Royaume-Uni, et non d'un amendement au 
texte initial. II propose done d'inserer les mots: "et 
pour prevenir la propagande fasciste, la diffusion 
de nouvelles favorables aux mesures discrimina
toires basees sur la race, la nationalite ou la reli
gion et la propagande en faveur d'une troisieme 
guerre mondiale" apres les mots: "securite natio
nale" clans le texte du Royaume-Uni. 

M. BAGDADI (Egypte) appuie la proposition du 
Mexique tendant a ajouter les mots "l'ordre public 
et de" avant les mots "la securite nationale". Si 
cet amendement est adopte, l'Egypte retirera son 
propre amendement au texte primitif. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement du 
Mexique tendant a inserer les mots "l'ordre public 
et de" avant les mots "la securite nationale". 

Par 15 voix contre 7, avec 20 abstentions, 
l' amendement est adopte. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) demande que son 
amendement soit mis aux voix en trois parties 
distinctes, et que le vote ait lieu par appel nominal. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la premiere partie 
de l'amendement de la Pologne, tendant a ajouter 
les mots: "pour prevenir la propagande fasciste". 

ll est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par le Chili, dont le nom 

est tire au sort par le President. 
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In favour: Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, Guate
mala, Poland, Ukrainian Socialist Soviet Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic. 

Against: Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Do
minican Republic, Honduras, India, Liberia, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Phil
ippines, Sweden, Turkey, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, Vene
zuela, Australia, Belgium, Canada. 

Abstaining: China, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Egypt, 
France, Greece, Haiti, Iran, Mexico, Pakistan, 
Peru, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Uruguay, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Brazil. 

The first part of the amendment was rejected by 
22 'uotes to 8, with 17 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second part 
of the Polish amendment for the insertion of the 
words " ( for the prevention of) the diffusion of 
reports for racial, national or religious discrimina
tion". 

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows: 

Iceland, having been dra'wn by lot by the Chair
man, was called upon t,o vote first: 

In favour: Mexico, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, Byelorus
sian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cuba, Czechoslo
vakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Haiti. 

Against: Liberia, Norway, Sweden, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, United States of 
America, Australia, Canada, Denmark, Greece. 

Abstaining: India, Iran, Netherlands, New Zea
land, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Turkey, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Afghanistan, Argentina, 
Belgium, Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, France, 
Honduras. 

The second part of the aimendment was adopted 
by 14 votes to 10, with 23 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the third part 
of the Polish amendment for the insertion of the 
words, "and the propaganda for a third world 
war". 

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

'Was called upon to vote first: 

In favour: Syria, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repub
lic, Czechoslovakia, Guatemala, Poland. 

Against: Sweden, Turkey, Union of South Af
rica, United Kingdom, United States of America, 
Australia, Belgium, Canada, Cuba, Denmark, 
Greece, Honduras, Liberia, Nether lands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines. 

Abstaining: Uruguay, Venezuela, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethi
opia, France, Haiti, India, Iran, Mexico, Pakistan, 
Saudi Arabia. 

The third part of the amendment was rejected 
by 19 votes to 8, with 20 abstentions. 

I 

V otent pour: Tchecoslovaquie, Ethiopie, Guate
mala, Pologne, Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes sovie
tiques, Y ougoslavie, Republique socialiste sovie
tique de Bielorussie. 

V otent contre : Chili, Colombie, Cuba, Dane
mark, Republique Dominicaine, Honduras, Inde, 
Liberia, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Norvege, 
Panama, Philippines, Suede, Turquie, Union Sud
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-U nis d' Amerique, 
Venezuela, Australie, Belgique, Canada. 

S'abstiennent: Chine, Costa-Rica, Equateur, 
Egypte, France, Grece, Haiti, Iran, Mexique, 
Pakistan, Perou, Arabie saoudite, Syrie, Uruguay, 
Afghanistan, Argentine, Bresil. 

Par 22 voix contre 8, avec 17 abstentions, la 
premiere partie de l'amendement est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la deuxieme partie 
de l'amendement de la Pologne, tendant a ajouter 
les mots.: "(pour prevenir) la diffusion de nou
velles favorables aux mesures discriminatoires 
basees sur la race, la nationalite OU la religion". 

ll est procede au vote par appel nominal. 

L'appel commence par l'Islande, dont le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

V otent pour: Mexique, Pologne, Arabie saou
dite, Syrie, Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Y ougoslavie, Republique socialiste 
sovietique de Bielorussie, Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, 
Egypte, Ethiopie, Guatemala, Haiti. 

Votent contre: Liberia, Norvege, Suede, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Ame
rique, Australie, Canada, Danemark, Grece. 

S'abstiennent: Incle, Iran, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, Pakistan, Panama, Perou, Philippines, 
Turquie, Uruguay, Venezuela, Afghanistan, Ar
gentine, Belgique, Bresil, Chili, Chine, Colombie, 
Costa-Rica, Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, 
France, Honduras. 

Par 14 voix contre 10, avec 23 abstentions, la 
deuxieme partie de l'amendement est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la troisieme partie 
de l'amendement de la Pologne, tendant a ajouter 
les mots: "et la propagande en faveur d'une troi
sieme guerre mondiale". 

ll est procede aii vote par appel nominal. 
L' appel commence par le Siam, dont le nom est 

tire au sort par le President. 

V otent pour: Syrie, Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Y ougoslavie, Republique socialiste 
sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, Guate
mala, Pologne. 

Votent contre: Suede, Turquie, Union Sud
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
Australie, Belgique, Canada, Cuba, Danemark, 
Grece, Honduras, Liberia, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande, N orvege, Panama, Perou, Philippines. 

S'abstiennent: Uruguay, Venezuela, Afghanis
tan, Argentine, Bresil, Chili, Chine, Colombie, 
Costa-Rica, Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, 
Egypte, Ethiopie, France, Haiti, Inde, Iran, 
Mexique, Pakistan, Arabie saoudite. 

Par 19 voix contre 8, avec 20 abstentions, la 
troisieme partie de l'amendement est rejetee. 
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Ecuadorian 
amendment for the insertion of the words "anarchy 
or crime" after the words ''for the prevention of''. 

The au.·cndment ,ms rejected b31 24 votes to 2, 
1uith 18 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Philippines 
amendment for the insertion of the words "dis
order or incitement to violent alteration of the 
system of government'', after the words "for the 
prevention of". 

The amendment was rejected by 21 votes to 3, 
with 22 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United States 
proposal ( A/C.3/466) for the deletion of the 
words "or crime" after "disorder". 

The proposal ·was rejected by 28 votes to 5, with 
12 abstentions. 

Mr. 1HNDEZ (Philippines) withdrew his 
amendment for the insertion of the words "morals 
and the freedom of worship" because of the adop
tion of the second part of the Polish amendment, 
which covered his point. 

The CHAIRMAN put before the Committee the 
French amrndment for the insertion of the words 
"for the protection of youth against those publica
tions intended for it which are dangerous to it" 
( A/C.3/\Y.I 5). 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that he preferred 
the words la moralite publique rather than la 
morale publique in the French text of the United 
Kingdom amendment. 

l le explained that the purpose of the French 
amendment was to make ~ure that the new French 
legislation on the protection of youth against those 
publications which, being intended for youth, were 
dangerot;s to it, did not conflict with the text of 
that article. He asked if tl,e Cnited Kingdom text 
covered such a prohibition. 

>.Tr. D.w,Es ( f'nited Kingdom) replied that the 
French amendment was covered by the words "for 
the protection of public safety, health or 
·morals". 

}fr. K,YSER ( France) withdrew the French 
amendment in view of the explanation given by 
the Cnited Kingdom representative. 

l\Ir. \'AN HEUVEN GmmBRT (Netherlands) 
reintroduced the French amendment because he 
felt that its c:pecific provisions would still be useful. 

l\Ir. Ts.\RAPKIN CCnion of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) asked the Netherlands representative 
whether he intended giving a political interpreta
tion to the French amendment and whether he 
intended it as a means of prohibiting political 
publications for youth. If so, the Netherlands rep
resentative was thinking of political publications 
rather than of public morals. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
l'Equateur, tendant a ajouter les mots: "I'anar
chie ou les agissements criminels" apres Ies mots : 
"pour prevenir". 

Par 24 voi:r contre 2, avec 18 abstentions, 
l' amendement est re jet e. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement des 
Philippines, tendant a ajouter les mots: "les 
troubles ou l'incitation a changer par la violence 

[ le systeme du gouvernement" apres les mots: 
' "pour prevenir". 

Par 21 voi:r contre 3.. avec 22 abstentions, 
l' amendement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition des 
Etats-Unis ( A/C.3/466) tendant a supprimer les 
mots "ou les agissements criminels" apres le mot 
"troubles". 

Par 28 ·voi:r contre 5, avt?c 12 abstentions, la 
proposition est rejetee. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) retire son amende
ment tendant a !'insertion des mots : "la morale 
publique et la liberte des cultes", car le but de 
son amendement est atteint a la suite de !'adoption 
de la deuxieme partie de l'amendement de la 
Pologne. 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a se pro
noncer sur l'amendement de la France, tendant 
a ajouter les mots: "pour proteger la jeunesse 
contre celles des publications qui lui sont destinees 
et qui sont dangereuses pour elle" (A/C.3/W.15). 

M. KAYSER (France) indique que, clans le 
texte fran<;ais de l'amendement du Rovaume-Uni, 
il prefererait que l' on emploie les • mots : "la 
moralite publique" au lieu de: "la morale publi
que". 

II explique que l'amendement frani;a:s a pour 
but de s'assurer que la nouvelle legislation fran
i;aise relative a la protection de la jeunesse contre 
les publications qui lui sont destinees et qui sont 
dangereuses pour elle ne contreviendra pas au 
texte de !'article. II voudrait savoir si le texte 
du Royaume-Uni contient l'idee de l'amendement 
fran~is. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) estime que le but 
vise par l'amendement fran~is est atteint par les 
mots : "pour proteger la securite, la sante OU 

la 1noralite publiques". 

M. KAYSER (France) retire l'amendement de 
la France, en raison de !'explication donnee par 
le representant du Royaume-Uni. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) re
prend a son compte l'amendement de la France, 
car il estime que ses dispositions precises presen
tent un interet certain. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) demande si le representant des 
Pays-Bas entend interpreter l'amendement de la 
France dans un sens politique et si, en conse
quence, il le considere comme un moyen d'inter
dire les publications politiques destinees a la jeu
nesse. Si tel est le cas, les considerations du 
representant des Pays-Bas relevent de la poli
tique et non de la moralite publique. 
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:\fr. v AN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
replied that he had no political publications in 
mind, but felt that the words "public morals" were 
too vague to cover measures taken for the protec
tion of youth. 

The CHAIRMAN put the Netherlands amend
ment to the vote. 

The amendment was not adopted, 10 votes being 
cast in favour and 10 against, with 26 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Ecuadorian 
amendment for the insertion of the words "natural 
or legal" after the words "the rights of other". 

The amendment was adopted by 16 votes to 12, 
•with 19 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United States 
amendment (A/C.3/466) which suggested that the 
end of the United Kingdom text should be modi
fied to read: "and for maintaining the fair admin
istration of justice". 

The aimendment was adopted by 24 votes to 7, 
with 12 abstentions. 

Mr. MENESES PALLARES (Ecuador) did not 
agree that the preceding vote eliminated his own 
amendment and requested that a separate vote 
should be taken on his amendment proposing the 
wording "and for maintaining the authority and 
the fair administration of justice". 

The CHAIRMAN put the Ecuadorian amendment 
to the vote. 

That amend1nent was adopted by 10 votes to 9, 
with 23 abstentions. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said that there 
seemed to have been some misunderstanding over 
the vote just taken. The United States amend
ment had originally been submitted in document 
A/C.3/466 in the form of a substitution for the 
entire phrase "the authority and impartiality of the 
judiciaty" in the United Kingdom text. It would 
be quite unnecessary to include both expressions in 
the article and he therefore proposed that the Com
mittee should reconsider the vote it had just taken. 

Mr. MENESES PALLARES (Ecuador) said that he 
would withdraw his amendment, in view of the 
r~arks made by _the United K.ingdom representa
tive, if the Committee agreed to reconsider its vote. 

The CHAIRMAN put the motion for annulment to 
the vote. 

The result of the vote was 32 in favour, none 
against and 9 abstentfons. The motion was adopted, 
having obtm"ned the required two--thirds majority. 

The GHAIRM.\N put to the vote the Ecuadorian 
amendment for the addition of the words "for pre
venting the diffusion of false or distorted reports 
which undermine friendly relations between 
peoples or States". 

The amendment was adopted by 22 ·votes to 11, 
with 7 abstC'nfions. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) pre
cise qu'il n'est pas question dans son esprit des 
publications politiques, mais qu'il juge que !'ex
pression "la moralite publique" est trop vague 
pour comprendre Jes mesures a prendre pour pro
teger la jeunesse. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement des 
Pays-Bas. 

Il y a 10 voix pour, 10 voix contre et 26 absten
tions. L'amendement n'est pas adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
l'Equateur tendant a ajouter les mots: "des autres 
personnes physiques ou morales" apres les mots: 
"pour proteger Jes droits". 

Par 16 voix contre 12, avec 19 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement des 
Etats-Unis (A/C.3/466) tendant a modifier ainsi 
la fin du texte du Royaume-Uni: "et pour assurer 
une administration equitable de la justice". 

Par 24 voix contre 7, avec 12 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

M. MENESES PALLARES ( Equateur) fait remar
quer que le vote precedent ne peut pas etre con
sidere comme eliminant l'amendement de l'Equa
teur; il demande en consequence que l'on mette 
aux voix separement son amendernent, tendant 
a l'emploi des mots: "faire respecter l'autorite 
et !'administration equitable de la justice". 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix. l'amendement de 
l'Equateur. 

Par 10 voix cofftre 9, avec 23 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) pense qu'il y a 
un certain malentendu a propos du vote qui 
vient d'intervenir. L'amendement des Etats-Unis, 
tel qu'il a ete tout d'abord presente dans le docu
men A/C.3/466, avait pour but de remplacer 
dans le texte du Royaume-Uni tout le membre 
de phrase: "et pour faire respecter l'autorite et 
l'impartialite de la magistrature". Il est complete
ment inutile de faire figurer les deux expressions 
dans le texte de !'article; M. Davies propose en 
consequence que la Commission revienne sur le 
vote qu'elle vient d'admettre. 

M. MENESES p ALLARES ( Equateur) declare que, 
compte tenu des observations presentees par le 
representant du Royaume-Uni, il est dispose a 
retirer son amendement si la Commission accepte 
de revenir sur le vote auquel elle vient de pro
ceder. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la motion tendant 
a annuler le demier vote. 

Il y a 32 voix pour, zero contre, et 9 absten
tions. Ayant obtenu la -m.ajorite requise des deu.r 
tiers, la motion est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
l'Equateur tendant a ajouter Jes mots: "pour 
empecher la diffusion de nouvelles fausses ou 
deformees qui nuisent aux relations amicales entre 
peuples ou entre Etats". 

Par 22 voix contre 11, avec 7 abstentions, 
I f'amendement est adopte. 
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Mr. WouLBROUN (Belgium) asked for an ex
planation of the additional sub-paragraph ( k) 
submitted by the French delegation. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) explained that his 
amendment was intended to prevent the establish
ment of monopolies and to ensure equality of op
portunity, which was so essential to true freedom 
of information. The idea of eliminating economic 
obstacles likely to hamper the free flow of infor
mation was not a new one; it had been included in 
annex B of the Final Act of the United Nations 
Conference on Freedom of Information, as a part 
of the proposed article 17 of the draft covenant 
on human rights. 

After some discussion on drafting, the CHAIR
MAN put the French amendment to the vote modi
fied as follows: "or for the removal of economic 
obstacles which may hamper the free dissemination 
of information". 

The amendment was adopted by 13 votes to 11, 
with 18 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the text 
submitted by the United Kingdom for article 2, 
paragraph 1, as amended by the preceding votes. It 
read as follows : 

"The exercise of the freedoms referred to in 
article 1 carried with it duties and responsibilities 
and may therefore be subject to certain penalties, 
liabilities and restrictions clearly defined by law 
and necessary only in the interest of public order 
and national security; for the prevention of the 
diffusion of reports for racial, national or religious 
discrimination; for the prevention of disorder or 
crime; for the protection of public safety, health 
or morals; for the protection of the rights of other 
natural or legal persons; for preventing the dis
closure of information received in confidence; for 
maintaining the fair administration of justice; for 
preventing the diffusion of false or distorted re
ports which undermine friendly relations between 
peoples or States; or for the removal of economic 
obstacles which may hamper the free dissemination 
of information." 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said that he 
could no longer sponsor the text which had origi
nally been submitted in the name of his delegation, 
since it had been altered beyond all recognition by 
the subsequent amendments. He would therefore 
be obliged to vote against the text. 

Article 2, paragraph 1, as amended, was adopted 
by 18 ·uotes to 12, with 12 abstentions. 

Mr, ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopia) said that he had 1 

voted in favour of the first part of the Polish 
amendment because his country had suffered 
greatly from the atrocities perpetrated by the fas
cists and he felt that no opportunity should be lost 
for emphasizing the need to prevent a revival of 
fascism. 

He had voted in favour of the second part of 
the Polish amendment because it was clearly in con
formity with the provisions of the Charter. 

The meeting rose at 6.35 p.m. 

M. W ouLBROUN (Belgique) desire quelques 
eclaircissements a propos de l'alinea supplemen
taire k) dont la delegation de la France propose 
!'insertion. 

M. KAYSER (France) indique que son amen
dement tend a eviter l'etablissement de mono
poles et a assurer a tous des chances egales, ce 
qui est une condition essentielle de la veritable 
liberte de !'information. L'idee d'eliminer les 
obstacles d'ordre economique qui peuvent s'oppo
ser a la libre diffusion de !'information n'est pas 
neuve; elle est exprimee a l'annexe B de l' Acte 
final de la Conference des Nations Unies sur la 
libert/J de !'information, comme partie integrante 
de !'article 17 du projet de pacte des droits de 
l'homme. 

Apres une discussion sur des questions de 
redaction, le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amende
ment de la France, modifie comme suit: "ou pour 
supprimer Jes obstacles d'ordre economique qui 
peuvent s'opposer a la libre diffusion de !'infor
mation". 

Par 13 voix contre 11, avec 18 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le texte soumis 
pour le paragraphe 1 de !'article 2 par le Royaume
U ni, tel qu'il a ete amende. Ce texte est le suivant: 

''L'exercice des libertes mentionnees a !'article 
premier comporte des devoirs et des responsabi
lites et peut en consequence etre soumis a cer
taines sanctions, conditions et restrictions claire
ment definies par la loi et necessaires seulement 
clans l'interet de l'ordre public et de la securite 
nationale ; pour prevenir la diffusion de nouvelles 
favorables aux mesures discriminatoires basees 
sur la race, la nationalite ou la religion; pour 
prevenir les troubles ou les agissements criminels; 
pour proteger la securite, la sante OU la moralite 
publiques ; pour proteger Jes droits des autres 
personnes physiques ou morales; pour empecher 
la divulgation de renseignements confidentiels; 
pour assurer une administration equitable de la 
justice; pour empecher la diffusion de nouvelles 
fausses ou deformees qui nuisent aux relations 
amicales entre peuples ou entre Etats ; ou pour 
supprimer les obstacles cl'ordre economique qui 
peuvent s'opposer a la Iibre diffusion de !'informa
tion." 

M. DAvrns (Royaume-Uni) declare qu'il ne 
peut plus accepter la paternite du texte originaire
ment presente au nom de sa delegation, ce dernier 
ayant ete modifie par Jes amendements subse
quents au point d'etre entierement meconnais
sable. C'est pourquoi ii se verra oblige de voter 
contre ce texte. 

Par 18 voix contrc 12, avec 12 abstentions, 
le paragraphe 1 de !'article 2, tel qu'il a ete amende, 
est adopte. 

M. AUfAYEHOU (Ethiopie) declare qu'il a vote 
en faveur de la premiere partie de l'amendement 
de la Pologne parce que son pays a grandement 
souffert des atrocites commises par les fascistes 
et qu'il estime qu'on ne doit laisser passer aucune 
occasion d'insister sur la necessite de prevenir 
la renaissance du fascisme. 

II a vote en faveur de la deuxieme partie de 
I'amendement de la Pologne parce que cette der
niere est manifestement conforme aux dispositions 
de la Charte. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 35. 
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TWO HUNDRED AND FOURTEENTH 
MEETING 

II eld at Lake Success, New York, 
on Wednesday, 4 }1fay 1949, at 11 a.m.. 

Chairnwn: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon) 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON FREEDOM OF INFORMATION 

( E/ 1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 2 ( continued) 

Mr. MAYRAND (Canada) explained that his dele
gation had voted against paragraph 1 of article 2 
because of the provision on the diffusion of false 
and distorted reports. Although his delegation had, 
like other delegations, realized at the Conference 
on the Freedom of Information, the need to com
bat the diffusion of false or distorted reports, it had 
voted against the Indian proposal.1 It had feared 
that the adoption of such a provision might lead to 
abuse; indeed, Governments might, by virtue of 
that provision, introduce censorship in time of 
peace. Since the Committee had not yet adopted 
any specific provisions concerning peacetime cen
sorship in the draft convention under discussion, 
his delegation had voted against article 2. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) regretted 
that the Committee had succeeded only in adopting 
one vague article as a result of the vote taken at 
the previous meeting. 

While he did not doubt the United Kingdom dele
gation's good intention in proposing its amend
ment, he deplored the fact that, after its splendid 
defence of the principles it had wished to see 
included in article 1, it had drafted an article 2 
which was so out of keeping with legislative tech
nique. Moreover, some of the amendments adopted 
to that article had further added to the question
able character of its text. 

His delegation had voted against the adoption 
of the new article 2, since it had considered the 
original article much clearer and better. 

Mr. ANDREN (Sweden) thought it regrettable 
that, by its vote at the 213th meeting, the Com
mittee had approved of a text such as that of article 
2, which was a mass of absurdities. His delegation 
could only disapprove of the Committee's decision 
on that point. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that his delegation had voted against paragraph 1 
of article 2, although it had originally been respon
sible for it. 

\Vhen the draft convention had been prepared at 
the Geneva Conference, the United Kingdom dele
gation had realized that it was essential to restrict 
the freedoms mentioned in article 1 to a certain 
extent. It had, however, tried since then to draft a 
text which would avoid the danger of a too !imita
tive list. It regretted that it had failed to satisfy 

1 See E/Coof.6/C.l/SR.17. 

DEUX CENT QUATORZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le ntercredi 4 niai 1949, a 11 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

149. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Commil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LALIBERTE DE 
L'INFORMATION (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article 2 (suite) 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) tient a preciser que la 
delegation canadienne a vote contre le paragraphe 
1 de l'article 2 en raison de la clause relative a la 
diffusion des nouvelles fausses OU deformees. A 
ce propos, ii rappelle que bien que sa delegation, 
au meme titre que les autres, ait reconnu lors de 
la Conference sur la liberte de !'information la 
necessite de combattre la diffusion de nouvelles 
fausses OU deformees, elle a vote contre la propo
sition de l'Inde1 . Sa delegation craignait en effet 
que !'adoption d'une telle clause n'ouvrit la porte 
a des abus ; les gouvernements pouvaient en fait, 
en vertu de cette disposition, instituer la censure 
en temps de paix. Etant donne que la Commis
sion n'a pas encore adopte de dispositions speciales 
au sujet de la censure en temps de paix dans le 
projet de convention en discussion, la delegation 
du Canada a vote contre !'article 2. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) regrette 
que Jes efforts de la Commission n'aient abouti, par 
suite du vote intervenu a la seance precedente, 
qu'a !'adoption d'un article. 

Le representant de l' Argentine n'entend pas 
mettre en doute les bonnes intentions qui ont 
amene la delegation du Royaume-Uni a proposer 
son amendement, mais il deplore le fait que, apres 
avoir si bien defendu les principes qu'elle a tenu a 
voir inserer dans le texte de !'article premier, 
cette delegation ait ete !'auteur d'un article 2 aussi 
peu conforme a la technique legislative. De plus, 
il fait remarquer que certains des amendements 
adoptes a cet article ont ajoute encore au caractere 
tres contestable du texte. 

L'article primitif lui paraissant beaucoup plus 
clair et meilleur, la delegation de !'Argentine a 
vote contre !'adoption du nouvel article 2. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) estime regrettable que la 
Commission, par le vote qu'elle a emis a sa 213eme 
seance, ait sanctionne un texte tel que celui de 
!'article 2, qui constitue une somme d'absurdites. 
Pour sa part, la delegation de la Suede ne peut 
que desapprouver la decision de la Commission 
sur ce point. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) souligne que sa 
delegation a vote contre le paragraphe 1 de !'article 
2 bien qu'elle fut a l'origine de ce texte. 

Lorsque le projet de convention a ete elahore a 
la Conference de Geneve, la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni n'a pas manque de se rendre compte 
qu'il etait indispensable de restreindre, dans une 
certaine mesure, les libertes mentionnees a !'article 
premier. Cependant, depuis, elle a essaye de pre
senter un texte qui cvitat l'ecueil d'une enumera-

' Voir E/Conf.6/C.1/SR.17. 
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some of the delegations which, by suggesting 
amendments to his amendments, had contributed 
to the creation of that monster for which he was 
being held responsible. 

In his opinion, the Committee could only pro
duce a good piece of work if it formally revoked 
its decision and undertook a fresh examination of 
the defective text. If the Committee wanted to do 
that, the United Kingdom delegation would again 
make every effort to co-operate in drafting a better 
text. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia.) said that if the 
Committee were to re-draft that article, as amended 
by the proposals which had been adopted, without, 
however, changing its substance, his delegation 
would be glad to be able to give its final approval 
to the new text. 

:'.\fr. CANHAM (United States of America) re
gretted the unfortunate situation in which the Com
mittee found itself owing to circumstances and to 
the speed at which it was being required to com
plete its business. His delegation wholeheartedly 
agreed with the United Kingdom representative's 
statement. It sincerely hoped that the Committee 
would be able to overcome the difficulties it had met 
in connexion with that article, and that it would 
be able to find a basis for agreement which would 
be supported by a large majority. 

Mr. NORI EGA (Mexico) thought that the point 
of view of one single country could not be taken 
into consideration at an international conference, 
and that a mean level of mutual understanding had 
to be reached. A number of difficulties encountered 
by the Committee could be avoided if it were to 
agree to regard the decisions taken on the draft 
conventions as a first reading of the text. It would 
then be possible to reconsider the provisions al
ready adopted without the necessity of a two-thirds 
majority vote. 

As his delegation had always been anxious to 
guarantee the principles of freedom, it had not 
been able to support an article the effect of which 
would be to restrict rights embodying those prin
ciples. After the war which had been fought in 
defence of mankind's freedom, the Committee had 
the moral duty of establishing that freedom by 
bringing the work entrusted to it to a successful 
issue. It could not, therefore, limit itself to the one 
immediate objective of completing within the pre
scribed time the consideration of the items on its 
agenda, when principles of such importance to all 
the nations were involved. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Committee's 
rules of procedure did not allow it to regard the 
texts already adopted as provisional. He reminded 
the Committee of the provisions of rule 112 of the 
rules of procedure. which laid down that when a 
proposal had been adopted it could not be recon
sidered unless the Committee, by a two-thirds 
majority of the members present and voting, so 
-decided . 

. l\I r. KAYSER (France) explained that his dele
gation had voted against article 2 as a whole be
cause it did not think it was worthy to appear in 
an international convention in its existing form. 
His delegation also considered that an enumerative 
formula was preferable to a condensed text which 
was liable r.o develop into a monstrosity like the 
article the Committee had adopted. 

tion par trap eliminatoire. Elle regrette de n'avoir 
pu donner satisfaction a certaines delegations qui, 
en suggerant des modifications a son amendement, 
ont contribue a cette creation monstrueuse dont 
on lui reproche maintenant la paternite. 

A son avis, la Commission ne peut faire un bon 
travail qu'en revenant formellement sur sa deci
sion et en procedant a un nouvel examen d'un 
texte defectueux. Si c'est la le desir de la Com
mission, la delegation du Royaume-Uni se declare 
prete a faire de nouveau tous ses efforts pour 
cooperer a I'etablissement d'un texte meilleur. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) declare que, si 
la Commission peut parvenir a une nouvelle redac
tion de cet article tel qu'il a ete modifie par les 
amendements adoptes, sans toutefois en changer 
le fond, sa delegation sera heureuse de pouvoir 
sanctionner definitivement le nouveau texte. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) regrette 
que, par suite des circonstances et du rythme acce
lere auquel la Commission est tenue d'accomplir 
ses travaux, l'etat de choses ou se trouve la Com
mission soit aussi facheux. La delegation des 
Etats-Unis tient a s'associer sans reserve a la 
declaration du representant du Royaume-Uni. 
Elle espere sincerement que la Commission pourra 
ecarter les difficultes qu'elle rencontre a l'egard de 
cet article et qu'elle sera a meme de trouver une 
base d'accord reunissant une forte majorite. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) est d'avis que, clans une 
conference internationale, on ne peut tenir compte 
du point de vue d'un seul pays mais qu'il faut par
venir a un niveau moyen de comprehension 
mutuelle. Nombre de difficultes rencontrees par 
la Commission pourraient etre evitees si celle-ci 
acceptait de considerer les decisions intervenues 
sur les projets de convention comme une premiere 
lecture de ces textes. Cela permettrait de revenir 
sur Jes dispositions deja adoptees sans qu'un vote 
a la majorite de deux tiers soit necessaire. 

La delegation du Mexique, toujours soucieuse 
de garantir les principes de liberte, n'a pu donner 
sa voix a un article ayant pour effet de restreindre 
des droits qui consacrent ces principes. Apres une 
guerre livree pour la defense des libertes des peu
ples, la Commission se doit, en menant a bien la 
tache qui lui est confiee, de consacrer ces libertes. 
Elle ne peut done pas se limiter au seul but imme
diat d'epuiser en temps voulu les points inscrits a 
son ordre du jour, lorsqu'il y va de principes aussi 
importants pour toutes les nations. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que le reglement 
interieur de la Commission ne lui permet pas de 
considerer les textes adoptes comme provisoires. 
II rappelle Jes dispositions de !'article 112 du regle
ment interieur, qui stipule que la Commission ne 
peut revenir sur une decision formelle que par un 
vote a la majorite des deux tiers des membres. 

M. KAYSER (France) explique que si sa dele
gation a vote contre !'ensemble de !'article 2, c'est 
qu'elle n'estimait pas cet article digne de figurer, 
sous sa forme actuelle, dans une convention inter
nationale. Elle est d'avis egalement qu'une formule 
enumerative est preferable a un texte de synthese 
qui risque d'aboutir a une creation monstrueuse du 
genre de !'article adopte par la Commission. 
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The French delegation, which was always anxi
ous to see international agreement achieved, hoped 
that the Committee would be able to find a basis 
for conciliation which would enable it to draw up 
a final text giving full satisfaction to the majority 
of the members. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) submitted a formal 
proposal, under rule 112 of the rules of procedure, 
that the decision adopted by the Committee at the 
previous meeting should be reconsidered. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDIIART (Netherlands) 
thought like many of his colleagues that the de
cisions taken at the 213th meeting of the Committee 
were highly regrettable, in view of the fact that 
the field concerned was such an important one. The 
Committee's work was, in fact, to lay the founda
tion for international legislation governing free
dom of information ; the agreements the Commit
tee was to draw up must be instruments imposing 
legal obligations on the Contracting States, and 
their validity must of necessity extend over a very 
long period. It was obvious that a text answering 
those requirements could not be drawn up in a 
hurry. If the text did not satisfy the majority of 
the States, only a very small number of them 
would sign and ratify it and the Committee's 
efforts would have been in vain. 

He wished to dissuade the Committee from 
adopting the formal proposal submitted by the 
representative of the Philippines, because in his 
opinion, the re-opening of the discussion on a text 
which raised so manv difficulties would not facili
tate the work of the 'committee, which had only a 
few days left for the completion of a particularly 
heavy programme. It might perhaps be useful, as 
had already been suggested, to ask the Commission 
on Human Rights to draw up a text for article 2 
which would be more satisfactory than the article 
as it stood. 

The Netherlands delegation therefore formally 
proposed to adjourn the consideration of the draft 
convention to the following session of the General 
Assembly. 

Mr. JncKEL (Australia) was in foll agreement 
with the Netherlands representative. The Aus
tralian delegation had already on several occasions 
expressed its dissatisfaction at the haste with 
which the Committee was obliged to proceed and 
its fears that, in spite of all its efforts. the result 
would be an impasse. He had already suggested 
that article 2 should be referred for revision to the 
Commission on Human Rights, which would be 
meeting in the near future. 

The Australian delegation thought that if the 
Committee proceeded at once to a revision of 
article 2 it would not succeed in drafting a text 
any more satisfactory than the first. He therefore 
supported the Nether lands representative's pro
posal, it being dearly understood that the Commit
tee was not abandoning the preparation of the 
convention on freedom of information but simply 
postponing its consideration. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) shared the point 
of view of the Netherlands and Australian repre
sentatives, but was not absolutely in agreement 
with them regarding the steps the Committee 
should take. 

M. Kayser rappelle que sa delegation, toujours 
soucieuse de voir se realiser !'entente intematio
nale, espere que la Commission pourra trouver des 
bases de conciliation lui permettant d'etablir en 
definitive un texte qui donne entiere satisfaction 
a la majorite des membres. 

M. J\lE:NDEZ (Philippines) soumet une propo
sition formelle, en vertu de !'article 112 du regle
ment interieur, tendant a revenir sur la decision 
adoptee par la Commission a la seance precedente. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) estime, 
comme beaucoup de ses collegues, que les deci
sions intervenues a la 213eme seance de la Com
mission sont extremement regrettables, vu qu'il 
s'agit d'un domaine aussi capital. La tache de la 
Commission consiste en effet a jeter les bases de 
la legislation intemationale reglementant la liberte 
de !'information; les accords que la Commission 
est amenee a rediger doivent etre des instruments 
imposant des obligations juridiques aux Etats 
contractants et dont la validite devra necessaire
ment s'etendre sur une tres tongue periode. II est 
certain qu'on ne saurait etablir dans la precipita
tion un texte qui reponde a ces exigences. Si le 
texte ne donne pas satisfaction a la majorite des 
Etats, il ne sera signe et ratifie que par un tout 
petit nombre d'entre eux et les efforts de la Com
mission auront ete vains. 

Le representant des Pays-Bas voudrait dissua
der la Commission d'adopter la proposition for
melle soumise par le representant des Philip
pines, car, a son avis, rouvrir la discussion d'un 
texte qui suscite tant de difficultes ne faciliterait 
pas les travaux de la Commission: il ne reste a. 
celle-ci que quelques jours pour venir a bout d'un 
programme de travail particulierement charge. Il 
y aurait peut-etre interet a demander a la Com
mission des droits de l'homme, ainsi qu'il a deja 
ete suggere, d'elaborer pour !'article 2 un texte 
plus satisfaisant que l'article actuel. 

La delegation des Pays-Bas propose done for
mellement de renvoyer l'examen du projet de 
convention a la prochaine session de l' Assemblee 
generale. 

M. J OCKEL ( Australie) se declare entierement 
d'accord avec le representant des Pays-Bas. La 
delegation australienne a deja manifeste a maintes 
reprises son mecontentement devant la precipita
tion avec laquelle la Commission est contrainte de 
proceder et a manifeste la crainte que, malgre tous 
les efforts accomplis, elle n'aboutisse a une im
passe. M. Jackel rappelle qu'il a deja suggere de 
transmettre !'article 2, pour revision, a la Com
mission des droits de l'homme, qui se reunira pro
chainement. 

La delegation australienne estime que la Com
mission, en procedant sur-le-champ a une revi
sion de l'article 2, ne parviendrait pas a rediger 
un texte plus satisfaisant que le pr!tmier. M. Jockel 
soutient done la proposition du representant des 
Pays-Bas, etant bien entendu que la Commission 
n'abandonne pas l'elaboration de la convention 
relative a la liberte de l'information, mais en 
ajourne simplement l'examen. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) partage le point 
de vue des representants des Pays-Bas et de l' Aus
tralie, mais n'est pas absolument de l'avis de ces 
derniers en ce qui concerne les mesures que la 
Commission devrait prendre. 
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It must not be forgotten that the essential work 
of the Commission on Human Rights would be 
the consideration of a draft covenant on human 
rights; that important task might take months, if 
not years. It followed that to refer article 2 of the 
convention to that Commission would mean post
poning its adoption to an indefinite date, certainly 
very far ahead. 

The United Kingdom delegation could not 
share the pessimism of the Netherlands represen
tative and it did not abandon all hope of being able 
to retain article 2, ill-conceived and imperfect as it 
was at the moment. It seemed that the wisest 
course would be to continue to examine the draft 
convention article by article, and to re-examine 
article 2 in a few days, if the Committee so decided. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) wished to acid the fol
lowing explanation to his statement : one of the 
articles of the covenant on human rights which the 
Human Rights Commission was to examine was 
identical in every detail to the original text of 
article 2 as it had been drafted at Geneva by the 
Conference on Freedom of Information. The 
Commission would therefore automatically have 
to examine that question and the Australian sug
gestion would not involve any extra work. 

Mr. FouRIE (Union of South Africa) thought 
that if the Committee decided, in accordance with 
the proposal made by the representative of the 
Philippines, to proceed immediately to a recon
sideration of article 2 it would inevitably come up 
against the same difficulties as before. It therefore 
seemed preferable to leave the question in abey
ance for a few days. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) noted that 
certain delegations had objected to the substance 
of article 2, while others, including the delegation 
of Argentina, had raised objections to its form. 

He would like to know whether, in the event of 
the acceptance of the Philippine representative's 
proposal, the Committee would be able to amend 
both the substance and the form of the article in 
question. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that in that case the 
Committee would be free to make any alterations 
of form and substance in article 2 which it deemed 
to he necessary. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) thought that if 
the proposal of the Netherlands representative 
were adopted, it would be advisable to add a state
ment to the effect that all the substantive amend
ments which had already been adopted by the 
Committee would be taken into full consideration. 
It was possible that when article 2 was recon
sidered, certain of the members of the Third Com
mittee who were the authors of those amendments 
would not be present. 

Mr. M1bmEz (Philippines) stated that if the 
Committee adopted his delegation's proposal, it 
would not mean that the article would have to be 
reconsidered immediately. 

i\Ir. CANHAM (United States of America) rec
ommended the Committee to give very careful con
sideration to the two proposals which had been 

It ne faut pas oublier que la Commission des 
droits de l'homme sera essentiellement chargee 
d'examiner un projet de pacte des droits de 
l'homme ; cette tache importante peut exiger des 
mois, sinon des annees. I1 s' ensuit que renvoyer 
}'article 2 de la convention a cette Commission 
serait en remettre !'adoption a une date indeter
minee, certainement tres lointaine. 

M. Davies ajoute que la delegation du Royaume
Uni ne peut partager le pessimisme du represen
tant des Pays-Bas et qu'elle n'abandonne pas tout 
espoir de pouvoir conserver !'article 2, tout batard 
et imparfait qu'il soit pour }'instant. It semble que 
le parti le plus sage serait de poursuivre l'examen 
du projet de convention article par article et 
d'etudier a nouveau !'article 2 clans quelques jours, 
si la Commission en decide ainsi. 

M. JocKEL (Australie) tient a apporter a sa 
declaration la precision suivante: l'un des articles 
du pacte des droits de l'homme que doit examiner 
la Commission des droits de l'homme est en tous 
points identique au texte initial de !'article 2 tel 
qu'il avait ete redige a Geneve par la Conference 
sur la liberte de !'information. La Commission 
devra done automatiquement examiner cette ques
tion et la suggestion de l' Australie ne lui impose
rait aucun supplement de travail. 

.'.\ii. FouRIE (Union Sud-Africaine) estime que 
si la Commission decide, conformement a la pro
position du representant des Philippines, de pro
ceder immecliatement a un nouvel examen de 
!'article 2, elle se heurtera immanquablement au 
meme ecueil que la veille. Il semble done prefera
ble de laisser la question en suspens pendant quel
ques jours. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) fait remar
quer que certaines delegations se sont elevees con
tre le fond de !'article 2 tandis que d'autres -
dont la delegation de 1' Argentine ont formule 
des objections au sujet de la forme donnee a cet 
article. 

M. Otano Vilanova aimerait savoir si, au cas ou 
la proposition du representant des Philippines eta1t 
acceptee, la Commission pourrait modifier a la 
fois le fond et la forme de !'article en question. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que la Commission serait, 
clans ce cas, libre d'apporter a !'article 2 toutes les 
modifications de forme et de fond qu'elle jugerait 
necessaires. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) est cl'avis qu'au 
cas ou la proposition du representant des Pays
Bas serait adoptee, il conviendrait d'introduire une 
addition indiquant que tous les amendements de 
fond deja adoptes par la Commission seront pris 
en consideration. En effet, il est a craindre qu'au 
moment ou aurait lieu la revision de l'artide 2, 
un certain nombre des membres de la Troisieme 
Commission, auteurs de ces amendements, ne 
soient pas presents. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) precise que, si la 
Commission adopte la proposition de sa delega
tion, cela ne signifiera pas que la revision de !'ar
ticle devra avoir lieu sur-le-champ. 

.'.vL CANHAM (Etats-Unis cl'Amerique) recom
mande a la Commission d'examiner avec la plus 
grande attention les deux propositions qui ont ete 
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submitted before taking a decision. He proposed 
that the voting should be postponed until the be
ginning of the afternoon meeting. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GOEDHART (Netherlands) did 
not object to the postponement of the vote on the 
two proposals until the following meeting. 

The Netherlands delegation thought it necessary 
to make a few remarks after the various speeches 
which had just been made. 

Some members had spoken glibly of resuming 
consideration of article 2 within a few days; yet if 
the General Assembly were to have the necessary 
time to study the draft conventions, the Committee 
would have to complete its consideration of the last 
draft convention in one week. 

Before leaving the Netherlands, he had received 
specific instructions from his Government concern
ing the adoption of the draft conventions. In re
drafting article 2, the Committee had considerably 
modified the meaning and scope of the convention. 
He could not, therefore, take a decision on the con
vention until he had consulted his Government. 

His delegation thought that, when the article 
was re-examined, all the decisions made by the 
Committee should be taken into consideration. He 
was therefore in entire agreement with the amend
ment proposed by Saudi Arabia. 

At the request of the CHAIRMAN, Mr. VAN 
HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) and Mr. MEN
DEZ (Philippines) both agreed that the vote on the 
proposals they had submitted should be postponed 
until the following meeting. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) did not think that the 
members of the Committee would have time be
fore the afternoon meeting to consult each other 
and reach an agreement. He therefore suggested 
that the vote on the proposals should be postponed 
until the following day. 

11r. RAO (India) proposed that the vote on the 
Netherlands representative's proposal should be 
postponed until a later date. 

Mr. INGEBRETSEN (Norway) said that his dele
gation was in favour of the Netherlands repre
sentative's proposal. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) shared the opinion of 
the French representative that an exchange of 
views among the delegations would certainly be 
profitable. The ]VIexican representative was con
vinced that the authors of the amendments had 
tried to improve the text of article 2 and had never 
intended it to be prejudicial to freedom of infor
mation. If some delegations did not consider article 
2 satisfactory, it was probably due to the fact that 
the same expression sometimes covered different 
legal concepts: thus the words "public order" which 
appeared in article 2 did not have the same mean
ing in the Anglo-Saxon languages as in the Latin 
languages. 

The Mexican delegation hoped, therefore, that 
the Committee would try to draft a more precise 
text which would not be open to different interpre
tations. 

presentees avant de prendre une decision, et pro
pose que le vote n'intervienne qu'au debut de la 
seance de l'apres-midi. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) ne voit 
aucune objection a ce que le vote sur les deux 
propositions n'ait lieu qu'a. la seance suivante. 

II declare que la delegation des Pays-Bas estime 
necessaire de presenter quelques observations a la 
suite des diverses interventions qui viennent 
d'avoir lieu. 

Certains membres parlent sans hesitation de 
reprendre l'examen de !'article 2 dans quelques 
jours; or, pour que l' Assemblee generale dispose 
du temps necessaire pour examiner les projets de 
convention, i1 faut que la Commission mene a 
bonne fin en une semaine l'examen du dernier 
projet. 

M. van Heuven Goedhart declare qu'il a rec;u 
de son gouvernement, avant son depart des Pays
Bas, des instructions precises au sujet de l'adop
tion des projets de convention. En donnant une 
nouvelle forn1e a l'article 2, la Commission a 
modifie de fac;on considerable le sens et la portee 
de la convention; le representant des Pays-Bas 
ne pourra done se prononcer sur la convention 
avant de s'etre mis en rapport avec son gouverne
ment. 

M. van Reuven Goedhart precise que, dans 
l'esprit de sa delegation, il devra etre tenu compte 
de toutes les decisions prises par la Commission 
au moment ou sera repris l'examen de !'article. II 
approuve done entierement la proposition de 
I' Arabie saoudite. 

A la demande du PRESIDENT, M. VAN REUVEN 
GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) et M. MENDEZ (Philip
pines) acceptent tous deux que le vote sur les 
propositions qu'ils ont presentees soit reporte a 
la seance suivante. 

M. KAYSER (France) ne pense pas que les 
membres de la Commission aient, d'ici l'apres
midi, le temps materiel de se concerter et de par
venir a un accord. Il suggere done de remettre le 
vote sur les propositions a la seance du jour 
suivant. 

M. RAO (Inde) propose, pour sa part, de 
reporter le vote sur la proposition du representant 
des Pays-Bas a une date plus eloignee. 

M. INGEBRETSEN (Norvege) declare que sa 
delegation est en faveur de la proposition du repre
sentant des Pays-Bas. 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique) estime, comme le 
representant de la France, que des echanges de 
vues entre les delegations seront certainement 
profitables. Le representant du Mexique est con
vaincu que les auteurs des amendements se sont 
efforces d'ameliorer la forme de !'article 2, et 
n'ont jamais eu !'intention de porter atteinte a la 
liberte de !'information. Si !'article 2 n'a pu donner 
satisfaction a certaines delegations, cela semble 
du au fait qu'une meme expression comprend par
fois des conceptions juridiques differentes; c'est 
ainsi que les mots : "ordre public" qui figurent 
dans l'article 2 n'ont pas le meme sens dans les 
langues anglo-saxonnes et dans les langues latines. 

La delegation du Mexique espere done que la 
Commission procedera a la redaction d'un texte 
precis, qui ne donnera plus lieu a aucune diver
gence d'interpretation. 



322 

Mr. DAVIES ( United Kingdom) supported the 
French representative's proposal, He pointed out 
that the differences of opinion related to the sub
stance as well as the form of article 2 and that 
the question could not be settled without adequate 
reflection. 

The United Kingdom delegation, for its part, 
would be very sorry to see the Committee abandon 
the drafting of a convention which had been dis
cussed at length at Geneva and the importance of 
which had been duly recognized by the Conference 
on Freedom of Information. It therefore proposed 
that the Committee should continue without fur
ther delay the consideration of the other articles 
of the draft convention and resume consideration 
of article 2 when it deemed it advisable to do so. 

Mr. VAK REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
urged the Committee to take a decision at the 
afternoon meeting. 

His delegation was deeply interested in the con
ventions on freedom of information, on the prepa
ration of which it had collaborated at Geneva. It 
was not therefore suggesting that the draft under 
consideration should be simply abandoned; on 
the contrary, it was solely in the hope of seeing a 
better text drafted that it wished to postpone to 
the following session of the General Assembly 
the long and delicate task of drawing up an inter
national convention of such importance. That task 
could not be satisfactorily accomplished in the few 
days which the Committee still had at its disposal. 

Mr. GONZALEZ FERNAKDEZ (Colombia) stated 
that he agreed with the Netherlands proposal in 
principle. It entailed, however, a decision of great 
consequence, which could not be taken lightly. 
The Colombian delegation shared the opinion, 
therefore, that the Committee should wait before 
taking a decision on that point. In any event, it 
would be useless to continue the consideration of 
the other articles of the draft convention before 
deciding on the Netherlands proposal. That being 
so, it formally proposed that the Committee should 
adjourn its discussions immediately. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Colombian 
delegation's motion for adjournment. 

The motion was rejected by 18 votes to 9, 'Ulith 
15 abstentions. 

Mr. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) urged the Com
mittee to adhere to the decisions taken by a ma
jority vote of its members and to observe the 
rules of procedure. 

1fr. Sur2AN (Egypt) formally proposed that 
the Committee should close the discussion on the 
question of procedure and proceed to the considera
tion of article 3. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the motion of 
the Egyptian delegation for closure of the debate. 

The motion was adopted by 11 votes to none, 
,1.1ith 24 abstentions. 

Article 2, paragraph 2 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) stated that the Mexican 
delegation accepted the modifications proposed by 
the Netherlands representative to its amendment 
(A/C.3/417). 

The text would then read as follows: 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) appuie la sugges
tion du representant de la France. II fait remarquer 
que les divergences d'opinion portent autant sur 
le fond que sur la forme de l'article 2 et que la 
question ne peut etre tranchee sans plus ample 
reflexion. 

Pour sa part, la delegation du Royaume-Uni 
deplorerait vivement que l'on abandonnat la redac
tion d'une convention qui a deja fait l'objet de 
longues discussions a Geneve et dont la Confe
rence sur la liberte de l'information s'est plu a 
reconnaitre !'importance. Elle propose done que 
la Commission poursuive, sans plus attendre, 
l'examen des autres articles du projet de con
vention et reprenne celui de !'article 2 quand elle 
jugera opportun de le faire. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) insiste 
pour que la Commission prenne une decision a la 
seance de l'apres-midi. 

II tient a preciser que sa delegation est profon
dement attachee aux conventions relatives a la 
liberte de !'information, a !'elaboration desquelles 
elle a collabore a Geneve. Elle ne suggere done 
pas !'abandon pur et simple du projet actuellement 
a l'etude: au contraire, c'est uniquement clans 
l'espoir de voir etablir un texte meilleur qu'elle 
desire remettre a la prochaine session de 1' Assem
blee generale la tache longue et delicate d'etablir 
une convention internationale de !'importance de 
celle-ci. Cette tiiche ne saurait etre accomplie de 
maniere satisfaisante clans les quelques jours dont 
dispose encore la Commission. 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) declare 
approuver en principe la proposition des Pays
Bas. Mais c'est la une decision lourde de conse
quences et qui ne peut etre prise a la legere. La 
delegation de la Colombie partage done l'avis selon 
lequel la Commission devrait attendre pour se 
prononcer sur ce point. Toutefois, elle estime qu'il 
serait inutile de poursuivre l'examen des autres 
articles du projet de convention avant qu'on soit 
fixe sur le sort de la proposition des Pays-Bas. 
Dans ces conditions, elle propose formellement a 
la Commission d'ajourner immediatement ses 
debats. 

Le PRESIDEN"T met aux voix la motion d'ajour
nement presentee par la delegation de la Colombie. 

Par 18 voix contre 9, avec 15 abstentions, la 
motion est repoussee. 

M. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) exhorte la Com
mission a rester fidele aux decisions prises a la 
majorite de ses membres et a respecter le reglement 
interieur. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) propose formellement a 
la Commission de clore la discussion sur la ques
tion de procedure et de passer a l'examen de 
1' article 3. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la motion de cloture 
presentee par la delegation de l'Egypte. 

Par 11 voix contre zero, avec 24 abstentions, la 
motion est adoptee. 

Article 2, paragraphe 2 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) declare que la dele
gation du Mexique accepte les modifications que le 
representant des Pays-Bas a suggere d'apporter 
au texte de son amendement (A/C.3/417). 

Ce texte doit done se lire ainsi ; 
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"A Contracting State may establish on reason
able terms a right of reply or a similar corrective 
remedy so as to promote legislative measures 
whereby no newspaper, broadcasting station or any 
other means of information may refuse, subject to 
the application of its commercial tariff, to pub
lish information received for this purpose, subject 
only to the restrictions prescribed in the preceding 
article." 

The Mexican delegation would not urge the re
tention of its amendment if other delegations ob
jected to it. 

Mr. ScLTAN (Egypt) stated that his delegation 
warmly supported the Mexican amendment which 
was perfectly consistent with the national legisla
tion of his country, where the right of correction 
was established for all persons, natural or legal. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) expressed 
doubts with regard to the expression "on reason
able terms" which figured in both the Mexican 
amendment and the original text: on what criterion 
would States base their determination of what 
were reasonable terms? 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) was 
reluctant to raise any objection of principle to the 
Mexican amendment, as he understood its real ob
jective; furthermore, that amendment, in its new 
form, was no longer of a compulsory nature and 
it therefore became purely formal. 

The United States delegation, however, could 
not help wondering whether the Committee had 
the right to give a kind of moral sanction to a 
practice which, if it were followed to the letter. 
would lead to the establishment of real govern
ment control over the Press. It was, in fact, possible 
to visualize a situation in which newspapers would 
be obliged by their own Governments - which 
would themselves be bound by that provision of 
the convention to publish all communications of 
a political nature in the form of paid publicity. The 
publication of advertisements of a political nature 
was customary in the United States, but news
pa~ers were free to decide what was to appear in 
their columns_ and coul_d refu~e notices which they 
regarded as mcompattble with the principles of 
the poli~y they wis~ed to follow. The practice sug
gested m the Mexican amendment would be in
tolerable, since it would abolish the free will of 
newspapermen and woul.d constitute a flagrant vio
lation of the freedom of the Press . 
. Mr. C':n~am pointed out that there was nothing 
m the ongmal text of the draft convention which 
prevented States from enacting such measures if 
they so wished. 

:Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland) drew attention to 
the_f~ct that_in t~e United States the right to insert 
poht1cal notices m the Press in the form of paid 
publicity was available only to those who had suffi
cient means at their disposal to do so. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) withdrew the amend
ment submitted by his delegation. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) regretted the 
Mexican delegation's decision and stressed that it 
was important for small nations to be protected 
against the abuse of international news. 

"Tout Etat contractant pourra instituer, selon 
des modalites raisonnables, un droit de reponse 
ou un correctif analogue afin d'encourager !'adop
tion de mesures legislatives aux termes desquelles 
aucun journal, aucune station de radiodiffusion 
ou aucun autre moyen d'information ne pourra, 
sous reserve de !'application de son bareme com
mercial, refuser de publier des informations qui 
Jui sont adressees aux fins de rectification, a con
dition seulement qu'il tienne compte des restric
tions prescrites a !'article precedent." 

La delegation du Mexique n'insistera pas sur le 
rnaintien de cet amendernent s'il souleve des ob
jections de la part des autres delegations. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) declare que la delegation 
de l'Egypte accorde un appui chaleureux a l'amen
dement mexicain, qui correspond parfaitement aux 
dispositions de la legislation nationale de son pays, 
ou le droit de rectification est reconnu pour toute 
personne, physique ou morale. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) exprime ses 
doutes a l'egard des mots ·'selon des modalites 
raisonnables", qui figurent aussi bien dans l'arnen
dement mexicain que dans le texte primitif: sur 
quel critere les Etats devront-ils se fonder pour 
juger si les modalites sont raisonnables? 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Arnerique) hesite 
a formuler une objection de principe contre l'amen
dement du Mexique, car il en comprend l'objectif 
reel; de plus, cet amendement, sous sa nouvelle 
forme, n'a plus aucun caractere obligatoire et, a 
ce titre, devient purement academique. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis ne peut toutefois 
s'empecher de se demander si la Commission est 
fondee a donner une sorte de sanction morale a 
une pratique qui, si elle etait suivie a la lettre, 
aboutirait a I'etablissement d'une veritable main
mise du gouvernernent sur la presse. On peut 
imaginer, en effet, le cas ou les journaux seraient 
obliges par leurs propres gouvernements eux
memes lies par cette disposition de la convention 
a publier toute communication de caractere poli
tique sous forme de publicite payee. La pratique 
des annonces publicitaires de caractere politique est 
courante aux Etats-Unis, mais les journaux restent 
libres de decider de la teneur de leurs colonnes et 
de refuser Jes avis qui Ieur paraissent incompatibles 
avec Jes principes de la politique qu'ils desirent 
suivre. La pratique envisagee dans l'amendement 
du Mexique serait intolerable, car elle supprimerait 
le libre arbitre des journalistes et constituerait 
une violation flagrante de la liberte de la presse. 

M. Canham fait remarquer que rien dans le 
texte primitif dtt projet de convention n'empeche 
les Etats qui estimeraient necessaire de le faire 
d'instituer de telles mesures. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) souligne qu'aux 
Etats-Unis, le droit de faire inserer des commu
nications politiques clans la presse sous forme de 
publicite payee n'est ouvert qu'a ceux qui disposent 
de moyens suffisants pour ce faire. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) retire l'amendement 
presente par sa delegation. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) regrette cette 
decision de la delegation du Mexique. Il souligne 
combien ii est important pour les petites nations 
de se voir proteger contre les abus de !'information 
internationale. 
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Perhaps the best solution would be for the news
papermen's associations to establish a code of 
honour which would make provision for the obli
gation to publish corrections. That code could 
become an annex to the convention on freedom of 
information. 

Mr. ANDREN (Sweden) pointed out that States 
always had had and still retained the right of reply, 
if they wished to avail themselves of it. The pro
vision in question, which did not contain any legal 
obligation, therefore appeared superfluous. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) shared the 
views of the Swedish representative. \Vhile his 
delegation did not object to the inclusion in the 
convention of a principle which was generally ap
plied in national legislations, it could see no need 
for it. 

He reiterated his doubts concerning the words 
"on reasonable terms", and formally proposed their 
deletion. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal of 
the Argentine delegation to delete the words "on 
reasonable terms". 

The proposal was adopted by 10 votes to 7, with 
28 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of 
paragraph 2, worded as follows: 

"A Contracting State may establish a right of 
reply or a similar corrective remedy." 

That paragraph was adopted by 25 votes to 4, 
with 16 abstentions. 

It was decided that the paragraph should con
stitute the new article 3 of the draft convention. 

Article 3 

Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland) explained that his 
delegation was proposing (A/C.3/462) the dele
tion of the word "non-official" in the first para
graph of article 3, as Poland did not recognize any 
difference between official organizations and non
official organizations of persons employed in the 
dissemination of information to the public. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
stated that the fundamental purpose of the amend
ments submitted by his delegation ( A/C.3/466) 
was to clarify the meaning of the article. For that 
reason, his delegation had suggested replacing the 
word "encourage" by "favour", which had a more 
positive shade of meaning. Governments should 
not only encourage but should favour the estab
lishment of organizations of the type under dis
cussion by eliminating, for instance, the obstacles 
which might be placed in the way of their estab
lishment. 

The United States had several non-official or
ganizations whose task was to improve the general 
standard of news by constructive criticism bv com
bating abuse or by drawing up rules fo; profes
sional conduct. 

Mr. Canham drew the Committee's attention to 
the. additional phrase proposed in his amendment, 
which would form a link between the first para
graph and the subsequent sub-paragraphs. The 
Umtecl States delegation felt that the obligations 

II semble que le moyen le meilleur serait que les 
associations de journalistes etablissent un code 
d'honneur prevoyant !'obligation de publier les 
rectifications. Ce code pourrait etre annexe a la 
convention relative a la liberte de !'information. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) fait observer que les 
Etats ont toujours eu et gardent la faculte de 
consacrer le droit de reponse, s'ils le desirent. La 
disposition en question, qui ne contient aucune 
obligation juridique a cet egard, parait done super
fetatoire. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) appuie !'ob
servation du representant de la Suede. La dele
gation de I' Argentine ne voit pas, pour sa part, 
d'inconvenient a inserer dans la convention un 
principe generalement applique par les legislations 
nationales, mais elle n'en voit pas non plus la 
necessite. 

Enfin, M. Otano Vilanova reitere ses doutes a 
l'egard des mots: "selon des modalites raison
nables" et il en propose formellement la suppres
sion. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
la delegation de l' Argentine tendant a supprimer 
les mots "selon des modalites raisonnables". 

Par 10 voix contre 7, avec 28 abstentions, la 
proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble du 
paragraphe 2, redige comme suit: 

"Tout Etat contractant peut instituer un droit 
de reponse ou un correctif analogue". 

Par 25 voix contre 4, avec 16 abstentions, le 
paragraphe est adopte. 

Il est decide que ce paragraphe constituera le 
nouvel article 3 du projet de convention. 

Article 3 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) explique que sa 
delegation propose ( A/ C.3 / 462) la suppression 
des mots: "non officielles", au premier paragraphe 
de !'article, parce que la Pologne ne reconnait pas 
de differences entre les organisations officielles et 
les organisations non officielles groupant des per
sonnes dont l'activite consiste a repandre des in
formations parmi le public. 

M. CANHAM: (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
que les amendements proposes par Sa delegation 
(A/C.3/466) ont essentiellement pour but de 
preciser le sens de !'article. C'est ainsi que la 
delegation des Etats-Unis suggere de remplacer 
le mot "encouragera" par "favorisera", qui com
porte une nuance plus positive: Jes gouvernements 
ne doivent pas se contenter d'encourager, ils 
doivent favoriser l'etablissement des organisations 
dont ii est question, par exemple en supprimant les 
obstacles qui pourraient s'opposer a cet etablisse
ment. 

Les Etats-Unis comptent plusieurs organisations 
non officielles qui se consacrent a la tache d'elever 
le niveau de !'information en se livrant a la critique 
constructive, en combattant les abus ou en formu
lant des regles de conduite professionnelle. 

M. Canham attire ensuite !'attention de la Com
mission sur le membre de phrase dont !'addition 
est proposee dans le texte de son amendement et 
qui .relie le premier paragraphe aux alineas qui 
suivent. La delegation des Etats-Unis considere, 
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laid down in sub-paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (d), 
and ( e) should be considered as obligat!ons which, 
while real in themselves, followed logically from 
the first duty of newspaper men, which was "to 
report facts without prejudice . . . and to make 
comments without malicious intent''. The moral 
obligation which could be imposed on newspaper 
men was inscribed in that formula; the rest was 
simply the logical result of that first duty. 

Lastly, the United States delegation was op
posed to the Polish delegation's proposal to delete 
the word "non-official" in the first paragraph. The 
deletion of those words would give the impression 
that Governments would be under an obligation to 
establish official organizations for the purposes 
laid down in that paragraph, which would be tanta
mount to establishing an official control over the 
Press. Such a provision would be entirely contra
dictory to the spirit of the other provisions con
tained in that article. Moreover, throughout the 
discussions in Geneva, there had never been any 
mention of other than non-official organizations. 

Mr. Canham hoped that that extremely impor
tant text, amended in the sense he had indicated, 
would obtain the Committee's support. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND FIFTEENTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Wednesday, 4 May 1949, at 3 p.m. 

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

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON FREEDOM OF INFORMA
TION (E/1065) (CONTINUED) 

Procedural proposal submitted by the Netherlands 
delegation (A/C.3/498) 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) in
sisted that a vote should be taken without delay 
on his proposal that the work on the first conven
tion should be completed and that the draft con
vention on freedom of information should be 
referred to the fourth session of the General 
Assembly. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Netherlands 
proposal implied a serious decision of a procedural 
nature. The General Assembly, during the first 
part of its third session, had instructed the Third 
Committee to complete the draft conventions on 
freedom of information. If the Third Committee 
were to discharge that task simply by forwarding 
a general recommendation to the General Assem
bly, it might run up against procedural difficulties. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) felt very 
strongly that the work of completing a convention 
on freedom of information should not be post
poned until the fourth session of the General 
Assembly. He pointed out that, as article 1 had 
been completed, there only remained the recon-

en effet, que les obligations qui sont enoncees aux 
alineas a), b), c), d) et e) doivent etre consi
derees comme des obligations reelles en elles
memes, mais decoulant logiquement de !'obligation 
premiere des journalistes qui est "de rendre 
compte des faits sans parti pris . . . et de les 
commenter sans intention malveillante". L'obliga
tion morale que l'on peut imposer aux journalistes 
est inscrite dans cette formule; tout le reste n'est 
que la consequence logique de cette obligation 
premiere. 

Enfin, la delegation des Etats-Unis s'eleve 
contre la proposition de la delegation de la Pologne 
de supprimer les mots "non officielles" dans le 
corps du premier paragraphe. La suppression de 
ces mots laisserait entendre que les gouvemements 
auraient !'obligation d'etablir des organisations 
officielles aux fins decrites dans ce paragraphe, ce 
qui equivaudrait a l'etablissement d'un controle 
officiel sur la presse. Une telle disposition serait 
entierement contraire a !'esprit des autres dispo
sitions de cet article; du reste, ii n'a ete question 
que d'organisations non officielles au cours de 
toutes les discussions de Geneve. 

M. Canham espere que ce texte si important, 
precise dans le sens qu'il vient d'exposer, ralliera 
les suffrages de la Commission. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX CENT QUINZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mercredi 4 mai 1949, a 15 heures. 

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

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA LIBERTE 
DE L'INFORMATION (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Proposition de procedure presentee par la dele
gation des Pays-Bas (A/C.3/498) 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) insiste 
pour qu'il soit procede sans delai au vote sur 
sa proposition tendant a achever la discussion sur 
la premiere convention et a renvoyer l'examen 
du projet de convention relatif a la liberte de 
!'information a la quatrieme session de l' Assemblee 
generale. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la proposition des 
Pays-Bas implique une decision importante dans 
le domaine de la procedure. L' Assemblee generale, 
au cours de la premiere partie de sa troisierne ses
sion, a charge la Troisieme Commission d'etablir 
les projets de convention relatifs a la liberte de 
l'information. Si la Troisieme Commission se 
dechargeait de cette mission en se contentant 
d'adresser a 1' Assemblee generale une recomman
dation d'ordre general, elle pourrait se heurter a 
des difficultes de procedure. 

M. DAvrns (Royaume-Uni) est convaincu que 
la tache consistant a etablir une convention relative 
a la liberte de !'information ne devrait pas etre 
renvoyee a la quatrieme session de l' Assemblee 
generale. II souligne que, l'examen de !'article 
premier etant termine, ii ne reste plus que la 
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sideration of article 2 and consideration of articles 
3, 4 and 5, and that the work could be completed 
more rapidly at the current session than if it were 
to be postponed until September. Moreover, the 
Committee, in adopting article 1, had agreed to 
four principles of freedom of information and there 
was no reason why those principles could not be 
written into a convention. 

Mr. KAVSER (France) thought that the Nether
lands proposal was premature. Informal conver
sations were taking place concerning the form 
and content of article 2 and might lead to agree
ment on the article. If, however, the formal 
conversations did not result in such agree
ment, it might be necessary to resort to the solu
tion proposed by the Netherlands representative. 

Mr. ANDREN (Sweden) felt that the Nether
lands proposal met the actual situation facing the 
Committee. \Vith little time at its disposal, the re
sults of its work could not be good. He therefore 
supported the Netherlands proposal. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) felt that 
the important items on the agenda required more 
time for consideration than the Committee had 
at its disposal. He therefore supported the Nether
lands proposal. 

Mr. THEODOROPOULOS (Greece) stated that the 
Committee should draw up a convention which 
would be a really useful international instrument. 
He felt that, as things were, the Committee was 
not ahle to achieve that aim and he therefore sup
ported the Netherlands proposal. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GOEDHART (Netherlands), in 
reply to the United Kingdom plea for rapid com
pletion of the drafting of the convention, stated 
that a. hastily drafted convention was not likely to 
be ratified by Governments. The questions re
maining to be decided involved vital questions of 
principle, and it would be preferable to give Gov
ernments time to consider them thoroughly. It was 
precisely because he wished a really satisfactory 
convention to be drafted that he had submitted 
his proposal. 

Mr. \VouLBROUN (Belgium) supported the 
Netherlands proposal. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) said 
that he felt obliged to point out, in spite of what 
the United Kingdom representative had said con
cerning the possibility of completing the work 
rapidly, that a great deal of work still remained 
to be done. Article 1 had not been completed, be
cause part of his amendment to that article was to 
be incorporated in a separate article and had not 
yet been fully discussed. There was also the 
question of censorship in connexion with article 
2, which had been raised by the Netherlands rep
resentative. Article 4 contained points of vital 
importance. Other items on the agenda needed 
consideration and the first convention had not yet 
been completed. 

seconde lecture de !'article 2 et les articles 3, 
4 et 5, et que ce travail pourrait etre effectue plus 
rapidement s'il etait fait au cours de la presente 
session que s'il etait renvoye en septembre. En 
outre, la Commission a accepte, en adoptant l'article 
premier, quatre principes relatifs a la liberte de 
!'information, et rien ne rend impossible d'inscrire 
ces principes clans une convention. 

M. KAYSER (France) estime que la proposi
tion des Pays-Bas est prematuree. Des conversa
tions officieuses se poursuivent en ce qui concerne 
la forme et le contenu de !'article 2 et ces conver
sations peuvent aboutir a un accord au sujet 
de cet article. Toutefois, si ces conversations 
officieuses n'aboutissaient ·pas a un tel accord, 
ii pourrait s'averer necessaire d'avoir recours a 
la solution proposee par le representant des Pays
Bas. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) pense que la proposition 
des Pays-Bas tient compte de la situation reelle 
dans laquelle se trouve la Commission. Le peu 
de temps dont elle dispose ne peut lui permettre 
d'accomplir du bon travail. C'est pourquoi il 
appuie la proposition des Pays-Bas. 

M. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentine) considere 
que l'examen des questions importantes figurant 
a l'ordre du jour necessite plus de temps que celui 
dont dispose encore la Commission. 11 appuie en 
consequence la proposition des Pays-Bas. 

M. THEODOROPOULOS (Grece) declare que la 
Commission devrait rediger une convention qui 
soit un instrument international vraiment utile. 
II estime que, clans l'ordre actuel des choses, la 
Commission n'est pas en mesure d'atteindre cet 
objectif et c'est pourquoi il appuie la proposition 
des Pays-Bas. 

M. YAN HEUVEN GOEDHART (Pays-Bas), en 
reponse a la demande du Royaume-Uni tendant 
a ce que l'on acheve rapidement la redaction de 
la convention, declare qu'une convention redigee 
a la hate n'aurait guere de chances d'etre ratifiee 
par les gouvernements. Les problemes qui doivent 
encore etre tranches comportent des questions de 
principe de premiere importance, et il serait pre
ferable de donner aux gouvernements le temps 
necessaire pour les examiner de maniere appro
fondie. C'est precisement parce qu'il desire que soit 
redigee une convention vraiment satisfaisante qu'il 
a presente sa proposition. 

M. WouLBROUN (Belgique) appuie la proposi
tion des Pays-Bas. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
qu'il se voit oblige de souligner, en depit de ce 
qu'a dit le representant du Royaume-Uni sur la 
possibilite d'achever rapidement les travaux, qu'il 
reste encore un travail considerable a faire. L'exa
men de ]'article premier n'est pas termine, parce 
qu'une partie de l'amendement des Etats-Unis a 
cet article doit etre incorporee clans un article 
separe et n'a pas encore ete examinee a fond. 
II reste egalement a examiner, au sujet de l'article 
2, la question de la censure, question soulevee par · 
le representant des Pays-Bas. L'article 4 con
tient des elements d'importance capitale. D'autres 
questions figurant a l'ordre du jour necessitent 
une etude, et la premiere convention n'a pas en
core ete achevee. 
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In order therefore to ensure the completion of 
those tasks and in the interest of a sound con
vention on freedom of information, he supported 
the Netherlands proposal. 

Mr. INGEBRETSEN (Norway) also supported the 
Nether lands proposal, because he felt that the con
vention as it stood did not guarantee freedom of 
information. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) stated that some delegations considered 
the first convention to be the most important, be
cause its purpose was to protect the interests of 
monopolies. The USSR delegation had originally 
proposed that both conventions should be consid
ered by the Economic and Social Council and that 
the Committee should study them afterwards. The 
majority of the Committee had rejected that pro
posal; but now that the first convention had al
most been completed, the purposes of the mono
polies had been served and there was a proposal 
to defer consideration of the convention on free
dom of information. Before taking such a decision, 
the USSR representative wished to acquaint his 
Government with the proposed action. 

If such a delay were not granted, he would vote 
against the Nether lands proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the original 
decision of the Committee had been to examine 
item 1 of its agenda in its entirety. There had 
never been any suggestion at the outset of defer
ring one part of the item. He agreed with the 
USSR representative that a hasty decision con
cerning the Netherlands proposal was not 
advisable. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
suggested strengthening his proposal by inviting 
the fourth session of the General Assembly to give 
highest priority to consideration of the convention 
on freedom of information, in order to prove that 
the members of the Committee had not abandoned 
their original purpose. 

Mr. RAo (India) asked whether the Nether
lands proposal referred also to the resolutions of 
the united Nations Conference on Freedom of 
Information (E/Conf. 6/79), and whether the 
first convention would be similarly postponed, be
cause in his opinion the two conventions formed a 
whole. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) agreed with the representative of India 
that the two conventions formed a whole, and 
that they should be studied or deferred as a whole. 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) agreed with the represen
tative of India that the two conventions could not 
be studied separately, and that not only the sec
ond convention but also the first convention should 
be deferred. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) proposed as an 
amendment to the Netherlands proposal, that in 
order to reconcile divergent views, the Assembly 
should take into full consideration all the substan-

C'est · pourquoi, en vue d'assurer l'accomplisse
ment de cette tache et de realiser une convention 
serieusement etablie relative a la liberte de l'infor
mation, il appuie la proposition des Pays-Bas. 

M. INGEBRETSEN ( N orvege) appuie egalement 
la proposition des Pays-Bas parce qu'il estime que 
la convention, telle qu'elle se presente, ne garantit 
pas la liberte de !'information. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) declare que certaines delega
tions considerent que la premiere convention est 
la plus importante parce qu'elle a pour but de 
proteger les interets des monopoles. La delega
tion de l'URSS a propose initialement que les 
deux conventions fussent etudiees par le Conseil 
economique et social et que la Commission les 
examinat ensuite. La majorite de la Commission 
a rejete cette proposition mais, maintenant que 
la premiere convention est presque achevee, et 
que les objectifs des monopoles ont ete atteints, 
on propose de renvoyer l'examen de la convention 
relative a la liberte de !'information. Avant que 
soit prise une telle decision, le representant de 
l'URSS desire mettre son gouvernement au cou
rant de la mesure proposee. 

Si on ne lui accorde pas le delai necessaire a 
cet effet, il votera contre la proposition des Pays
Bas. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que la decision 
initiale de la Commission etait d'examiner entiere
ment le point 1 de l'ordre du jour. Il n'y avait 
pas, primitivement, de suggestion tendant a ren
voyer l'examen d'une partie de ce point. Il partage 
!'opinion du representant de l'URSS suivant la
quelle une decision hative sur la proposition des 
Pays-Bas n'est pas souhaitable. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) sug
gere de donner plus de force a sa proposition en 
invitant la quatrieme session de l'Assemblee gene
rate a accorder un haut degre de priorite a 
l'examen de la convention relative a la liberte 
de l'information, de maniere a demontrer que les 
membres de la Commission n'ont pas abandonne 
leur objectif initial. 

M. RAO (Incle) desire savoir si la proposition 
des Pays-Bas a trait egalement aux resolutions 
de la Conference des Nations Unies sur la liberte 
de l'information (E/Conf.6/79) et si la premiere 
convention serait egalement renvoyee, car, a son 
avis, les deux conventions constituent un tout. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) partage l' opinion du represen
tant de l'Inde suivant laquelle les deux conven
tions constituent un tout et devraient etre 
examinees OU renvoyees ensemble. 

M. KAHAL! (Syrie), d'accord avec le repre
sentant de l'Inde, estime que les deux conventions 
ne devraient pas faire l'objet d'un examen separe 
et que le renvoi devrait porter, non sur la seconde 
convention seule, mais egalement sur la premiere. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) propose, a 
titre d'amendement a la proposition des Pays-Bas, 
et en vue de concilier les opinions divergentes, 
que l'Assemblee soit invitee a prendre en consi-
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tive amendments to the draft convention on free
dom of information which had been adopted by 
the Third Committee. 

The CHAIR:\iAN stated that in accordance with 
rule 109 of the rules of procedure, the Nether
lands proposal could not be put to the vote on 
that day. 

Article 3 (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN noted that the basic text of ar
ticle 3 (E/1065) and the amendments to it were 
set forth in document A/C.3/473. 

Mr. RAo (India) referred to the Polish amend
ment (A/C.3/462) for the deletion of the word 
"non-?fficial" and said that, in his opinion, it was 
essential to retain that word. Were it deleted the 
implication would be that the organizations 'con
cerned could be controlled by the Government. 

As to the United States amendment (A/C.3/ 
466), he could see no particular reason why the 
word "encourage" should be replaced by "favour". 
He objected to the introduction of the words "the 
moral obligation'' in the United States amend
ment because he considered that they weakened 
the meaning of the original text. The distinction 
between moral and legal obligation had often been 
drawn during discussions in the Third Committee 
an~ he therefore thought it would be inopportune 
to mtroduce any reference to moral obligations in 
article 3. Apart from those two comments, he sup
ported the United States amendment, but pro
posed the deletion of the word "persistent" from 
sub-paragraph ( d). 

~fr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland) said that his dele
gation had proposed the deletion of the word 
"no~-of.ficial'' because it saw no reason why or
gamzat10ns created by the State should not be 
i!1-cluded. Such organizations were in reality most 
likely to comply with the provisions of the rest of 
t~e article. Furthermore, it would be extremely 
difficult to decide which organizations were offi
cial and which non-official. 

Mr. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) supported the 
am~ndment proposed by the representative of 
India. He further proposed the insertion of the 
word "national" before "non-official organizations". 

},fr. H. Smitt Ingebretsen (Norway) took 
the chair. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) appreciated the argu
ment that the term "non-official" was difficult to 
define and was not opposed to its deletion as he 
felt that the point was covered by the use' of the 
word "encourage" at the beginning of the article. 
If organizations controlled by the State had been 
envisaged, the word "create" would have been 
used. 

With regard to the Polish amendement (A/C.3/ 
462) for the insertion of a new sub-paragraph (f), 
he would be prepared to support any provision 
for the prevention of propaganda in favour of 
war. He felt, however, that the Polish text was 
much too restrictive and that the idea it ex
pressed could be contained in a text condemning 
all war propaganda. 

deration tous les amendements de fond qui ont 
ete apportes par la Troisieme Commission au 
projet de convention relatif a la liberte de l'infor
mation. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, conformement a 
l'article 109 du reglement interieur, la proposi
tion des Pays-Bas ne peut etre mise aux voix 
ce meme jour. 

Article 3 (suite) 

Le PRESIDENT signale que le texte de base 
de l'article 3 (E/1065) et les amendements s'y 
rapportant se trouvent clans le document A/C.3/ 
473. 

M. RAo (Inde), en ce qui concerne l'amende
ment de la Pologne (A/C.3/462) tendant a 
supprimer les mots "non officielles", estime indis
pensable de maintenir ces mots car, s'ils etaient 
supprimes, on pourrait en deduire que les organi
sations dont il s'agit pourraient etre controlees 
par le gouvernement. 

En ce qui concerne l'amendement des Etats
Unis (A/C.3/466), il ne voit pas de raison bien 
definie pour remplacer le mot "encouragera" par 
"favorisera". Il s'oppose a !'insertion des mots 
"obligation morale", proposee par les Etats-Unis, 
car ces mots affaibliraient selon lui le sens du 
texte primitif. Au cours des deliberations de la 
Troisieme Commission, on a souvent eu l'occasion 
de faire la distinction entre !'obligation morale et 
l'obligation juridique; M. Rao pense done qu'il 
ne convient pas de mentionner !'obligation morale 
a l'article 3. Ces deux observations mises a part, 
il appuiera l'amendement des Etats-Unis, mais 
propose de supprimer le mot "persistante" dans 
1' alinea d) . 

::\1. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) <lit que sa dele
gation a propose la suppression des mots "non 
officielles" parce qu'elle estime qu'il n'y a pas 
de raison pour que les organisations etablies par 
l'Etat ne soient pas visees. En fait, il a de grandes 
chances pour que ces organisations se conforment 
aux dispositions enoncees dans le reste de !'article. 
En outre, i1 serait extremement difficile de faire 
une distinction entre les organisations officielles 
et les organisations non officielles. 

M. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) appuie l'amende
ment · propose par l'Inde. Il propose en outre 
d'intercaler le mot "nationales" entre le mot 
"organisations" et les mots "non officielles". 

M. H. Smitt Ingebretsen (Norvege) prend 
place au fauteitil presidentiel. 

M. KAYSER (France) reconnait que le terme 
"non officielles" est difficile a definir et il accepte 
qu'il soit supprime, estimant que l'emploi du mot 
"encouragera", au debut de !'article, regle la 
question. S'il s'etait agi d'organisations contr6lees 
par l'Etat, on aurait employe le mot "creera". 

Apropos de l'amendement de la Pologne (A/C. 
3/462) tendant a !'addition d'un alinea f) nouveau, 
M. Kayser est pret a appuyer toute disposition 
visant a empecher la propagande en faveur de la 
guerre. Il estime neanmoins que le texte polonais 
est beaucoup trop limitatif et que l'idee qu'il 
exprime pourrait etre contenue dans un texte 
condamnant toutes Jes propagandes de guerre. 
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Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) regretted that 
the representative of Lebanon had not been pres
ent during the discussion of article 3 to explain 
his amendments. 

He preferred the United States amendment for 
the substitution, in the English text, of the word 
"encourage" by "favour" to the Lebanese amend
ment (A/C.3/461) for the use of the word 
"promote". 

On the other hand, he supported the Lebanese 
amendment to sub-paragraph ( e) of the original 
text. 

He was opposed to the Polish amendment 
(A/C.3/462) for the deletion of the word "non
official", because that would imply that Govern
ments should establish their own official organiza
tions for journalists. His delegation was opposed 
to the idea of organizations sponsored by the 
Government. If there was any difficulty of defini
tion, he suggested that the words "non-official and 
without statutory authority or Government repre
sentation" might be used. 

With regard to the second Polish amendment 
for the insertion of a new sub-paragraph (f), he 
thought the purpose of that amendment was al
ready covered by the provisions of sub-para
graphs ( d) and ( e) of the original text. 

In conclusion, Mr. Davies supported the United 
States re-draft of the article ( A/C.3 / 466). He 
did not agree to the deletion of the words "the 
moral obligation" in the United States amend
ment, as suggested by the representative of India. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) thought that the 
idea of non-official organizations was implicit in 
the use of the words "shall encourage the estab
lishment ... of". He therefore supported the 
Polish amendment for the deletion of the word 
"non-official". He did not, however, agree to the 
specific mention of "a third world war" in the new 
sub-paragraph (f) proposed by Poland. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
agreed that the idea conveyed by the word "non
official" was implicit in the use of the words "shall 
encourage the establishment ... of". Nevertheless, 
he considered that it would be best to retain the 
word "non-official" in order to make the meaning 
perfectly clear. 

He considered the second Polish amendment 
(A/C.3/462) for the insertion of a new sub
paragraph (f) to be quite superfluous, as the pur
pose of the new sub-paragraph was already fully 
covered in sub-paragraphs (d) and (e) of the 
original text. 

He regretted that the representative of Lebanon 
was not present to explain the purpose of his 
amendments (A/C.3/461) as it would be diffi
cult to support them without some such explana
tion. 

He supported the re-draft of the article submit
ted by the United States delegation (A/C.3/466). 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
thought that the words "and the free interchange 
of information" in sub-paragraph ( b) of the basic 
text had originally been intended to read "by the 
free interchange of information". It would seem 
that the word "by" had been inadvertently 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) regrette que le 
representant du Liban n'ait pas ete present lors 
de la discussion de l'article 3 pour expliquer les 
modifications qu'il a propose d'y apporter. 

Il prefere, pour ce qui est du texte anglais, 
l'amendement des Etats-Unis, tendant a rempla
cer encourage par favour, a l'amendement du 
Liban (A/C.3/461) qui propose l'emploi du mot 
promote. 

D'autre part, il appuie l'amendement du Liban 
a l'alinea e) du texte primitif. 

M. Davies combat l'amendement de la Pologne 
(A/C.3/462) tendant a la suppression des mots 
"non officielles", car ceci impliquerait que les 
gouvernements devraient creer leurs propres orga
nisations officielles de journalistes. Sa delegation 
s'oppose a l'idee d'organisations dependant du 
gouvernement. Si l'on eprouve quelque difficulte 
pour definir le terme, M. Davies propose d'em
ployer !'expression suivante: "non officielles et 
sans autorite statutaire ni representation du gou
vernement". 

En ce qui concerne le second amendement 
polonais tendant a ajouter un nouvel alinea f), 
M. Davies estime que l'idee exprimee dans cet 
amendement se trouve deja traitee par les dispo
sitions des alineas d) et e) du texte primitif. 

En conclusion, M. Davies appuie la nouvelle 
redaction de cet article proposee par les Etats
U nis (A/C.3/466). II n'approuve pas la suppres
sion, dans l'amendement des Etats-Unis, des mots 
"obligation morale", proposee par le represen
tant de l'Inde. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) estime que l'idee d'or
ganisations non officielles est implicitement con
tenue dans les mots "encouragera l'etablissement 
... de". C'est pourquoi ii appuie l'amendement 
de la Pologne tendant a supprimer les mots "non 
officielles". II n'approuve cependant pas la men
tion explicite d'une "troisieme guerre mondiale" 
dans le nouvel alinea dont la Pologne propose 
!'addition. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) est 
d'avis, lui aussi, que l'emploi des mots "encoura
gera l'etablissement ... de" contient implicitement 
l'idee evoquee par les mots "non officielles". II 
estime neanmoins qu'il serait preferable de main
tenir ces cleux mots pour que le sens soit par
faitement clair. 

II estime que le second amendement polonais 
(A/C.3/462) tendant a !'addition d'un nouvel 
alinea f) est tout a fait superflu, l'idee exprimee 
clans ce nouvel alinea etant deja traitee de fac;on 
tres complete aux alineas d) et e) du texte primi
tif. 

II regrette !'absence du representant du Liban, 
car il sera difficile d'appuyer les amendements 
qu'il a proposes (A/C.3/461) si ce representant 
n'est pas la pour en expliquer le but. 

M. van Reuven Goedhart appuie la nouvelle 
redaction de l'article proposee par la delegation 
des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/466). 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) pense 
que l'intention des auteurs du texte primitif etait 
certainement de dire a l'alinea b) : "by the free 
interchange of information" et non pas: "and 
the free interchange of information". II semble 
que c'est par inaclvertance que l'on a, a un moment 
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changed to "and" at some stage in the proceed
ings. If the wording "by the free interchange of 
information bearing on them" were accepted, he 
would agree to retain those words in sub-para
graph (a) of his amendment. 

Contrary to the opinion expressed by the In
dian representative, Mr. Canham felt that the 
words "the moral obligation" were perfectly ap
propriate where he had inserted them. The in
clusion of those words would not in any way 
prevent an organization from taking measures 
against any of its members who failed to live 
up to the required high standards of professional 
conduct. 

He supported the retention of the word "non
official" as he felt it really added something to 
the meaning of the article. The word had been 
included in the original text proposed by the 
United Nations Conference on Freedom of In
formation (E/Conf.6/79) and there had been 
good reasons· for its inclusion. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that the words 
dont l'activite consiste a in the first paragraph 
of the article should read faisant profession de. 
That would be an exact rendering of the expres
sion used in the English text and in that form the 
word "non-official" could be retained. 

Mr. BoRATYNSKI, (Poland) did not think that 
much weight should be given to the arguments ad
vanced against the additional sub-paragraph pro
posed by his delegation (A/C.3/462). Although 
sub-paragraphs ( d) and ( e) of the original text 
contained provisions similar to the one set forth in 
his additional sub-paragraph, there was no speci
fic provision for the prevention of propaganda 
for a third world war. Such propaganda was ex
tremely prevalent and he gave examples to illus
trate his point. It was therefore essential to 
include a specific provision for the prevention of 
such propaganda in the draft convention. 

Mr. v A~-. HEUVEN GoEDHART (Nether lands) 
said that his country had suffered greatly during 
the Second \Norld War and he was naturally op
posed to any form of propaganda in favour of war. 
It was, however, important to be extremely care
ful in the wording used in an international con
vention and, since the purpose of the Polish 
. amendment was fully covered in the existing text 
of the article, he was still opposed to the insertion 
of a new sub-paragraph. 

lvlr. Charles ~ifotik (Lebanon) resumed the 
chair. 

In reply to Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics), Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) 
said that the reference to non-official organizations 
in article 3 was, in his opinion, to organizations of 
journalists who met on a voluntary basis to dis
cuss the improvement of professional !tandards 
and from time to time held informal social func
tions at which well-meant criticism of aspects of 
the Government might be voiced. Such organiza
tions existed in his country . 

quelconque, remplace le mot by par le mot and. 
Si l'on acceptait d'employer Jes mots: by the 
free interchange of information bearing on them, 
M. Canham serait dispose a garder ce membre 
de phrase clans l'alin.ea a) de son arnendement. 

M. Canham n'est pas de l'avis du representant 
de l'Inde: ii trouve que !'expression "l'obligation 
morale" convient parfaitement la OU i1 l'a employee. 
Le fait que cette expression figurerait clans le 
texte n'empecherait nullement une organisation 
de prendre des mesures contre ceux de ses 
membres qui ne se seraient pas conformes, dans 
l'exercice de leur profession, aux regles de con
duite exigees. 

M. Canham estime que l'on doit garder le 
qualificatif "non officielles" qui ajoute vraiment 
au sens general de !'article; le terme se trouve 
clans le texte initial propose par la Conference 
des Nations Unies sur la liberte de !'information 
(E/Conf.6/79), et cela n'est certainement pas 
sans raison. 

M. KAYSER (France) pense que, au premier 
paragraphe de l'article, on devrait employer les 
mots : "faisant profession de" au lieu de: "dont 
l'activite consiste a". Ce serait la traduction 
exacte de la formule contenue clans le texte 
anglais et, s'il en etait ainsi, les mots : "non 
officielles" pourraient etre maintenus. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) pense que les cri
tiques que l'on a elevees contre le paragraphe 
additionnel propose par sa delegation (A/C.3/ 
462) n'ont pas grande valeur. Les alineas d) et e) 
du texte primitif contiennent bien des dispositions 
analogues a celles qui sont enoncees dans le 
paragraphe additionnel qu'il propose, mais ces 
alineas ne prevoient aucune mesure concrete pour 
lutter contre la propagande en faveur d'une troi
sieme guerre mondiale. Cette propagande a pris 
une grande extension et M. Boratynski le montre 
par des exemples. I1 est done indispensable que 
le projet de convention enonce des mesures con
cretes qui. permettent de combattre une telle pro
pagande. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GOEDHART (Pays-Bas) de
clare que son pays, qui a grandement souffert 
pendant la deuxieme guerre mondiale, est bien 
entendu oppose a toute propagande belliciste. 
Toutefois, il faut peser avec le plus grand soin 
les mots que l'on emploie lorsque l'on redige 
une convention internationale, et, comme le texte 
actuel de l'artide contient deja l'idee exprimee 
clans l'amendement polonais, le representant des 
Pays-Bas continue a etre oppose a !'insertion d'un 
nouvel alinea. 

1'v1. Charles 1'v1alik (Liban) reprend place au 
f auteuil presidentiel. 

Repondant a M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Repu
bliques socialistes sovietiques), M. MENDEZ ( Phi
lippines) declare que les organisations non offi
cielles dont ii s'agit clans !'article 3 sont, a son 
avis, des organisations de journalistes qui se 
reunissent librement pour discuter de moyens de 
relever le niveau de la profession et qui, parfois, 
au cours de reunions privees et qui n'ont aucun 
caractere officiel, emettent certaines critiques bien
veillantes contre leur gouvernement. Des organi
sations de ce genre existent aux Philippines. 
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Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
agreed with that description. The existence of 
such organizations was salutary and the reference 
to them in that article most important. Foreign 
diplomats were frequently invited to the social 
functions of one of the most important of such 
organizations in his country, the Gridiron Club at 
Washington, at which satire was particularly 
biting. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) observed that resolu
tion number 36, paragraph 4 of the United Na
tions Conference on Freedom of Information1 

enumerated the types of newspapermen who would 
examine a proposed international code of honour 
for journalists. That list might perhaps be in
cluded in the text of article 3 in order to make the 
reference quite clear. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) thought that it should be clearly specified 
whether the members of the organizations envis
aged were to be nationals or non-nationals or 
whether the organizations would comprise both. 
If the reference were only to nationals, mention 
in an international convention was inappropriate, 
as their activities were purely a matter of con
cern to their own Governments. If, however, 
non-nationals were intended, such organizations 
might set up their own journals and their own 
clubs on the territory of the country in which their 
members were operating, and might indulge in 
persistent criticism of that Government. He did 
not think that such activities could be tolerated 
unless they were carried on in accordance with 
the domestic laws and regulations of the State 
which was host to the organization. 

That should be clearly specified in the article. 
The amendment submitted by the representative 
of Afghanistan was extremely pertinent in that 
connexion. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) said that both 
national professional organizations of journalists 
and associations of foreign correspondents were 
welcome and active in democratic countries. The 
text of the article introduced no new idea but 
simply expressed the United Nations' approval of 
a situation already in existence in many countries. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics), in reply to the United Kingdom repre
sentative, observed that there were at least as 
many active national organizations of journalists 
in his country as there were in the United 
Kingdom. 

Concerning the Polish amendment ( A/C.3/ 
462), Mr. Tsarapkin noted that the objections put 
forward against it had been similar to those raised 
against all similar proposals. In his view, how
ever, the Polish amendment was realistic, as the 
main objective of a convention on freedom of in
formation should be the prevention of warmonger
ing. He would vote for it and requested that the 
vote should be taken by roll-call. 

1 See Final Act of the United Nations Conference on 
Freedom of lnformatio1i, annex C, page 37. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) est du 
meme avis que M. Mendez. II est bon que de 
telles organisations existent et il est tres impor
tant d' en faire mention dans cet article. Des 
diplomates etrangers sont souvent invites a des 
receptions donnees par l'une des plus importantes 
organisations de ce genre existant aux Etats
U nis, le Gridiron Club de Washington, ou la 
satire s'exerce avec une ferocite singuliere. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) rappelle que clans la 
resolution No 36 de la Conference des Nations 
Unies sur la liberte de l'information1, l'on trouve au 
paragraphe 4 une liste des categories de journa
listes qui seraient charges d'examiner le code 
d'honneur international des journalistes que l'on 
proposait de rediger. On pourrait peut-etre, pour 
plus de clarte, reprendre cette enumeration dans 
le texte de !'article 3. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) estime qu'il faudrait specifier 
clairement si, dans un pays, les organisations 
en question ne comprennent que des ressortis
sants de ce pays, ou bien si des etrangers peuvent 
egalement en faire partie. S'il s'agit settlement des 
ressortissants d'un pays, il ne convient pas de 
parler de ces organisations dans une convention 
internationale, car leur activite n'interesse que le 
gouvernement du pays. Dans le cas contraire, il 
pourrait arriver que des organisations de ce genre, 
comprenant des etrangers, creent dans le territoire 
ou elles ont leur siege des journaux et des clubs 
011 !'on critique continuellement le gouvernement 
du pays. M. Tsarapkine pense que l'on ne peut 
tolerer des activites de ce genre que si elles ne 
constituent pas des infractions aux lois et regle
ments en vigueur dans le pays ou ces organisa
tions ont leur siege. 

Ce point doit etre etabli clairement dans le 
texte de !'article et, a ce point de vue, l'amende
ment propose par le representant de 1' Afghanistan 
est excellent. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) declare que, dans 
Jes pays democratiques, les organisations natio
nales professionnelles de journalistes aussi bien 
que les associations de correspondants etrangers 
ont une grande activite et sont favorablement 
accueillies. Le texte de }'article n'apporte done 
rien de nouveau: il marque simplement que l'Or
ganisation des Nations Unies approuve un etat de 
chases qui existe deja dans de nombreux pays. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques), repondant au representant du 
Royaume-Uni, signale que les organisations natio
nales de journalistes ayant une grande activite 
sont au moins aussi nombreuses dans son pays 
que dans le Royaume-Uni. 

M. Tsarapkine fait observer que les critiques 
que l'on a faites a l'amendement polonais (A/C.3/ 
462) sont identiques a celles auxquelles se 
sont heurtees toutes Jes propositions du meme 
genre. II estime toutefois que cet amendement 
e~t inspire par le sens des realites : le but principal 
d une convention sur la liberte de !'information 
doit etre de !utter contre la propagande belliciste. 
11 se prononce done en faveur de l'amendement 
polonais, et demande qu'il soit mis aux voix par 
appel nominal. 

1 
Voi~ l'A~te fit;!ll de la _Conferem:e des Nations Uni.es 

s11r la h/Jerte de l mfonna/1011, annexe C, page 39. 
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With regard to the United States amendment 
( A/ C.3 / 466), the insertion of the concept of 
moral obligation would defeat the purposes of the 
article because a moral obligation might be bind
ing on an individual whereas the convention im
posed legal obligations on Contracting States, but 
did not directly affect individuals. He would vote 
against that amendment and against the article as 
a whole because the purport of the whole article 
was no clearer than that of the United States 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Lebanese amend
ment affecting the words "to promote the observ
ance by such persons" (A/C.3/461) had been 
withdrawn. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) said that he 
favoured the original text. 

If, however, the word "encourage" were re
tained, he would vote for the Polish amendment 
(A/C.3/462) that the word "non-official" should 
be deleted. The expression "non-official" might be 
misleading, as any such organization as that con
templated would need governmental permission 
to function. There might, moreover, be semi-offi
cial organizations. 

He was opposed to the second Polish amend
ment because it was unduly restrictive. Certain 
countries had not suffered the immediate effects 
of the Second World War and might even be 
spared the fate of being directly involved in a third 
world war. Such countries, nevertheless, were op
posed to all forms of war. He therefore asked for 
the deletion of the words "a third world" in the 
Polish amendment. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics), supported by Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Po
land), Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) and Mr. 
STEPANENKO (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re
public) protested that the amendment submitted 
by the representative of Saudi Arabia altered the 
entire meaning of the Polish amendment and was 
therefore substantive. 

The CHAIRMAN said that an amendment for 
deletion could be entertained even if it involved 
a substantive alteration. 

He called for a vote on the United States 
amendment (A/C.3/466) that the word "favour" 
should be substituted for the word "encourage". 

That amendment was adopted by 28 votes to 2, 
with 15 abstentions. 

The CnATRMAN invited the Committee to vote 
on the Polish amendment (A/C.3/462) for the 
deletion of the word "non-official". 

That amendment was rejected by 26 votes to 9, 
with 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the pro
posal of the representative of Afghanistan that 
the word "national" should be inserted between 
the words "more" and "non-official". 

The proposal was rejected by 18 votes to 5, 
·with 19 abstentions. 

Quant a l'amendement des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/ 
466), Mr. Tsarapkine estime que si l'on introduit 
l'idee d'obligation morale l'article n'atteindra pas 
son but, car une obligation morale ne peut lier 
qu'un individu, alors que la convention, si elle 
impose aux Etats contractants des obligations juri
liques, n'impose directement aucune obligation aux 
individus. M. Tsarapkine votera done contre cet 
amendement et aussi contre l'article tout entier, 
parce que ni l'un ni l'autre de ces textes ne definit 
clairement le but recherche. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que le representant du 
Liban a retire son amendement (A/C.3/461) por
tant sur les mots: "afin d'encourager ces per
sonnes". 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) se declare en 
faveur du texte initial. 

Si toutefois l' on garde le mot "encouragera", 
ii votera pour l'amendement polonais (A/C.3/ 
462) tendant a la suppression des mots "non 
officielles". Le qualifi.catif "non officiel" peut pre
ter a confusion, car les organisations dont i1 
s'agit ne peuvent fonctionner sans l'autorisation 
du gouvernement. En outre, i1 peut y avoir des 
organisations semi-officielles. 

M. Baroody n'accepte pas le second amende
ment polonais qui, a son avis, apporte trop de 
limitations. Certains pays n'ont pas souffert direc
tement de la deuxieme guerre mondiale et pour
raient merne ne pas participer directement a 
une troisieme guerre mondiale; ces pays sont 
neanmoins opposes a la guerre sous toutes ses 
formes. II _propose done que l'on supprime dans 
le texte de l'amendement polonais les adjectifs 
"troisieme" et "mondiale" qui s'appliquent au mot 
"guerre". 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques), appuye par M. BoRATYNSKI 
( Pologne), M. MENDEZ (Philippines) et M. STE
PANENKO (Republique socialiste sovietique de Bie
lorussie), proteste contre l'amendement soumis 
par le representant de l' Arabie saoudite ; en effet, 
cette modification change entierement le sens de 
l'amendement de la Pologne et porte, par conse
quent, sur le fond. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'on peut recevoir un 
amendement tendant a une suppression, meme s'il 
apporte un changement de fond. 

II met aux voix l'amendement des Etats-Unis 
(A/C.3/466) visant a substituer le mot "favori
sera" au mot "encouragera". 

Par 28 voix contre 2, avec 15 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a voter sur 
l'amendement de la Pologne (A/C.3/462), ten
dant a supprimer les mots "non officielles". 

Par 26 voix contre 9, avec 8 abstentions, l'amen
dement est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a voter sur 
la proposition du representant de l' Afghanistan 
selon laquelle ii faudrait intercaler le mot "natio~ 
nales" entre le mot "organisations" et les mots 
"non officielles". 

Par 18 voix contre 5, avec 19 abstentions, la 
proposition est rejetee. 
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United 
States amendment (A/C.3/466) for an addition 
to the first paragraph in substitution of sub-para
graph (a). 

That amendment was adopted by 27 votes to 5, 
with 12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN read the first paragraph of 
article 3, as amended. 

He pointed out that the method of listing the 
following sub-paragraphs must be altered conse
quentially in view of the adoption of that United 
States amendment. 

He put to the vote the proposal made orally by 
the representative of India that the word "per
sistent" should be deleted from sub-paragraph 
( e) ( which would become sub-paragraph ( d)). 

The proposal was adopted by 27 votes to 6, 
ivith 11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the Leb
anese amendment (A/C.3/461) to sub-paragraph 
( e) ( which would become sub-paragraph ( d)). 

The amendment was adopted by 28 votes to 
none, with 15 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the oral 
proposal submitted by the representative of Saudi 
Arabia in connexion with the new sub-paragraph 
proposed by Poland (A/C.3/462). 

The proposal was adopted by 14 votes to 8, with 
22 abstentions. 

As requested by the representative of POLAND, 
the CHAIRMAN called for a vote by roll-call on the 
additional sub-paragraph proposed by the Polish 
delegation, as amended. 

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

Chairtnan, was called upon to vote first. 
In favour: France, Guatemala, India, Iran, 

Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Poland, Saudi 
Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub
lic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugo
slavia, Afghanistan, Argentina, Burma, Byelorus
sian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, 
Dominican Republic, Egypt. 

Against: Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Tur
key, United States of America, Brazil, Cuba. 

Abstaining: Ethiopia, Greece, Haiti, Liberia, 
New Zealand, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Siam, 
'Cnion of South Africa, United Kingdom, Vene
zuela, Australia, Belgium, Canada, Chile, China, 
Denmark, Ecuador. 

The additional sub-paragraph, as amended, was 
adopted by 20 votes to 7, with 19 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the whole 
of article 3 as amended. It read as follows: 

"Each Contracting State shall favour the estab
lishment and functioning within its territory of 
one or more non-official organizations of persons 
employed in the dissemination of information to 
the public, in order to promote the observance by 
such persons of high standards of professional 
conduct and, in particular, the moral obligation to 
report facts without prejudice and in their proper 

Le PRESIDENT met au voix l'amendement des 
Etats-Unis (A/C.3/466) tendant a ajouter au 
paragraphe premier un membre de phrase qui 
remplacerait l'alinea a). 

Par 27 voix contre 5, avec 12 abstentions, 
l'amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT donne lecture du premier para
graphe de !'article 3, tel qu'il a ete amende. 

II signale qu'a la suite de l'adoption de l'amende
ment des Etats-Unis il convient de modifier la 
disposition materielle et l' ordre des alineas sui
vants. 

Il met aux voix la proposition orale du repre
sentant de l'Inde visant a supprimer le mot "per
sistante" a l'alinea e) ( qui devient l'alinea d). 

Par 27 voix contre 6, avec 11 abstentions, la 
proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement du 
Liban (A/C.3/461) a l'alinea e) (qui devient 
l'alinea d). 

Par 28 voix contre zero, avec 15 abstentions, 
l' amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition que 
le representant de l' Arabie saoudite a presentee 
oralement a propos du nouvel alinea propose par 
la Pologne (A/C.3/462). 

Par 14 voix contre 8, avec 22 abstentions, la 
proposition est adoptee. 

Conformement a la demande du representant 
de la PoLOGNE, le PRESIDENT met aux voix, par 
appel nomina:I, le nouvel alinea propose par la 
Pologne, tel qu'il a ete amende. 

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

est tire au sort par le President. 
V otent pour: France, Guatemala, Inde, Iran, 

Mexique, Nicaragua, Panama, Pologne, Arabie 
saoudite, Syrie, Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes so
vietiques, Yougoslavie, Afghanistan, Argentine, 
Birmanie, Republique socialiste sovietique de 
Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, Republique Domini
caine, Egypte. 

V otent contre: Pays-Bas, N orvege, Suede, Tur
quie, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Bresil, Cuba. 

S' abstiennent: Ethiopie, Grece, Haiti, Liberia, 
N ouvelle-Zelande, Pakistan, Perou, Philippines, 
Siam, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Vene
zuela, Australie, Belgique, Canada, Chili, Chine, 
Danemark, Equateur. 

Par 20 voix contre 7, avec 19 abstentions, 
l'alinea additionnel, tel qu'il a ete modifie, est 
adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble de 
!'article 3, tel qu'il a ete amende. Ce texte est le 
suivant: 

"Chacun des Etats contractants favorisera l'eta
blissement et le fonctionnement sur son terri
toire d'une ou plusieurs organisations non offi
cielles de personnes faisant profession de repandre 
des informations dans le public, afin d'encourager 
ces personnes a se conformer a des regles elevees 
de conduite professionnelle, et notamment a l'obli
gation morale de rendre compte des faits sans 



334 

context and to make comments without malicious 
intent, and thereby to: 

" (a) Facilitate the solution of the economic, 
social and humanitarian problems of the world as 
a whole by the free interchange of information 
bearing on them ; 

" ( b) Help promote respect for human rights 
and fundamental freedoms without discrimination ; 

" ( c) Help maintain international peace and 
security; 

" ( d) Counteract the spreading of false or dis
torted reports which promote hatred or prejudice 
against other States or against persons or groups 
of different race, language, religion or philosophi
cal conviction ; 

" ( e) Combat any form of propaganda for war." 

Article 3, as amended, was adopted by 33 votes 
to none, with 12 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 6.10 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND SIXTEENTH 
MEETING 

I-! eld at Lal?e Sitccess, New Yark, 
on Thursday, 5 May 1949, at 11.10 a.ni. 

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

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON FREEDOM OF INFORMA

TION (E/1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 4 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) stated that the 
amendment proposed by his delegation (A/C.3/ 
460) was designed to clarify the provisions of the 
original text and to fill the gaps in it. He pointed 
out that the United Kingdom delegation had op
posed sub-paragraphs (b) and (c) at the Confer
ence on Freedom of Information.1 It had wished 
to avoid any possibility that Governments might 
take restrictive measures against foreign informa
tion agencies in favour of their own agencies; it 
had also been opposed to the introduction of any 
non-essential escape clauses in the convention 
which might enable States to evade the obliga
tions imposed upon them by other articles of the 
same text. 

Sub-paragraph ( b) of the original draft al
lowed States to take restrictive measures against 
foreign information agencies. That clause was in
compatible with the provisions of article 1, the 
object of which was to avoid any discrimination. 
For that reason the United Kingdom delegation 
must oppose the French amendment: the provi
sion so wide11ed the powers of Governments that 
it would, in :act, enable States to establish a real 
national monopoly. That was irreconcilable with 
the principle of non-discrimination towards in
formation agencies which was set forth in article 
1 of the draft convention. 

1 See E/Conf.6/C.1/SR.20. 

parti pris et sans les separer artificiellement des 
circonstances qui Jes entourent, et de les commenter 
sans intention malveillante, et par consequent: 

"a) A faciliter la solution des problemes eco
nomiques, sociaux et humanitaires qui se posent 
clans le monde, par le libre echange des informa
tions relatives a ces problemes; 

"b) A contribuer a faire respecter sans discri
mination les droits de l'homme et les libertes fon
damentales; 

"C) A aider a maintenir la paix et la securite 
internationales ; 

"d) A faire echec a la diffusion de nouvelles 
intentionnellement fausses OU deformees qui deve
loppent la haine ou le parti pris contre d'autres 
Etats ou contre des groupes humains de race, 
langue, religion ou convictions politiques ou phi
losophiques differentes; 

"e) A combattre toute propagande, quelle qu'elle 
soit, en faveur de la guerre." 

Par 33 voix contre zero, avec 12 abstentions, 
l' article 3 ainsi amende est adopte. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 10. 

DEUX CENT SEIZIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lalu Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 5 mai 1949, a 11 h. 10. 

President; M. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norvege). 

151. Liherte de l'inform.ation: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA LIBERTE 

DE L'INFORMATION (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article 4 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) declare que le but 
de l'amendement propose par sa delegation (A/ 
C.3/460) est de preciser les dispositions du texte 
primitif et de pallier les lacunes qu'il comporte. II 
fait remarquer qu'a la Conference sur la liberte de 
!'information la delegation du Royaume-Uni s'etait 
eleve contre les alineas b) et C) l ; elle voulait 
eviter en effet que Jes gouvernements pussent 
prendre a l' egard des entreprises d'information 
etrangeres des mesures restrictives profitables a 
leurs propres entreprises; elle etait egalement op
posee a !'introduction, clans la convention, de 
toutes clauses echappatoires non indispensables, 
de nature a permettre aux Etats de deroger aux 
obligations que leur imposent d'autres articles du 
meme texte. 

L'alinea b) du projet primitif permet aux Etats 
de prendre des mesures restrictives a I' encontre 
des entreprises d'information etrangeres. Cette 
clause est incompatible avec les dispositions de 
!'article premier qni vise a eviter toute discrimi
nation. C'est pour cela que la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni doit s'opposer a l'amendement de la 
France: en effet, cette disposition elargit tellement 
les pouvoirs des gouvernements qu'elle permettrait 
en fait aux Etats d'etablir till veritable monopole 
national. Cela est inconciliable avec le principe de 
la non-discrimination a l'egard des entreprises 
d'information, principe consacre par !'article pre
mier de la convention. 

' Voir El Conf.6/ C. l / SR.20. 
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In general, the United Kingdom delegation did 
not favour the granting of State subsidies to na
tional information agencies. If, however, the de
velopment of such bodies was to be foreseen, it 
would be as well to fix the limit within which 
Governments could provide financial assistance 
to enable them to attain the level of similar foreign 
or international organizations. That was the pur
pose the United Kingdom delegation had in view 
in presenting a text for sub-paragraph ( b). 

Furthermore, the United Kingdom delegation 
asked for the deletion of sub-paragraph ( c), 
which it considered unnecessary in view of the 
fact that a provision to that effect was already 
contained in article I of the convention. 

With regard to sub-paragraph ( d), Mr. Davies 
felt that such a provision should be included in the 
convention, as it sanctioned a state of affairs which 
already existed in most States. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) felt 
that there was no fundamental difference between 
the amendments submitted by the United King
dom delegation and by his own. He thought that 
such concise or abbreviated amendments as that 
proposed by the French representative in sub-para
graph ( b) could give rise to misinterpretation. 
It was therefore necessary to draft a more specific 
text. He point out, however, that his delegation 
had presented its text (A/C.3/466) in order that 
certain difficulties which the United Kingdom text 
did not obviate might be avoided. The common aim 
of the United Kingdom and United States delega
tions was to prevent restrictions on information 
from being applied exclusively to information ma
terial. It was to avoid a wrong interpretation of the 
clause in sub-paragraph (a) that the United States 
had added the word "generally". 

He proposed that the word "more" should be 
inserted before the word "generally" for even 
greater precision; it must be quite clear that finan
cial restrictions of the kind mentioned in sub
paragraph (a) should be of a general nature, and 
not apply exclusively to informational material. 

·with regard to sub-paragraph ( c), he would 
like to introduce the word "restrictive", which he 
considered stronger and broader than the expres
sion used in the original text, and the word 
"monopolistic", which was clearer after the idea, 
as applied to the field of information, had been dis
cussed at length in the Committee. 

Furthermore, he considered it important to acid 
the idea of "movement" or of "residence of na
tionals of other Contracting States" if the article 
were to be in conformity with the other provisions 
of the convention. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) withdrew his amendment 
( A/C.3/458) in view of the conditions existing 
at that stage of the debate, but reserved the right 
to re-submit it. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) explained that his 
delegation had proposed an amendment (A/C.3/ 
474/ Add.l) to the United Kingdom amendment, 
in the hope that the Committee would support the 
proposal. The reservation suggested by the United 
Kingdom with regard to the balance of payments 
clause, as also that proposed by the United States, 
was necessary, but it should be made more 
specific. 

D'une maniere generale, la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni n'est pas favorable a l'octroi, par 
l'Etat, de subventions a des entreprises nationales 
d'information. S'il y a lieu d'envisager le develop
pement cl'organismes de ce genre, ii convient alors 
de fixer les limites dans lesquelles le gouverne
ment pourra accorder son aide financiere pour 
leur permettre cl'atteindre le niveau d'autres orga
nisations etrangeres ou internationales similaires. 
Tel est le but vise par la delegation du Royaume
U ni en presentant le texte de l'alinea b). 

D'autre part, la delegation du Royaume-Uni 
demande la suppression de l'alinea c) qu'elle juge 
inutile puisqu'une disposition en ce sens figure 
deja a !'article premier de la convention. 

Quant a l'alinea d), M. Davies estime qu'il y 
a lieu d'inclure une telle disposition dans la con
vention puisqu'elle sanctionne un etat de chases 
existant clans la plupart des Etats. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) estime 
que les amendements soumis par les delegations 
du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis ne presentent 
pas de differences fondamentales. D'autre part, 
il considcre que les amenclements succincts ou 
tronques, comme celui que propose le representant 
de la France a l'alinea b), peuvent donner lieu a 
une interpretation erronee. Il est done necessaire 
de formuler ~ne clause plus precise. Toutefois, 
M. Canham s1gnale que sa delegation a presente 
son texte (A/C.3/466) afin d'eviter certaines diffi
cultes que le projet du Royaume-Uni ne permet 
pas d'ecarter. Le but commun vise par les delega
tions du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis est 
d' empecher que les restrictions a !'information 
portent sur les seuls materiaux d'information. 
C'est pour eviter qu'on interprete incorrectement 
la clause contenue a l'alinea a) que les Etats-Unis 
ont ajoute le terme "generales". 

M. Canham propose d'ajouter, pour plus de 
precision encore, le mot "plus" devant "generates"· 
en effet ii doit etre bien clair que les restriction~ 
financieres du genre de celles prevues a l'alinea a) 
doivent avoir un caractere general et ne pas s'ap
pliquer aux seuls materiaux d'information. 

En ce qui concerne l 'alinea C)' il desire voir 
figurer le mot "restrictives", qui lui semble plus 
fort et plus large que !'expression employee clans 
le texte primitif, et le mot ''monopolisatrices", plus 
clair maintenant que cette idee appliquee au do
maine de !'information a ete longuement debattue 
a la Commission. 

D'autre part, il estime important d'ajouter l'idee 
de "<leplacements" ou de "residence ... de ressor
tissants d'autres Etats" et, enfin, la notion de 
"trans1:1ission_ des informations", si !'on veut que 
cet article smt conforme aux autres dispositions 
de la convention. 

M. KAYSER (France), dans les conditions ac
tuelles du debat, retire son amendement (A/C.3/ 
458), se reservant de le reprendre ulterieurement. 

M. JocKEL (Australie) explique que sa dele
gation a propose un amenclement (A/C.3/474/ 
Add.1) a ce!ui_ du Royaume~Uni, dans l'espoir 
q~ue la Comm1ss10n approuverait cette proposition. 
En effet, la reserve qu'apporte la delegation du 
Roy1;-u,me-_Uni, comme d'aill_eurs celle que propose 
la delegation des Etats-Ums, a la clause relative 
a la balance des paiements, est necessaire mais il 
fallait la preciser. ' 
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The Australian delegation had merely reverted 
to the definition given in article 21 of the Havana 
charter for an International Trade Organization.1 

A country could, indeed, have equilibrium in its 
balance of payments and yet have a chronic deficit 
of foreign currency. 

Mr. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) reintroduced the 
French amendment (A/C.3/458) and asked that 
it should be put to the vote when the Committee 
voted on article 4. 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
pointed out that the amendment did not take into 
consideration the need for a time-limit for the 
possible financial assistance that States might 
grant, and that that idea was contained in the 
United Kingdom and United States amendments. 

For those reasons, the Netherlands represen
tative would vote against the French amend
ment which had been re-submitted by the delega
tion of Afghanistan. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) agreed with the United 
Kingdom and United States representatives that 
the French amendment to sub-paragraph ( b), 
which had been taken over by the Afghanistan 
representative, had the defect of not fixing a time
limit. Furthermore, he wished to know whether 
there was any difference between the terms "na
tional news enterprises" in the French amendment 
and "non-governmental news agencies" in that of 
the United Kingdom. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
wished to know the meaning of the words "in
formational material" in the United States amend
ment. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) ex
plained that those words had a broader meaning 
than the term "news material" used in the first 
convention. They had been used expressly to en
sure an effective guarantee against any risk of 
discrimination against the importation of informa
tion. 

'While agreeing that the words "more generally" 
in the United States amendment were not wholly 
satisfactory, he pointed out the danger which lay 
in the United Kingdom wording. That text would 
imply that if a Government wanted to impose im
port restrictions on informational material, it had 
only to take the same action with regard to one 
other import article, an interpretation which might 
give rise to serious abuse. 

The addition, in the Cnited States text, of the 
words "more generally" would avoid that danger. 
The United States amendment did not mean. 
however, that Governments would be obliged to 
impose import restrictions on all articles in order 
to be able to impose them on informational ma
terial also; the addition of the v.·ord "more" before 
the word "generally" removed any possible mis
understanding on that subject. 

He therefore urged the Committee to adopt the 
United States text. 

1 Sec United Nations Conference on Trade and Em
p!0Jme11f. Final Act and Related Dornmcnts, page 18. 

La delegation de l'Australie n'a fait que re
prendre la definition donnee par !'article 21 de la 
charte de La Havane instituant une organisation 
internationale du commerce1 • Un pays peut en 
effet avoir une balance des paiements equilibree, 
tout en ayant un deficit chronique de devises. 

M. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) reprend a son 
compte l'amendement de la delegation de la France 
(A/C.3/458) et demande qu'il soit mis aux voix 
lorsque la Commission procedera au vote sur 
!'article 4. 

It en est ainsi decide. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) signale 
que cet amendement ne fait pas entrer en ligne de 
compte la necessite de fixer un delai a l'aide 
financiere que pourraient consentir les Etats et 
que cette idee figure dans les amendements du 
Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis. 

Pour ces raisons, le representant des Pays-Bas 
votera contre l'amendement de la Franc~ repris 
par la delegation de 1' Afghanistan. 

M. JocKEL ( Australie) partage !'opinion ex
primee par les representants du Royaume-Uni et 
des Etats-Cnis, selon laquelle l'amendement de 
la France a l'alinea b), repris par le representant 
de l' Afghanistan, presente le defaut de ne fixer 
aucune limite de temps. I1 desire en outre savoir 
s'il existe une difference entre !'expression: 
"entreprises nationales d'information", utilisee 
clans l'amendement de la France, et celle: "agences 
d'information non gouvernementales", employee 
dans l'amendement du Royaume-Cni. 

M. vAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) de
mande quel est le sens des mots: "materiaux 
d'information", dans le texte de l'amendement 
des Etats-Unis. 

).f. CANHAM (Etats-Cnis d'Amerique) precise 
que ces mots ont un sens plus large que le terme 
"documents d'information" utilise dans la premiere 
convention. Ils ont ete employes ici intentionnelle
ment afin d'assurer une garantie efficace contre 
tons risques de discrimination visant l'entree des 
informations. 

Par ailleurs, tout en reconnaissant que les mots 
"plus generales", dans l'amendement des Etats
U nis, ne sont pas entierement satisfaisants, ii 
souligne le danger que presente la redaction pro
posee par le Royaume-C ni ; ce dernier texte lais
serait supposer en effet que, pour imposer des 
restrictions a l'importation des materiaux d'infor
mation, il suffirait que le gouvernement prenne 
la meme mesure a l'egard d'un seul autre article 
d'importation, ce qui pourrait donner lieu a de 
graves abus. 

L'addition des mots "plus generales" clans le 
texte des Etats-Unis permet d'eviter ce danger. 
L'amendement des Etats-Unis ne signifie pas 
cependant que les gouvernements soient tenus 
d'imposer des restrictions a !'importation de tous 
les articles pour pouvoir les appliquer egalement 
aux materiaux d'inforrnation; !'insertion du mot 
"plus" avant "generales" ecarte a ce sujet tout 
malentendu. 

M. Canham insiste done ponr !'adoption du texte 
propose par les Etats-Cnis. 

1 Voir Conferenre des Nations Unies sur le commerce 
et l'e111p/oi, Acte final et Dowments canne:res, page 18. 
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Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) wished to know 
the exact meaning of the words "similar assist
ance" which appeared in both the United King
dom and the United States amendments to sub
paragraph ( b) . 

Mr. vVouLBROUN (Belgium) supported the 
Australian amendment ( A/C.3/ 474 / Add. l), with
out which Contracting States would be able to 
impose exchange restrictions which would prevent 
the importation of information. Sub-paragraph 
(a) of the United States amendment (A/C.3/ 
466) could be interpreted to mean that a Contract
ing State had the right to ask another Contracting 
State to abolish all duty on newspapers, films, or 
other items, whereas such a measure was not 
envisaged in article 1 of the convention. 

Mr. RAO (India) agreed with the Netherlands 
representative that the expression "informational 
material" which appeared in the United States 
amendment should be defined. He wondered 
whether that term applied also to printing presses 
and printers' ink. He asked, in that connexion, 
whether the definitions contained in article 1 of 
the first convention automatically applied to the 
convention under consideration, or whether a 
special provision to that effect would have to be 
inserted. 

Mr. VAN HEUVE~ GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
did not think that the definitions in the first con
vention applied to the convention under considera
tion. He pointed out, incidentally, with regard to 
the United States amendment, that the word "gen
erally" could scarcely be qualified by a compara
tive adverb. 

;\fr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) explained that 
the words "similar assistance" meant any help 
other than purely financial assistance for non
governmental news enterprises. 

In his opinion, the expression "informational 
material" used in the United States text comprised 
anything that could be used for the transmission 
or publication of information and would hence 
include printing presses. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) thought that if there 
were no definitions applicable to both the conven
tions as a whole, certain definitions would have to 
be included in article 4. Certain terms needed to 
be defined : for example, the words "news enter
prises", which a definite meaning in the first 
convention but seemed to include newspapers, rc
vie\VS and radio organiz'ations in the convention 
under consideration; similarly the words "infor
mational material" might mean either documents 
sent by news enterprises or printed texts such as 
newspapers and reviews. 

He also asked for an explanation of the words 
"international broadcasting", proposed by the 
United Kingdom in sub-paragraph ( d). All im
portant broadcasting was international. 

He suggested that the words "whether open or 
concealed", which had been inserted in the first 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) demande quelle 
est la portee exacte des mots "de nature analogue" 
et "ou autre" qui figurent dans les amendements 
i l'alinea b) proposes respectivement par le 
Royaume-Uni et les Etats-unis. 

M. WouLBROUN (Belgique) appuie l'amende
ment de l'Australie (A/C.3/474/Add.1), en 
!'absence duquel les Etats contractants pourraient 
appliquer des restrictions de change empechant 
l'entree des informations. II souligne d'autre part 
que l' on pourrait interpreter l'alinea a) de l'amen
dement des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/466) comme don
nant le droit a un Etat contractant de demander 
a un autre Etat contractant !'abolition de tous les 
droits de douane sur les journaux, films ou autres, 
alors que cette mesure n'est pas envisagee dans 
l'article premier de la convention. 

M. RAO ( Inde) partage 1' opinion du represen
tant des Pays-Bas selon laquelle il faudrait definir 
!'expression "materiaux d'information", qui figure 
dans l'amendement des Etats-Unis. Cette expres
sion comprend-elle par exemple les presses et 
l'encre d'imprimerie? II demande a ce propos si 
les definitions contenues dans !'article premier de 
la premiere convention s'appliquent automatique
ment a la presente convention OU s'il sera neces
saire de prevoir une clause speciale a cet effet. 

M. VAN REUVEN GOEDHART (Pays-Bas) pense 
que les definitions contenues dans la premiere 
convention ne s'appliquent pas a la convention a 
l'etude. II fait remarquer d'autre part, en ce qui 
concerne l'amendement des Etats-Unis, qu'il est 
difficile de temperer le sens du mot "generales" 
par un adverbe de comparaison. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) explique que Jes 
mots "de nature analogue" signifient toute assis
tance d'une autre nature que directement finan
ciere, destinee a soutenir les entreprises d'infor
mation non gouvernementales. 

L'expression "materiaux d'information", em
ployee dans le texte des Etats-Unis, comprend a 
son avis tout ce qui peut etre employe aux fins de 
transmettre ou de publier des informations, done 
egalement les presses. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) estime que, s'il n'existe 
pas de definition valable pour !'ensemble des deux 
conventions, ii sera necessaire d'introduire cer
taines definitions clans !'article 4. Certains termes 
demandent a etre precises: ainsi, les mots "entre
prises d'information" ont un sens determine dans 
la premiere convention, mais semblent ici com
prendre egalement les journaux, revues et entre
prises de radiodiffusion ; de meme Jes mots "ma
teriaux d'information" peuvent signifier, soit les 
documents envoyes par les entreprises d'informa
tion, soit les textes deja imprimes comme les 
jourhaux ou les revues. 

II desire egalement des eclaircissements sur le 
sens des mots "emissions internationales de radio
diffusion" dans l'alinea d) propose par le 
Royaume-Uni. II lui semble en effet que toutes les 
emissions de radiodiffusion d'une certaine impor
tance sont internationales. 

Dans l'amendement i l'alinea C) propose par 
les Etats-Unis, il propose d'ajouter, apres "pra-
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convention,1 should be added after the words 
"restrictive or monopolistic practices" in the text 
proposed by the United States for sub-paragraph 
(c). 

Finally, he dwelt on the problem presented_ by 
the strong competition which domestic publica
tions had to contend with from foreign reviews, 
owing to the appearance and price of the latter. 
That problem was particularly acute in the Latin
American countries. If article 4 referred not only 
to news material but also, as he thought, to news
papers, reviews and publicatio:is, its .Provisions 
should be weighed carefully with a view to the 
danger that foreign publications might constitute 
for national publications. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the addition of the 
words "whether open or concealed" suggested by 
Mexico was not in order, since they constituted 
an amendment of substance to the United States 
amendment. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) ex
plained the significance and scope of the various 
amendments proposed by his delegation. Stressing 
the importance of the need to remove any mis
understandings on that point before voting, he 
reiterated that a legal text such as the one under 
discussion could not be drawn up hastily. 

In drafting its amendments, the United States 
delegation had taken into account the sound argu
ments just adduced by the Mexican representa
tive, and it could assure that representative that 
the text it was proposing amply safeguarded the 
interests of national news enterprises. 

In reply to the Netherlands representative's 
objections, which he appreciated, he agreed to 
replace the words ''more generally" by "more 
widely". 

He realized that it would be advisable to in
clude a clause defining the terms used in the 
draft convention. The definitions contained in the 
first convention could not apply to the draft con
vention under consideration, which closely affected 
the domestic affairs of States and which therefore 
must not aHow of any misinterpretation. 

Clarifying his delegation's intentions, he said 
that the expression "informational material" had 
been chosen deliberately in preference to "news 
material" because, in the context of sub-paragraph 
(a), it was applied to various factors not con
nected exclusively with news properly so called as, 
for example, books, publications and films, the 
importation of which could also be restricted by 
States. He doubted whether the expression could 
be applied to printing presses and printers' ink. 

The expression "similar assistance" in sub
paragraph ( b) was intended to include not only 
financial assistance as such, but also all other 
forms of assistance which Governments might give 
to their news enterprises, for example the grant
ing of equipment, the supplying of public services, 
the fixing of special rates for postal or telegraph 
services and so on. 

It was obvious that all those things called for 
explanation and ought to be clearly defined in the 
convention. 

'See 193rd meeting. 

tiques restrictives ou monopolisatrices", les mots 
"ouvertes OU detournees" qui ont deja ete inseres 
dans la premiere convention1• 

M. Noriega souligne enfin le probleme pose par 
la forte concurrence que certaines revues etran
geres, grace a leur presentation et a leur prix, font 
aux publications nationales. Ce probleme est par
ticulierement aigu clans les pays d' Amerique latine. 
Si !'article 4 fait allusion non seulement aux docu
ments d'information mais aussi, comme le pense 
M. Noriega, aux journaux, revues et publications, 
ses termes doivent etre soigneusement peses afin 
de tenir compte du danger que peuvent representer 
les publications etrangeres pour les publications 
nationales. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que !'addition des mots 
"ouvertes OU detournees" proposee par le Mexique 
n' est pas recevable car elle modifierait le fond de 
l'amendement des Etats-Unis. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) fournit 
des eclaircissements sur la signification et la portee 
des divers amendements proposes par sa delega
tion. Soulignant combien i1 est important de dissi
per tout malentendu ace sujet avant le vote, ii fait 
remarquer, une fois de plus, qu'il n'est pas possible 
d'etablir trop hativement un texte juridique comme 
celui qui est en cours de discussion. 

En redigeant son amendement, la delegation des 
Etats-Unis a tenu compte des considerations fon
dees que le representant du Mexique vient d'ex
poser, et elle croit pouvoir donner a ce dernier 
!'assurance que le texte qu'elle propose sauve
garde pleinement Jes interets des entreprises d'in
formation nationales. 

En reponse aux objections du representant des 
Pays-Bas, dont ii reconnait la valeur, M. Canham 
accepte de remplacer les mots "plus generales" par 
les mots "plus larges". 

Cela amene le representant des Etats-U nis a 
reconnaitre qu'il conviendrait d'inserer dans le 
projet de convention une clause definissant les 
termes qui y sont employes. Les definitions enon
cees dans la premiere convention ne sauraient, en 
effet, s'appliquer au projet actuel, qui touche de 
tres pres aux affaires interieures des Etats et qui, 
par consequent, ne doit pouvoir preter a aucune 
interpretation erronee. 

Precisant la pensee de sa delegation, M. Can
ham <lit que !'expression "materiaux d'informa
tion" a ete choisie a dessein, de preference a 
"documents d'information", car, dans le contexte 
de l'alinea a), elle designe des elements divers ne 
relevant pas exclusivement de !'information pro
prement dite, tels que livres, publications, films, 
dont Jes Etats peuvent egalement restreindre !'im
portation. M. Canham doute cependant qu'elle 
s'applique aux presses et a l'encre d'imprimerie. 

II ajoute qu'a l'alinea b), !'expression "ou autre" 
a pour but de prevoir non seulement !'assistance 
financiere proprement dite, mais egalement toutes 
Jes autres formes d'aide que les gouvernements 
peuvent apporter a leurs entreprises d'information, 
telles que l'octroi de materiel, la fourniture de 
services publics, la fixation de tarifs speciaux pour 
les transmission postales ou telegraphiques, etc. 

It est evident que toutes ces choses appellent 
eclaircissement et doivent etre clairement definies 
dans la convention. 

1 V oir la 193eme seance. 
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In conclusion, he said that the United States 
delegation had drawn up the text proposed with 
great care and had taken pains to safeguard the 
rights of States while at the same time preventing 
any possibility of abuse. 

Mr. J OCKEL (Australia) also urged the need to 
define the expression "informational material" 
used in the United States amendment. Supporting 
the comment of the Belgian representative, he 
noted that, if the explanation given by the United 
Kingdom representative were to be accepted, it 
would involve customs questions which had not 
so far been taken into account. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) thought that 
the difficulties of interpreting article 4 should not 
be exaggerated. He also was surprised that there 
was any question regarding the purpose of sub
paragraph (a) in the United States and United 
Kingdom amendments. The sub-paragraph was 
obviously designed, not to recognize the inherent 
right of any State to take any economic measures 
it deemed necessary to bring its balance of pay
ments into equilibrium, but rather to ensure that 
that right would not be exercised exclusively to 
the prejudice of informational material. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee 
should vote on the first part of the United King
dom amendment (A/C.3/46O): to take the words 
"which it deems necessary" from the first para
graph of article 4 and insert them at the beginning 
of sub-paragraph (a). 

The proposal was adopted by 31 votes to none, 
wi,th 12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Australian 
delegation's proposed amendment to the United 
Kingdom amendment (A/C.3/474/Add 1). 

The amendment was adopted by 26 votes to 
none, u.1ith 13 abstentions. 

Under the terms of rule 119 of the rules of 
procedure, the CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the 
United States amendment to sub-paragraph (a) 
(A/C.3/466). 

It was understood that if that text were adopted, 
it would be amended in the sense of the Austra
lian amendment which had just been approved. 

The amendment was adopted by 13 votes to 10, 
u.1ith 23 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of 
sub-paragraph (a) as amended. 

The sub-paragraph (a) was adopted by 23 votes 
to none, wi,th 24 abstentions. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) explained that he had 
abstained from voting because he did not know to 
what extent that provision was compatible with 
the commercial agreements signed by Mexico and 
the provisions of the Havana charter. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Afghanistan 
amendment to sub-paragraph ( b) (A/C.3/458). 

The amendment was adopted by 19 votes to 14, 
wi,th 11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN having pointed out that the 
adoption of that text eliminated other amendments 

M. Canham declare, en conclusion, que la dele
gation des Etats-Unis a etabli avec soin le texte 
qu'elle propose, se preoccupant a la fois de sauve
garder les droits des Etats et d'ecarter toute possi
bilite d'abus. 

M. J OCKEL ( Australie) insiste egalement sur 
la necessite de definir !'expression "materiaux 
d'information", qui figure dans l'arnendement des 
Etats-Unis. Appuyant !'observation du represen
tant de la Belgique, il fait remarquer que, si l'ex
plication qu'a donnee le representant du Royaume
Uni devait prevaloir, cela mettrait en jeu des 
questions douanieres dont on n'a pas tenu compte 
jusqu'ici. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) est d'avis qu'il ne 
faut pas s'exagerer les difficultes d'interpretation 
de !'article 4. Il s'etonne, entre autres, que l'on 
mette en question le but de l'alinea a) des amende
ments du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis: cet 
alinea est evidemment destine, non pas a recon
naitre le droit inherent a tout Etat de prendre les 
mesures economiques qu'il juge necessaires pour 
equilibrer sa balance des paiements, mais bien 
a assurer que ce droit ne sera pas exerce au seul 
prejudice des materiaux d'information. 

Le PRESIDENT propose a la Commission de 
voter sur la premiere partie de l'amendement du 
Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/460) qui consiste a de
placer les mots: "qui lui semblent necessaires" 
figurant au premier paragraphe de !'article 4 et a 
les inserer clans l'alinea a). 

Par 31 voix contre zero, avec 12 abstentions, 
cette proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement pro
pose par la delegation de l'Australie a l'amende
ment du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/474/Add.l). 

Par 26 voix contre zero, avec 13 abstentions, cet 
aniendement est adopte. 

En vertu de !'article 119 du reglernent interieur, 
le PRESIDENT met ensuite aux voix l'amendement 
des Etats-Unis a l'alinea a) (A/C.3/466). 

Il est entendu que ce texte, au cas ou il serait 
adopte, sera modifie dans le sens de l'amendement 
australien qui vient d'etre approuve. 

Par 13 z•oix contre 10, avec 23 abstentions 
l'alinea a) est adopte. ' 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble de l'ali
nea a) tel qu'il a ete amende. 

Par 23 voi.t: contre zero, avec 24 abstentions, 
l'alinea a) est adopte. 

1\1. NoRIEGA (Mexique) explique qu'il s'est 
abstemt de prendre part au vote parce qu'il ignore 
dans quelle mesure cette disposition est compatible 
avec les accords commerciaux souscrits par le 
Mexique et avec les dispositions de la charte de la 
Havane. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement de 
!'Afghanistan a l'alinea b) (A/C.3/458). 

Par 19 voix contre 14, avec 11 abstentions, cet 
amendement est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT ayant fait remarquer que !'adop
tion de ce texte elimine les autres amendements a 



340 

to sub-paragraph (b), Mr. DAVIES (United King
dom) and ~\fr. CANHAM (United States of Amer
ica) stated that the vote which had just been 
taken made article 4 as a whole unacceptable to 
their delegations. The new provision was too 
broad and left the door open to every kind of 
abuse. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United 
Kingdom proposal (A/C.3/46O) to delete sub
paragraph ( c). 

The proposal was rejected by 20 votes to 5, 
uith 16 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United 
States amendment to sub-paragraph (c) (A/C.3/ 
466). 

The amendment was adopted by 30 votes to 
none, with 13 abstentions. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) ex
plained that "restrictive or monopolistic practices" 
meant all practices tending to establish mono
polies, "whether open or concealed". The text was 
therefore an implicit answer to the concern ex
pressed by the Mexican representative. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the following 
phrase in the original text of sub-paragraph ( c), 
which was not affected by the amendment just 
adopted: "or the cartelization in regard to in
formation". 

The phrase was rejected by 14 votes to 13, 
with 17 abstentions. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) ex
plained that, although it was in principle strongly 
opposed to cartelization, his delegation had voted 
against the retention of that phrase because it 
considered that the words "monopolistic prac
tices" applied to all forms of monopoly, including 
cartels. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United 
Kingdom amendment to add a sub-paragraph ( d) 
to article 4 (A/C.3/46O). 

The amendment was adopted by 24 votes to 
none, with 19 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote, finally, the text 
proposed by the United Kingdom and the United 
States delegations to replace the last paragraph 
of article 4 (A/C.3/46O and A/C.3/466). 

The text was adopted by 28 votes to none, with 
13 abstentions. 

:lfr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) regretted that as 
a result of the voting on sub-paragraph ( b) cer
tain delegations had been led to regard as unac
ceptable the whole text of an article of such im
portance to the small nations which did not yet 
possess their own means of information. 

He wished, therefore, as a compromise, to pro
pose that the Committee should reconsider its 
earlier decision and amend sub-paragraph ( b) to 
read: · 

"To assist in developing and protecting its na
tional news enterprises until such time as they 
are able to operate without Government assist
ance." 

I'alinea b), M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) et 
M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declarent 
que le vote qui vient d'avoir lieu rend !'ensemble de 
!'article 4 inacceptable a leurs delegations : la nou
velle disposition est en effet trop large et ouvre la 
porte a tous Jes abus. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de la 
delegation du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/460) tendant 
a supprimer l'alinea C). 

Par 20 voix contre 5, avec 16 abstentions, cette 
proposition est rejetee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement des 
Etats-Unis a l'alinea c) (A/C.3/466). 

Par 30 voix contre zero, avec 13 abstentions, cet 
a1nendement est adopte. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) precise 
que par "pratiques restrictives ou monopolisa
trices", it faut entendre toutes pratiques tendant a 
la creation des monopoles, qu'elles soient "ouvertes 
OU detournees". Ce texte repond done implicite
ment aux preoccupations du representant du 
Mexique. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le membre de 
phrase du texte initial de l'alinea C) non affecte 
par l'amendement qui vient d'etre adopte. Ce 
membre de phrase est le suivant : "ainsi qu'a la 
formation de cartels clans le domaine de !'informa
tion". 

Par 14 voix contre 13, avec 17 abstentions, ce 
membre de phrase est rejete. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) explique 
que sa delegation a vote contre le maintien de ce 
membre de phrase, bien qu'elle soit fortement op
posee en principe a la formation de tout cartel, 
parce qu'elle est d'avis que les mots "pratiques 
monopolisatrices" s'appliquent a toutes les formes 
de monopole, y compris les cartels. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni tendant a ajouter un alinea d) a 
!'article 4 (A/C.3/460). 

Par 24 voix contre zero, avec 19 abstentions, la 
proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met enfin aux voix le texte pro
pose par les delegations du Royaume-Uni et des 
Etats-Unis en remplacement du dernier para
graphe de !'article 4 (A/C.3/460 et A/C.3/466). 

Par 28 voix contre zero, avec 13 abstentions, ce 
texte est adopte. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) regrette que 
certaines delegations aient ete amenees a consi
derer comme inacceptable, a la suite du vote sur 
l'alinea b), 1' ensemble d'un article si important 
pour Jes petites nations qui ne possedent pas 
encore de moyens d'information qui leur soient 
propres. 

I1 voudrait done, par mesure de compromis, 
proposer a la Commission de revenir sur sa deci
sion anterieure et de modifier l'alinea b) de ma
niere a lire: 

"Pour aider a developper et a proteger ses 
entreprises nationales d'information jusqu'a ce 
qu'elles soient en mesure de fonctionner sans 
l'aide de l'Etat." 
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The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee would 
have to decide by a two-thirds majority whether it 
wished to reconsider the text of sub-paragraph ( b). 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND SEVENTEENTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Thiirsday, 5 lvfay 1949, at 3 p.m. 

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

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON FREEDOM OF INFORMA
TION (E/1065) (CONTINUED) 

Article 4 (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN reterred to the amendment to 
article 4 of the convention on freedom of informa
tion submitted by the representative of Saudi 
Arabia at the previous meeting and asked him 
whether he wished to press his amendment. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) withdrew his 
amendment as no motion for the reconsideration 
of sub-paragraph ( b) had been made. 

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the whole 
of article 4, as amended. It read as follows : 

"Nothing in the present convention shall af
fect the right of any Contracting State to take 
measures: 

" (a) Which it deems necessary to safeguard its 
external financial position and balance of pay
ments, provided, however, that import restrictions 
imposed for this purpose are being applied more 
widely and not exclusively upon informational 
material; 

" ( b) To develop and protect its national news 
enterprises ; 

" To prevent restrictive or monopolistic 
practices or agreements in restraint of the free 
flow of information ; 

" ( d) To control international broadcasting 
originating within its territory; 

"provided that such measures may not be used as 
a means of preventing the entry, movement or 
residence of nationals of other Contracting States 
engaged in the gathering and transmission of in
formation and opinions for dissemination to the 
public." 

Article 4, as amended, was rejected by 14 votes 
to 11, with 8 abstentions. 

The CIIAIRMA::--r pointed out that the reconsider
ation of the article, even though it had been re
jected, or the introduction of a substitute text 
could be effected only if a two-thirds majority 
voted in favour of such proposals. 

Procedural proposal submitted by the Nether
lands delegation (A/C.3/498) (continued) 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la Commission devra 
decider a la majorite des deux tiers de ses mem
bres si elle desire proceder a un nouvel examen 
du texte de l'alinea b). 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX CENT DIX-SEPTIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 5 mai 1949, a 15 heures. 

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

152. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA LIBERTE 
DE L'INFORMATION (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Article 4 (suite) 

Le PRESIDENT fait allusion a l'amendement a 
!'article 4 de la convention relative a la liberte 
de !'information soumis a la precedente seance par 
le representant de I' Arabie saoudite, et demande a 
ce dernier s'il desire maintenir son amendement. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) retire son amen
dement, aucune motion n'ayant ete deposee en 
vue de la remise a l'etude de l'alinea b). 

Le PRESIDENT met alors aux voix !'ensemble de 
!'article 4 amende, qui se lit comme suit: 

"Aucune des dispositions de la presente Con
vention ne portera atteinte au droit qu'a tout Etat 
contractant de prendre les mesures : 

"a) Qui lui semblent necessaires pour sauve
garder la position financiere a I' exterieur et sa 
balance des paiements, etant entendu toutefois que 
les restrictions a !'importation imposees a cet effet 
seront plus larges et ne s'appliqueront pas exclu
sivement aux materiaux d'information; 

"b) Destinees a developper et proteger ses 
entreprises nationales d'information; 

"c) Destinees a mettre obstacle aux pratiques 
restrictives ou monopolisatrices ou a la conclusion 
d'accords qui generaient la libre circulation des in
formations; 

"d) Destinees a assurer le controle des emis
sions internationales de radiodiffusion transmises 
depuis son territoire; 
"etant entendu que ces mesures ne doivent pas 
servir a mettre obstacle a l'admission, aux deplace
ments ou au sejour sur son territoire de ressortis
sants d'autres Etats contractants dont l'activite 
consiste a recueillir et a transmettre des informa
tions et des opinions pour les repandre parmi le 
public." 

Par 14 voix contre 11, avec 8 abstentions, l'ar
ticle 4 tel qu'il a ete aniende est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer qu'un nouvel 
examen de l'article, bien que ce dernier ait ete 
rejete, OU la presentation d'un texte de remplace
ment, ne pourrait s'effectuer que si une majorite 
des deux tiers se pronorn;ait a cet effet. 

Proposition de procedure presentee par la delega-
tion des Pays-Bas (A/C.3/498) (suite) 

The CHAIRMAN reopened the discussion on the I Le PRESIDENT rouvre la discussion sur la pro-
Netherlands proposal that the draft convention position des Pays-Bas visant a renvoyer a la qua-
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on freedom of information should be referred to 
the fourth session of the General Assembly 
(A/C.3/498). 

l\Ir. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
said that the voting on article 4 and the fact that 
there had been so many abstentions on other votes 
had strengthened his opinion that his proposal 
had been opportune. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) felt that, in the 
light of the arguments advanced by the Nether
lands representative and particularly of the voting 
on article 4, he must reluctantly revise his former 
opinion that work should continue on the conven
tion on freedom of information. It was essential 
to have a carefully drafted convention which 
would be likely to attract the greatest possible 
number of ratifications. The failure to draft a 
sound convention would be more dangerous than 
delay. It was, however, essential that further work 
on the convention at the fourth session of the 
General Assembly should not impede the dispatch 
of the other items which would be placed on the 
Third Committee's agenda. 

The best compromise solution, therefore, would 
be for an ad hoe committee comprising the mem
bers of the Third Committee to meet two weeks 
before the opening of the fourth session of the 
General Assembly for the specific purpose of com
pleting the draft of the conve:1tion on freedom of 
information. The results achieved by that com
mittee would go direct to the Third Committee 
and to the plenary meeting of the Assembly. 

Mr. VAN HEt;VEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
said that he would willingly support any amend
ment to that effect which the United Kingdom 
representative might make to his proposal ( A/ 
C.3/498). He fully agreed concerning the impor
tance and desirability of expediting the completion 
of the convention. 

Mr. RAo (India) thought that both conventions 
formed part of a single whole. If the Netherlands 
amendment were adopted, the delegation of India 
would reserve the right to propose that the first 
convention should also be deferred until the fourth 
session of the General Assembly. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) agreed with the representative of India 
that both conventions formed a single instrument. 
The main objection to deferring the second con
vention until the fourth session was that substan
tive amendments to it presented at that session 
might be ruled out of order as affecting matters 
already adop~ed during the third session. There 
was not, in his opinion, a great deal more work 
to be done on the second convention ; it should be 
completed at the current session. The first conven
tion dealt merely with the gathering and trans
mission of news ; the second with the very nature 
of freedom of information. The first convention 
might be useful to the monopolies which, he be
lieved, controlled information agencies; the second 
might impose restrictions upon their activities. 
That, in his opinion, was the true political motive 
behind the motion for deferment, which he most 
strongly opposed. 

trieme session de l' Assemblee generale le pro jet 
de convention relatif a la liberte de !'information 
(A/C.3/498). 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) de
clare que le vote sur l'article 4 et le fait qu'il y ait 
eu un nombre important d'abstentions au cours 
des autres scrutins le confirment dans ]'opinion 
que sa proposition etait opportune. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni), qui estimait aupa
ravant que la Commission devait continuer l'exa
rnen de la convention relative a la liberte de !'in
formation, declare que, en raison des arguments 
presentes par le representant des Pays-Bas, et aussi 
en raison du resultat du vote sur !'article 4, il doit, 
a son regret, revenir sur son opinion. 11 est essen
tiel de produire une convention soigneusement 
redigee et susceptible de recueillir le plus grand 
nombre possible de ratifications. Si l'on ne par
venait pas a etablir une convention solide, cela 
serait plus dangereux encore qu'un delai. II im
porte cependant au premier chef que les travaux. 
auxquels donnera lieu la convention a la quatrieme 
session de l' Assemblee generale ne genent pas 
l'examen des autres points qui figureront a l'ordre 
du jour de la Troisieme Commission. 

Le meilleur compromis consisterait done a 
reunir, deux semaines avant l'ouverture de l' As
semblee generale, une commission Speciale com
posee des membres de la Troisieme Commission, 
dans le but precis d'achever la redaction de la con
vention relative a la liberte de !'information. Le re
sultat des travaux de cette commission serait trans
mis directement a la Troisieme Commission et a 
l' Assemblee siegeant en seance pleniere. 

M. VAN HECVEN GOEDHART (Pays-Bas) repond 
qu'il soutiendra avec plaisir tout amendement a sa 
proposition (A/C.3/498) que le representant du 
Royaume-Uni pourrait deposer a cet effet. 11 est 
entierement d'accord sur !'importance et la neces
site de hater !'elaboration de la convention. 

M. RAo ( Inde) estime que Jes deux conven
tions font partie d'un meme tout. Si l'on adoptait 
l'amendement des Pays-Bas, la delegation de 
l'Inde se reserverait le droit de proposer que la 
premiere convention soit egalement renvoyee a la 
quatrieme session de I' Assemblee generate. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
Estes sovietiques) est d'accord avec le represen
tant de l'Inde: les deux conventions constituent 
un instrument unique. La principale objection qu'il 
y aurait a renvoyer la seconde convention a la 
quatrieme session, c'est que les amendements sur 
le fond qui pourraient etre soumis au cours de 
cette session pourraient etre consideres comme 
irrecevables car ils se rapporteraient a des ques
tions deja reglees a la troisieme session. A son 
avis, la seconde convention ne demande plus beau
coup de travail et son elaboration doit pouvoir 
etre achevee durant la session en cours. La pre
miere convention ne traite que de l'acces aux in
formations et de leur transmission ; la seconde 
traite de la nature meme de la liberte de !'informa
tion. La premiere convention peut etre utile pour 
Jes monopoles qui, a son sens, controlent les entre
prises d'information; la seconde pourrait imposer 
des restrictions a leur activite. Tel est, a son avis. 
le motif veritable de la motion de renvoi, a laquelle 
ii est energiquement oppose. 
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Mr. MAKIN (Australia) felt that the continuity 
of the work of the Third Committee was important 
since it was fully cognizant with the problems in
volved. If there were no procedural obstacles, the 
Third Committee itself rather than an ad hoe com
mittee should meet. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) accepted that 
suggestion. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) be
lieved that three basic considerations were in
volved: the cause of freedom of information, the 
prestige of the United Nations and the position 
of the Third Committee with regard to its work 
during the third session. 

The Nether lands proposal as amended by the 
United Kingdom representative was fully in ac
cordance with the protection of freedom of in
formation along the lines laid down by the Gen
eral Assembly when it had instructed the Third 
Committee to deal with that subject. The United 
Kingdom amendment, moreover, was relevant to 
a question which was being discussed at the cur
rent session - that of expediting the work of the 
General Assembly. It might even set a valuable 
precedent, that of a committee, perhaps includ
ing a greater number of technical experts and ad
visers, sitting between sessions to deal with a 
specific problem. The Third Committee's work 
during the third session might, however, be stulti
fied if all the results it had achieved came up for 
reconsideration. 

To meet the objections of the Indian delega
tion, he suggested that the first convention should 
be submitted to the General Assembly at the cur
rent session, but that Member States should not 
be asked to sign it until work had been completed 
on the second convention at the fourth session. 

Mr. Canham thought that the two conven
tions were not inseparable, as States were fully 
entitled to sign one but not the other, if they so 
desired. The first convention formed a complete 
and well-balanced instrument, since the amalga
mation of the convention on the gathering and 
international transmission of news with the con
vention on the international right of correction 
provided for both privileges and responsibilities. 
If examination of the first convention were re
opened, as the USSR representative wished, the 
Committee would be faced with the same situa
tion as that which had confronted it at the open
ing of the second part of the third session. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Australian 
suggestion involved no insuperable procedural 
obstacle. 

At the request of Mr. DAVIES (United King
dom), Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Nether
lands) agreed to incorporate both the Australian 
amendment and the United Kingdom amendment 
in his proposal (A/C.3/498). 

M. MAKIN ( Australie) estime qu'il importe de 
sauvegarder la continuite des travaux de la Troi
sieme Commission, car celle-ci est pleinement au 
courant des problemes en jeu. Si aucun obstacle de 
procedure ne s'y oppose, c'est la Troisieme Com
mission elle-meme, plutot qu'une commission Spe
ciale, qui devrait se reunir. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) accepte cette sug
gestion. 

1\1. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) estime 
que trois considerations essentielles sont en jeu: 
la cause de la liberte de l'information, le prestige 
de l'Organisation des Nations Unies et la position 
de la Troisieme Commission en ce qui concerne 
ses travaux au cours de la troisieme session. 

La proposition des Pays-Bas, compte tenu de 
l'amendement du representant du Royaume-Uni, 
est pleinement conforme aux principes de la pro
tection de la liberte de l'information, tels que les 
a definis l' Assemblee generate lorsqu'elle a charge 
la Troisieme Commission d'etudier la question. De 
plus, l'amendement du Royaume-Uni touche a une 
question qui a ete debattue a la presente session: 
celle de la fac;on dont on pourrait accelerer les 
travaux de l' Assemblee generale. II pourrait meme 
etablir un precedent precieux, celui d'une com
mission qui comporterait peut-etre un plus grand 
nombre d'experts et de conseillers techniques et 
qui siegerait entre les sessions pour traiter de 
problemes precis. Les resultats atteints par la Troi
sieme Commission au cours de la troisieme ses
sion pourraient cependant etre compromis si tout 
le travail accompli devait etre soumis a un nouvel 
examen. 

Pour repondre aux objections de la delegation 
de l'Inde, M. Canham propose de soumettre la 
premiere convention a la session actuelle de 1' As
semblee generate, mais de ne demander aux Etats 
Membres de la signer que lorsque la seconde 
convention aura ete etablie au cours de la qua
trieme session. 

M. Canham estime que les deux conventions ne 
sont pas inseparables, puisque les Etats peuvent 
parfaitement n'en signer qu'une, s'ils le desirent. 
La premiere convention constitue un instrument 
complet et bien equilibre, puisque, en fusionnant 
la convention relative a l'acces aux informations 
et a leur transmission d'un pays a l'autre et la 
convention relative a !'institution du droit de rec
tification en matiere internationale, on a prevu 
a la fois les privileges et les responsabilites. Si l'on 
remettait a l'examen la premiere convention, 
comme le representant de l'URSS en a exprime 
le desir, la Commission se retrouverait au point ou 
elle en etait a l'ouverture de la deuxieme partie de 
la troisieme session. 

Le PRESIDENT estime que la proposition de 
l'Australie ne se heurte a aucun obstacle insur
montable de procedure. 

Sur la demande de M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni), 
M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) accepte 
d'incorporer clans sa proposition (A/C.3/498), en 
meme temps que l'amendement du Royaume-Uni, 
la suggestion du representant de l' Australie. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) supported the Nether- M. PENTEADO (Bresil) soutient la proposi-
lands proposal, thus amended (A/C3/500), as tion des Pays-Bas ainsi amendee (A/C.3/500/ 
the lesser of two evils. i Rev.I) qui, selon lui, constitue un moindre mal. 
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~fr. DEMCHENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) s:aid that some delegations seemed to 
be attempting to undem1ine the work which had 
already been accomplished. The Ukrainian dele
gation had supported the proposal ( A/ C.3 /389) 
that the conventions should be sent to the Eco
nomic and Social Council for consideration, and 
that they sl.:.ould then be presented to the Gen
eral Assembly. \Vhen the Committee had opened 
the general debate, the delegations of the Nether
lands, the United Kingdom and the United 
States had asserted that the question had been 
debated sufficiently and that the conventions had 
to be studied without delay; at the current stage 
the Committee was being told that more time 
was necessary. \Vork had progressed and as a 
result the drafting of the first convention had 
been completed. That convention contained no 
restrictions on the activities of news agencies and 
enabled the monopolies of the United States and 
the United Kingdom to exercise domination over 
the weaker countries. The Committee had pro
gressed as far as the consideration of the con
vention on freedom of information, which might 
inconvenience the United States news monopo
lies. None of the arguments used in favour of 
the postponement of that convention were well 
founded. The Committee did have sufficient time 
for the consideration and drafting of the conven
tion on freedom of information. 

The lack of time was not the real motive for 
suggesting postponement of the preparation of 
the convention. The real purpose was to allow 
the United States delegation time to find a 
method of rallying those countries which had 
shown some reluctance to accept proposals for 
provisions encroaching upon their domestic legis
lation. In his view, the substantial agreement be
tween the United Kingdom and Netherlands 
delegations might be interpreted in the light of 
the United States delegation's wish for such a 
breathing space. That, however, was a most un
desirable use of the procedure of the General 
Assembly. 

He would therefore urge that both conventions 
should be completed during the third session of 
the General Assembly. 

Afr. Ingebretsen (Norway) took the chair. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GOEDHART (Netherlands) 
drew the Ukrainian representative's attention to 
the number of abstentions recorded on many of 
the votes during the discussion of the second con
vention; in some cases they had exceeded the 
total of the votes for and against a proposal. That 
fact proved that many delegations were neither 
subject to dictation nor in a position to decide 
on the merits of the proposals before them. That 
was the real and the sole reason why he had 
proposed deferment of that convention. A far 
more definite expression of opinion would be 
essential if the convention were to be wholly 
satisfactory. 

Mr. \VouLBROUN (Belgium) supported the 
original Netherlands proposal ( A/ C.3 / 498) . The 
original United Kingdom proposal for an ad hoe 

M. DEMTCHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie• 
tique d'Ukraine) declare que certaines delegations 
semblent vouloir compromettre les resultats des 
travaux qui ont deja ete accomplis. La delegation 
de la RSS d'Ukraine a appuye la proposition ( A/ 
C.3/389) tendant a renvoyer Jes conventions au 
Conseil economique et social pour examen, apres 

I quoi elles seraient soumises a l' Assemblee gene
: rale. Lorsque le debat general s'est engage a la 
: Commission, les delegations des Pays-Bas, du 
' Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis ont declare que la 
I question avait ete suffisamment discutee et qu'il 
, convenait de proceder sans delai a l'examen des 

conventions; or, voici qu'on affirme que de nou
veaux delais sont necessaires. Les travaux ont 
avance, ce qui a permis de terminer la redaction 

, de la premiere convention. Cette convention n'im
pose aucune restriction aux activites des entre
prises d'information et permet aux monopoles des 
Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni d'exercer leur 
domination sur les pays plus faibles. La Commis
sion en est arrivee a l'examen de la convention 
relative a la liberte de !'information qui risque de 
gener les monopoles qu'exercent les entreprises 
d'information americaines. Tous les arguments 
qu'on a invoques en faveur de l'ajournement de 
l'examen de cette convention manquent de bien
fonde. La Commission dispose du temps necessaire 
pour examiner et pour etablir le texte de la con
vention relative a la liberte de !'information. 

En realite, ce n'est pas au manque de temps 
que sont dues les propositions tendant a remettre 
a plus tard la redaction de la convention. En fait, 
on a besoin d'un delai qui permettrait a la delega
tion des Etats-Unis de trouver le moyen de rallier 
les Etats qui se sont montres peu disposes a adop
ter des dispositions qui risquent de porter atteinte 
a leur legislation nationale. M. Demtchenko estime 
qu'on peut attribuer le fait que Jes delegations du 
Royaume-Uni et des Pays-Bas sont d'accord sur 
le fond de la question au desir qu'a la delegation 
des Etats-Unis d'obtenir ce repit. Toutefois, c'est 
la une fa<;on fort peu orthodoxe de se servir de 
la maniere dont travaille I' Assemblee generale. 

Il invite done instamment la Commission a ter
miner l'etablissement des deux conventions au 
cours de la troisieme session de 1' Assemblee gene
rale. 

M. Ingebretsen ( N orvege) prend place au fau
teil presidentiel. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) signale 
au representant de la RSS d'Ukraine que de nom
breux representants se sont frequemment abstenus 
!ors des votes qui ont eu lieu a !'occasion de la dis
cussion de la seconde convention; dans certains 
cas, le nombre des abstentions a depasse celui des 
representants qui ont vote pour ou contre telle 
ou telle proposition. Cela prouve qu'il y a beau
coup de delegations qui ne se laissent pas imposer 
les vues d'autrui, et qui ne croient pas pouvoir se 
prononcer quant au fond sur les propositions dont 
elles etaient saisies. C'est pour cette raison, et 
pour cette raison seulement, qu'il a propose de 
differer l'adoption de la convention. II importe 
que les representants se prononcent d'une fac;on 
bien plus explicite pour que la convention puisse 
etre entierement satisfaisante. 

M. WouLBROCN (Belgique) appuie la proposi
tion soumise en premier lieu par les Pays-Bas (A/ 
C.3/498). La proposition primitive du Royaume-
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committee had been objectionable on the grounds 
of its probable financial implications. The revised 
Netherlands proposal ( A/C.3/500) was equally 
undesirable because it involved the prolongation 
of a session of the General Assembly and might 
create a precedent. 

Mr. STEPANENKO (Byelorussian Soviet So
cialist Republic) observed that when amendments 
to the first convention undesirable to the United 
States and United Kingdom delegations had been 
submitted, those delegations had argued that their 
appropriate place was in the convention on free
dom of information. The second convention, how
ever, was being regarded as something quite 
separate from the first. In existing circumstances, 
correspondents and information agencies had 
been accorded almost all the privileges which the 
authors of the first convention - the leading 
United States newspaper publishers - desired, 
whereas all effective restrictions would be de
ferred. The USSR representative had correctly 
argued that the two conventions were an organic 
whole ; they should be presented to the General 
Assembly as such, so that the Assembly could 
make amendments affecting both conventions. If, 
as had been contended, it was urgent to complete 
the first convention, it was equally urgent to com
plete the second. 

The Netherlands proposal should not, there
fore, be adopted. 

Mr. KAHAL! (Syria) could not agree with the 
United States representative that the first con..; 
vention was a satisfactory document. It might 
be desirable politically, but from the juridical 
point of view it was deplorable. Moreover, it had 
damaged the prestige of the United Nations in 
the eyes of the Press and the public. He had, 
for example, received a communication from the 
International League for the Rights of Man pro
testing against the article permitting censorship. 
The first convention had not yet been adopted ; 
there was still time to reconsider it in the interval 
before the fourth session. 

He would therefore oppose the Netherlands 
proposal if it referred only to the second conven
tion but would support it if both conventions 
were mentioned in it. 

In reply to Mr. KAYSER (France), Mr. DAVIES 
(United Kingdom) said that rule 112 of the rules 
of procedure referred to reconsideration "at the 
same session" of the General Assembly. The 
Committee could resume discussion of the second 
convention at any point it wished when it met be
fore the opening of the fourth session. The re
consideration of articles 2 and 4 would not then 
require the vote of a two-thirds majority. 

The CHAIRMAN said that it was not clear from 
the text before the Committee (A/C.3/500) 
whether the reference was to the Third Commit
tee of the third or of the fourth session of the 

Uni relative a la creation d'une commission Spe
ciale pretait a objection en raison des incidences 
financieres qu'elle risquait d'entrainer. Il ne con
vient pas davantage d'adopter la proposition 
revisee du representant des Pays-Bas ( A/C.3/ 
500/Rev.1), car ce texte entrainerait la prolonga
tion d'une session de 1' Assemblee generale et risque 
d'etablir un precedent. 

M. STEPANENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique de Bielorussie) declare que chaque fois qu'on 
a soumis des amendements a la premiere conven
tion qui n'etaient pas du gout des delegations des 
Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni, ces dernieres ont 
soutenu qu'il valait mieux les inserer clans la con
vention relative a la liberte de !'information. Toute
fois, on considere la seconde convention comme 
quelque chose d'entierement distinct de la pre
miere. V oici comment la situation se presente 
actuellement : on a accorde aux correspondants et 
aux entreprises d'information presque tous les 
privileges que les auteurs de la premiere conven
tion, c'est-a-dire les proprietaires des principaux 
journaux americains, desiraient leur conferer ; 
quant a !'adoption des restrictions efficaces, elle 
serait differee. Le representant de l'URSS a eu. 
raison d'affirmer que les deux conventions for
maient par nature un tout. C'est ensemble qu'on 
devrait les presenter a l' Assemblee generate afin 
que celle-ci puisse apporter en meme temps aux 
deux conventions les amendements necessaires. Si, 
comme on l'a soutenu, ii importe d'etablir d'ur
gence la premiere convention, ii est tout aussi 
urgent de terminer la seconde. 

II n'y a done pas lieu d'adopter la proposition 
des Pays-Bas. 

M. KAHAL! (Syrie) n'est pas d'accord avec le 
representant des Etats-Unis qui estime que la pre
miere convention constitue un document satisfai
sant. II se peut que cette convention soit satisfaisante 
au point de vue politique mais elle est deplorable 
du point de vue juridique. En outre, elle a diminue 
le prestige de !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
aupres de !'opinion publique et de la presse. C'est 
ainsi par exemple que M. Kahali a re<;u une com
munication de la Ligue internationale des droits 
de l'homme protestant contre !'article autorisant 
la censure. La premiere convention n'a pas encore 
ete adoptee; ii est encore temps de la soumettre 
a un nouvel examen pendant la periode qui s'ecou
lera avant l'ouverture de la quatrieme session. 

C'est pourquoi le representant de la Syrie se 
prononcera contre la proposition des Pays-Bas 
si elle ne s'applique qu'a la seconde convention; 
toutefois, il l'appuiera si elle fait mention des deux 
conventions. 

Repondant a M. KAYSER (France), M. DAVIES 
(Royaume-Uni) declare que, aux termes de l'ar
ticle 112 du reglement interieur, une proposition 
ne peut etre examinee a nouveau "au cours de 
la meme session" de I' Assemblee generale. La 
Commission pourra reprendre la discussion de la 
seconde convention a tout moment, au cours des 
reunions qu' elle tiendra avant I' ouverture de la 
quatrieme session. A ce moment, un nouvel exa
men des articles 2 et 4 n' exigera pas un vote a la 
majorite des deux tiers. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il ne ressort pas claire
ment du texte dont la Commission est saisie ( A/ 
C.3/500/Rev.1) si la Troisieme Commission se 
reunira pendant la troisieme OU la quatrieme ses-
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General Assembly. That difficulty might, how
ever, be obviated if the last paragraph read: 

"Invites the Third Committee of the fourth 
session to meet two weeks before the opening of 
the session. . ." 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) supported that 
amendment. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) emphasized the importance of the 
convention on freedom of information. In his 
opinion, it was by far the more important of the 
two conventions because it set forth the basic 
principles, while the first convention dealt sim
ply with the technical problems connected with 
the gathering and international transmission of 
news. 

He endorsed the Ukrainian representative's ob
jections to the proposal for postponement of dis
cussion of the convention on freedom of informa
tion. 

The United States representative had said that 
there was no inherent link between the two con
ventions, but Mr. Tsarapkin considered that such 
an argument was based on a desire to adopt the 
first convention, giving full freedom to monopo
lies, while indefinitely postponing action on the 
second and more important convention. The ar
gument that there were many other items still on 
the agenda should not be given any weight, as 
there was no reason why subsequent items should 
be given precedence over the one under discus
sion. 

The fact that the original USSR proposal 
(A/C.3/389) to refer all the conventions back to 
the Economic and Social Council had been re
j ected1 showed that there was some motive other 
than lack of time underlying the Netherlands 
proposal. 

The Netherlands representative had referred to 
the large number of abstentions in the recent vot
ing in the Third Committee. Mr. Tsarapkin con
sidered that the delegations which had abstained 
from voting had done so, not because they were 
not sure which way to vote, but because they did 
not wish to vote openly against the United States 
and United Kingdom delegations. 

The USSR representative was strongly opposed 
to the proposal for postponement, which he con
sidered to be a purely tactical move to serve the 
interests of United States and United Kingdom 
monopolies. 

Mr. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
pointed out to the USSR representative that the 
Netherlands delegation had been responsible for 
submitting the proposal for postponement. The 
proposal had been entirely his own idea and had 
not been the result of prior consultation with any 
other delegations. He emphasized the fact that 
his country was an independent sovereign State, 
as was proved, if proof were needed, by the 
fact that he had often voted against proposals 
emanating from the United States or United 
Kingdom delegations. 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Part I, Third Committee, li9th meeting. 

sion de I' Assemblee generale. Toutefois, on pour
rait parer a cette difficulte en redigeant le dernier 
paragraphe comme suit: 

"Invite la Troisieme Commission de la qua
trieme session a se reunir deux semaines avant 
l'ouverture de la session ... " 

M. DAvrns (Royaume-Uni) appuie cet amen
dement. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) souligne !'importance de la con
vention relative a la liberte de !'information. A son 
sens, c' est de loin la plus importante des deux con
ventions parce qu'elle enonce les principes fonda
mentaux, tandis que la premiere traite simplement 
des problemes d'ordre technique concernant l'acces 
aux informations et leur transmission d'un pays a 
l'autre. 

Il fait siennes les objections du representant de 
la RSS d'Ukraine au sujet de la proposition ten
dant a differer la discussion de la convention rela
tive a la liberte de !'information. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis a dit qu'il n'y 
avait pas de lien naturel entre les deux conven
tions; M. Tsarapkine estime que cet argument 
trouve son origine clans le desir de voir adopter 
la premiere convention, qui laisse une liberte com
plete aux monopoles, et de differer indefiniment 
la decision sur la plus importante des deux con
ventions, c'est-a-dire la seconde. L'argument selon 
lequel il reste encore de nombreux points a l'ordre 
du jour ne devrait pas etre pris en consideration, 
car il n'y a aucune raison de donner priorite sur 
celui-ci a des points figurant apres lui clans l'ordre 
du jour. 

Le fait que la proposition primitive de l'URSS 
(A/C.3/389), tendant a renvoyer toutes les con
ventions au Conseil economique et social, a ete 
repoussee1 montre que la proposition des Pays-Bas 
s'inspire d'une raison tout autre que celle du 
manque de temps. 

Le representant des Pays-Bas a fait etat du 
grand nombre d'abstentions lors des votes qui ont 
eu lieu recemment a la Troisieme Commission. 
M. Tsarapkine estime que les delegations qui se 
sont abstenues de voter ont agi ainsi non pas parce 
qu'elles ne savaient dans quel sens voter, mais 
parce qu'elles n'ont pas voulu se prononcer ouver
tement contre les delegations des Etats-Unis et 
du Royaume-Uni. 

Le representant de l'URSS combat energique
ment la proposition tendant a ajourner !'ex.amen 
de cette question, car il n'y voit qu'une manceuvre 
tendant a servir les inten~ts des monopoles des 
Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) fait 
observer au representant de l'URSS que c'est la 
delegation des Pays-Bas qui a soumis la propo
sition d'ajournement. Cette proposition emanait de 
lui seul et n'etait nullement le resultat de consul
tations prealables avec d'autres delegations. II sou
ligne que les Pays-Bas sont un Etat souverain 
independant, ainsi que le prouverait - si cela 
etait necessaire - le fait que le representant des 
Pays-Bas s'est, en maintes occasions, prononce 
contre !'adoption de propositions soumises par les 
Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni. 

1 Voir Jes Documents officiels de la troisieme sessioti de 
l' Assemblee generale, premiere partie, Troisieme Coin
mission, li9eme seance. 
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Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) supported the 
United Kingdom amendment to the Netherlands 
proposal (A/C.3/500), but asked if there would 
be any financial implications. 

Mr. HESSEL (Secretary of the Committee) re• 
plied that an estimate of the financial implica
tions would be supplied on the following day. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
hoped that the United Kingdom amendment, if 
adopted, would fulfil its purpose of shortening 
the work of the fourth session of the General 
Assembly and thus contribute towards economy, 
rather than involve additional expenditure. 

With regard to the speech made by the USSR 
representative, Mr. Canham said that he might 
have been impressed by its eloquence had not the 
same representative made equally eloquent 
speeches at previous meetings denouncing the 
basic principles of the convention, which he now 
sought to defend. Referring to the past discus
sions of the three draft conventions, he pointed 
out that the USSR delegation had consistently 
voted against all three conventions during the 
United Nations Conference on Freedom of In
formation. Furthermore, during the considera
tion of the first draft convention by the Human 
Rights Committee of the Economic and Social 
Council, the USSR delegation had contributed its 
full share towards the prolongation of the dis
cussions. There had in fact been what was known 
in the United States Congress as a "filibuster". 
As a result, the Economic and Social Council had 
only completed discussion of one of the three 
draft conventions. At the beginning of the second 
part of the third session,1 the USSR delegation 
had submitted a proposal (A/C.3/389) to refer 
the draft conventions back to the Economic and 
Social Council, a proposal which, if adopted, 
would have involved further delays. 

Mr. Canham felt that the Third Committee had 
accomplished some constructive work in nearing 
the completion of the amalgamated text of the 
first two draft conventions. There had not been 
any attempt to undermine freedom of informa
tion, as had been alleged by the representative of 
the Ukrainian SSR. What had been undermined 
was the totalitarian concept of freedom of infor
mation, namely complete governmental control of 
all the means of information. That was the type 
of monopoly which the United States delega
tion sought to prevent. 

In conclusion, the Cnited States representa
tive hoped that the Committee would complete 
all the work it could accomplish successfully dur
ing the current session and postpone all that it 
could not hope to accomplish in a manner worthy 
of the United Nations. 

Mr. WouLBROCN (Belgium) requested that 
the two paragraphs of the proposal contained in 
document A/C.3/500 should be put to the vote 
separately. He would support the first paragraph 
but not the second. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Cnion of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) raised the question whether it was, 
technically speaking, possible for the Third Com-

1 See 181st meeting. 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) appuie l'amen
dement du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/500) a la pro
position des Pays-Bas, mais il aimerait savoir si 
cet amendement aura des incidences financieres. 

M. HESSEL ( Secretaire de la Commission) in
dique qu'une estimation des incidences financieres 
sera fourni le lendemain. 

11. CANHAM (Etats-Cnis d'Amerique) espere 
que l'amendement du Royaume-Uni, s'il est 
adopte, remplira son but, qui est de reduire le tra
vail de la quatrieme session de l'Assemblee gene
rale, et contribuera ainsi a la realisation d'econo
mies plutot qu'il n'entrainera un supplement de 
depenses. 

Au sujet du discours prononce par le represen
tant de l'URSS, M. Canham declare qu'il aurait 
pu etre impressionne par !'eloquence de ce dernier 
si le meme representant, a des seances precedentes, 
n'avait prononce des discours tout aussi eloquents 
ou il denow;ait les prindpes fondamentaux de la 
convention qu'il cherche maintenant a defendre. 
Rappelant les discussions auxquelles ont donne 
lieu anterieurement Jes trois projets de convention, 
il fait remarquer que la delegation de l'URSS a 
systematiquement vote contre les trois conventions 
au cours de la Conference des Nations U nies sur 
la liberte de !'information. En outre, au cours de 
l'examen du premier projet de convention par le 
Comite des droits de l'homme du Conseil econo
mique et social, la delegation de l'URSS a pour 
sa part forternent contribue a la prolongation des 
debats. Ce fut la, en fait, une manceuvre d'obstruc
tion, manceuvre bien connue au Congres des 
Etats-Unis sous le nom de filibuster. De ce fait, 
le Conseil economique et social n'a mene a bien 
que l'examen de l'un des trois projets de conven
tion. Au debut de la deuxieme partie de la troi
sieme session1, la delegation de l'URSS a soumis 
une proposition (A/C.3/389) tendant a renvoyer 
les projets de convention au Conseil economique 
et social; si cette proposition avait ete adoptee, elle 
aurait entraine un retard encore plus important. 

M. Canham estime que la Troisieme Commis
sion a accompli un certain travail constructif 
puisque la redaction du texte fusionne des deux 
premiers projets de convention touche a sa fin. 
On n'a aucunement cherche a mettre en danger la 
liberte de l'information, comme l'a pretendu le 
representant de la RSS d'Ukraine. Ce qui a ete 
mis en danger, c'est le concept totalitaire de la 
liberte de !'information, a savoir le controle com
plet du gouvernement sur tous les moyens d'infor
mation. C'est la le type de monopole auquel la 
delegation des Etats-Unis s'est opposee. 

Pour conclure, le representant des Etats-Unis 
exprime l'espoir que la Commission terminera tous 
Jes travaux qu'elle est en mesure d'accomplir avec 
succes au cours de cette session, et qu'elle remettra 
a plus tard ceux dont elle ne peut esperer s'acquit
ter d'une maniere digne de !'Organisation des Na
tions Unies. 

11. WouLBROUN (Belgique) demande que les 
deux paragraphes de la proposition qui figure au 
document A/C.3/500/Rev.l soient mis aux voix 
separement. II donnera son appui au premier para
graphe, mais non au second. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) demande si, du point de vue 
technique, il est possible que, pour la quatrieme 

1 Voir la 18leme seance. 
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mittee of the fourth session to meet two weeks 
before the opening of the fourth session itself. 
Such questions as the election of officers and the 
allocation of agenda items could surely only be 
settled after the fourth session of the Assembly 
had actually opened. 

Mr, DAVIES (United Kingdom) thought that 
the Third Committee was fully competent to elect 
its own officers, under rule 94 of the rules of pro
cedure. Nevertheless, if there were any serious 
procedural difficulties involved in convening the 
Third Committee before the opening of the 
fourth session itself, he would revert to his origi..:. 
nal proposal that an ad hoe committee should be 
convened. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that in adopting 
the United Kingdom proposal the Third Com
mittee would only be making a recommendation. 
Before that recommendation came up for dis
cussion by the Assembly there would be time for 
the competent organ to consider any technical 
difficulties which might be involved. 

Mr. RAo (India) proposed that the Committee 
should adjourn in order to think the matter over 
and to obtain the Secretariat's opinion on the 
financial and other implications before coming to 
a decision. 

The CHAIRMAN agreed to adjourn the meeting 
and said that he would consult with the Presi
dent of the Assembly on the subject before the 
following meeting. 

The meeting rose at 5.40 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND EIGHTEENTH 
MEETING 

Held tit Lake Success, New York, 
on Friday, 6 May 1949, at 11 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON FREED02v1 OF INFORMA
TION ( E / 1065 ) ( co N"TINUED) 

Procedural pi•oposal submitted by the Nether
lands delegation (A/C.3/498) (continued) 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) recalled that 
at the previous meeting his delegation had pro
posed that the draft convention should be referred 
to an ad hoe committee which would meet two 
weeks before the opening of the fourth session 
of the General Assembly. It had later accepted 
the Australian suggestion that that task should 
be entrusted to the Third Committee itself. It 
seemed, however, that there were procedural dif
ficulties in the way of the Netherlands suggestion. 
For that reason the United Kingdom delegation 
wished to return to its first idea, as embodied in 
the proposal (A/C.3/501) which it formally sub
mitted to the Committee. 

session, la Troisieme Commission se reunisse deux 
semaines avant l'ouverture de la session elle-meme. 
Des questions telles que celles de l'election du 
bureau et de la repartition des points de l'ordre 
du jour ne pourraient certainement etre reglees 
qu'apres l'ouverture effective de la quatrieme ses~ 
sion de l'Assemblee. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) estime que, aux 
termes de l'article 94 du reglement interieur, la 
Troisieme Commission est parfaitement compe
tente pour elire son bureau. N eanmoins, si la 
reunion de la Troisieme Commission avant l'ouver
ture de la quatrieme session elle-meme devait 
entrainer des difficultes serieuses de procedure, il 
reviendrait a sa proposition initiale, qui tendait a 
la convocation d'une commission speciale. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que la Troisieme 
Commission, en adoptant la proposition du 
Royaume-Uni, emettrait seulement une recom
mandation. Avant que cette recommandation ne 
vienne en discussion a l'Assemblee, l'organe com
petent aurait le temps d'examiner toutes difficul
tes d'ordre technique qu'elle pourrait entrainer. 

M. RAo ( Inde) propose que la Commission 
s'ajourne afin que ses membres puissent, avant de 
prendre une decision, reflechir a la question et 
recevoir l'avis du Secretariat sur les incidences 
financieres et autres de la proposition. 

Le PRESIDENT accepte de lever la seance et 
declare qu'il conferera sur le sujet en discussion 
avec le President de l'Assemblee avant la prochaine 
seance. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 40. 

DEUX CENT DIX-HUITIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le vendredi 6 mai 1949, a 11 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LALIBERTE DE 
L'INFORMATION (E/1065) (SUITE) 

Proposition de procedure presentee par la delega
tion des Pays-Bas (A/C.3/498) (suite) 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) rappelle que sa 
delegation avait propose a la precedente seance 
de confier l'examen du projet de convention a une 
commission speciale qui se reunirait deux semaines 
avant l'ouverture de la quatrieme session de l'As
semblee generate. Elle avait ensuite accepte, sur 
la suggestion du representant de l' Australie, de 
confier cette tache a la Troisieme Commission 
elle-meme. Il semble toutefois que cette derniere 
solution se heurte a des difficultes d'ordre 
reglementaire. C'est pourquoi la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni revient a son idee premiere et 
saisit formellement la Commission d'une propo
sition clans ce sens (A/C.3/501). 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) feared that a M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) craint qu'un 
body such as that proposed by the United King- organisme comme celui dont la delegation du 
dom delegation might determine its own rules of Royaume-Uni propose la constitution n'etablisse 
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procedure. In that case, the members of the Third 
Committee who had submitted substantive 
amendments which thev wished to see included in 
the final text of the draft convention would have 
no assurance that the decisions of the Third Com
mittee would be taken into consideration by the 
new body, or even that they might not be revoked 
by less than the two-thirds majority which would 
be required if the Committee itself continued to 
consider the draft convention. 

The delegation of Saudi Arabia appreciated the 
importance of the draft under discussion and was 
anxious to see a document prepared that would 
be acceptable to all ; it would therefore prefer the 
Committee to remain in session for two weeks 
more, so that it might complete the work which it 
had begun. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that the provision in his delegation's proposal 
that the ad hoe committee should consult all the 
relevant documents including the summary rec
ords of the meetings of the Third Committee, 
should be sufficient to allay the fears of the Saudi 
Arabian representative. The United Kingdom 
delegation was, however, prepared to amend its 
proposal in accordance with the amendment sub
mitted by the Saudi Arabian delegation (A/C.3/ 
499) to the Nether lands proposal. 

He did not think that the Committee should 
continue its work after the close of the General 
Assembly. Such a solution would present diffi
culties without offering any practical advantage. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) was in favour of the 
original proposal of the Netherlands delegation. 
He considered the new United Kingdom pro
posal contrary to the constitutional principles of 
the United Nations. 

The drawing up of international conventions 
came within the competence of the General As-, 
sembly alone. In accordance with Article 62, 
paragraph 3, of the Charter, that body could en
trust the preparation of draft conventions to the 
Economic and Social Council, which was itself 
bound, under the provisions of that Article, to 
submit such drafts directlv to the General As
sembly ; but in any case the Assembly had the 
final responsibility for them. 

That procedure had been followed for the draft 
convention on freedom of information. How then 
could the Third Committee, a body which derived 
directly from the General Assembly, delegate its 
statutory functions to an ad hoe committee, 
which would be an organ set up outside the 
framework of the General Assembly? 

He would understand it if, for example, in or
der to facilitate the work of the Assembly a small 
group of legal experts were entrusted with the 
preparation of preliminary texts ; but it was the 
General Assembly, through one of its Committees 
- the Third Committee in the case under dis
cussion - which would be responsible for the 
final drafting of the document. 

He was also opposed to the United Kingdom 
proposal for practical reasons. The Belgian dele
gation had always objected to any increase in the 
number of meetings. The convening of an ad hoe 
committee composed of representatives of fifty
eight Member States two weeks prior to the open-

lui-meme son reglement interieur. Dans ce cas, 
ceux des membres de la Troisieme Commission qui 
ont presente des amendements de fond et qui tien
nent a les voir figurer clans le texte definitif du 
projet de convention n'auraient aucune assurance 
que les decisions de la Troisieme Commission 
seraient prises en consideration par le nouvel orga
nisme, ou tout au moins qu'elles ne pourraient etre 
revoquees si ce n'est a la majorite des deux tiers, 
comme ce serait le cas si la Commission pour
suivait elle-meme l'examen du projet de conven
tion. 

La delegation de 1' Arabie saoudite, consciente 
de !'importance du projet a l'etude et desireuse de 
voir etablir un document acceptable pour tous, pre
fererait, pour sa part, que la Commission siegeat 
deux semaines de plus et qu'elle terminat le travail 
commence. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer que 
le texte que propose sa delegation prevoit que la 
commission speciale consultera tous les documents 
relatifs a la question, y compris les proces
verbaux des seances de la Troisieme Commission. 
Cela devrait suffire a dissiper les doutes du 
representant de l' Arabie saoudite. Cependant, la 
delegation du Royaume-Uni est prete a modifier 
sa proposition clans le sens de l'amendement ( A/ 
C.3/499) que la delegation de l'Arabie saoudite 
propose d'apporter a la proposition des Pays-Bas. 

M. Davies ne pense pas que la Commission 
devrait prolonger ses travaux au dela de la cloture 
de 1' Assemblee generate; elle considere en effet 
qu'une telle solution serait onereuse et ne presen
terait pas d'utilite pratique. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) se prononce pour la 
proposition initiate de la delegation des Pays-Bas. 
II considere que la nouvelle proposition du 
Royaume-Uni est contraire aux principes consti
tutionnels de l'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

L'elaboration de conventions internationales 
releve de la seule competence de l' Assemblee gene
rate. Celle-ci peut, conformement au paragraphe 3 
de 1' Article 62 de la Charte, confier la prepara
tion des projets de convention au Conseil econo
mique et social, lui-meme tenu, aux termes du 
meme article, a les soumettre directement a 1' As
semblee generate; mais, en tous cas, l' Assem
blee est responsable en dernier ressort de leur 
etablissement. 

Telle est la procedure qui a ete suivie pour le 
projet de convention relatif a la liberte de !'in
formation. Comment la Troisieme Commission, 
organe emanant directement de l' Assemblee 
generate, pourrait-elle maintenant deleguer ses 
fonctions statutaires a une commission speciale, 
c'est-a-dire a un organisme constitue en dehors 
du cadre de l' Assemblee generale? 

M. Lebeau comprendrait que, pour faciliter la 
tache de l'Assemblee, l'on confiat, par exemple, a 
un petit groupe d'experts juridiques, le soin d'eta
blir les textes preliminaires. Mais, en tous cas, 
ce serait a 1' Assemblee generate, par le truchement 
d'une de ses Commissions - en !'occurrence la 
Troisieme Commission qu'incomberait la redac
tion finale de !'instrument. 

M. Lebeau s'oppose egalement a la proposition 
du Royaume-Uni pour des raisons d'ordre prati
que. II rappelle que la delegation de la Belgique 
s'est toujours prononcee contre la multiplication 
des reunions. La convocation, quinze jours avant 
l'ouverture de la quatrieme session de l' Assemblee 
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ing of the fourth session of the General Assembly 
would neither prevent a renewal of the discussion 
in the plenary meetings nor ensure that the draft 
would not be sent back to the Third Committee 
should the text not be completed. :Mr. Lebeau 
doubted that it would be possible to complete the 
work after only two weeks of discussion. 

For those reasons the Belgian delegation was 
opposed to the United Kingdom proposal and 
would vote for the proposal submitted by the 
Nether lands. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) did not think 
Mr. Lebeau's objections were well founded. 
There was nothing in the Charter or in the rules 
of procedure which prohibited the procedure he 
had suggested. The advantages of that procedure 
could not he denied. The ad hoe committee would 
consist of representatives of the fifty-eight Mem
ber States, doubtless the same representatives, for 
the most part, as had participated in the prepara
tion of the draft. There was therefore reason to 
hope that such a committee would be able to pre
pare in two weeks a text which would be more or 
less complete by the time the fourth session 
opened. The Third Committee, which, it should 
be remembered, was the Social, Humanitarian 
and Cultural Committee, could then give greater 
attention to the questions which were more par
ticularly within its competence and would not 
run the risk of having to neglect those questions 
for lack of time. 

Mr. Davies asked the members of the Com
mittee who were still doubtful about the admissi
bility of his proposal from the procedural point 
of view to refer to rule 88 of the rules of pro
cedure, which would resolve their doubts. 

Mr. THEODOROPOULOS (Greece) emphasized 
that the General Assembly was a sovereign body 
whose powers were limited solely by the pro
visions of the Charter. If it wished, therefore, the 
General Assembly could decide to delegate one of 
its functions to a committee created specially for 
that purpose; that committee would thereby be
come an organ of the General Assembly, like the 
Interim Committee, for example, and would 
therefore be competent to report directly to the 
General Assembly. 

Mr. LAUGIER (Assistant Secretary-General in 
charge of the Department of Social Affairs) em
phasized that though there were numerous pre
cedents for the establishment of ad hoe commit
tees, if the United Kingdom proposal were adopted 
it would be the first time that a committee had 
transferred part of its work to another body 
after having already taken a certain number of 
major decisions. He therefore suggested that the 
Committee should consult the Legal Department 
of the Secretariat on the matter. 

Mr. CH11.NG (China) asked the Committee to 
consider certain points with regard to interna-, 
tional agreements and their importance. He em
phasized that of all the protocols which States 
had signed, the protocol placing certain synthetic 
drugs under international control1 and the pro
tocols relating to the suppression of the traffic in 

1 See Officlal Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembl:v, Part I, Resolutions, No. 211 A (III). 

generate, d'une commission speciale groupant les 
cinquante-huit Membres de l'Organisation n'em
pechera pas que de nouveaux debats aient lieu en 
seance pleniere OU que le projet soit renvoye a la 
Troisieme Commission au cas ou le texte n'en 
serait pas au point, et M. Lebeau doute qu'il 
puisse l'etre apres deux semaines de discussion 
seulement. 

Pour toutes ces raisons, la delegation de la Bel
gique s'opposera a la proposition du Royaume-Uni 
et votera pour celle des Pays-Bas. 

M. DAvrns (Royaume-Uni) ne croit pas que 
les objections de M. Lebeau soient fondees. 11 ne 
voit rien clans la Charte ni clans le reglement inte
rieur qui interdise une telle procedure. Par contre, 
les avantages en sont indeniables : la commission 
speciale groupera les cinquante-huit Membres et, 
en grande majorite sans doute, les representants 
memes qui ont participe a !'elaboration du projet; 
on peut done esperer qu'elle sera en mesure, apres 
deux semaines de travail, de presenter un texte a 
peu pres au point des l'ouverture de la quatrieme 
session. La Troisieme Commission - qui est, il 
ne faut pas l'oublier, la Commission des questions 
sociales, humanitaires et culturelles - pourra alors 
se consacrer de fa<;on plus complete aux problemes 
qui sont plus specialement de son ressort, sans 
courir le risque d'avoir a les negliger faute de 
temps. 

M. Davies demande aux membres de la Com
mission qui doutent encore de la recevabilite de 
sa proposition du point de vue de la procedure 
de se reporter, pour s'en convaincre, a !'article 88 
du reglement interieur. 

M. THfonoRoPo-cws (Grece) souligne que 
I' Assemblee generate est un organisme souverain 
dont les pouvoirs ne sont limites que par les seules 
dispositions de la Charte. L' Assemblee generate 
peut done, si elle le desire, prendre la decision de 
deleguer une de ses fonctions a une commission 
qu'elle creerait specialement a cet effet; cette com
mission deviendrait de ce fait un organe de 1' As
semblee generate, au meme titre que la Commission 
interimaire par exemple, et serait par consequent 
habilitee a faire directement rapport a 1' Assemblee 
generate. 

M. LAUGIER (Secretaire general adjoint charge 
du Departement des questions sociales) souligne 
que, s'il existe de nombreux precedents en ce qui 
concerne la constitution de comites speciaux, ce 
serait la premiere fois, au cas ou la proposition 
du Royaume-Uni serait adoptee, qu'une commis
sion transfererait une partie de sa tache a un autre 
organisme apres avoir deja pris un certain nom
bre de decisions importantes. 11 propose done a la 
Commission de consulter sur ce point le Departe
ment des questions juridiques du Secretariat. 

M. CHANG (Chine) soumet a la Commission 
quelques reflexions sur les accords internationaux 
et sur leur importance. 11 souligne que, de tous 
les protocoles auxquels les Etats ont souscrit, les 
plus efficaces se sont averes etre le protocole pla
<;ant sous controle international certaines drogues 
synthetiques1 et les protocoles relatifs a la repres-

1 Vair Jes Dornments officiels de la troisieme session de 
l'Assemblee generale, premiere partie, Resolutions, No 
211 A (III). 
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women and children and traffic in obscene publi
cations1 had proved to be the most effective. 
Those protocols owed their effectiveness to the 
fact that they had been supported by the great 
majority, if not all, of the General Assembly and 
that they had received the moral sanction of all 
the peoples of the world. 

If the Committee wished to ensure that the 
convention on the freedom of information had 
the same universal character, it should be guided 
by the moral principles which had governed the 
drafting of the protocols he had mentioned. If 
the Committee allowed itself to be guided by 
legal or practical considerations only, it would es
tablish an instrument the scope of which could 
not fail to be limited and provisional. 

It was not a question of concluding a merely 
technical agreement to regulate freedom of infor
mation, but an agreement which would create the, 
moral atmosphere necessary to enable the spirit 
of man to shake off all bonds. If that were the 
case - and Mr. Chang was convinced that it 
could not fail to be so - the Committee had far 
too important a work to accomplish to be held back 
by considerations of time and procedure. It was 
better to do the work well than to do it quickly. 

For those reasons the Chinese delegation would 
vote for the Netherlands proposal, which it con
sidered the most sensible in the circumstances. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
stated that his delegation had every intention of 
completing the task which it had formally under
taken to accomplish, namely, the drafting of the 
second convention in the best possible form. 

He admitted that there was a link between the 
two conventions. Since, however, that link was 
neither legal nor organic, difficulties might arise 
when it came to signing or ratifying those two 
instruments if they were too closely bound one 
with the other. Since the second draft convention 
raised drafting difficulties, it would be well for 
Governments to have several months more in 
which to study the text thoroughly and they 
should not be asked to make a decision on the 
matter until the fourth session of the General 
Assembly. 

He found the solution proposed by the United 
Kingdom preferable to the others, since it not 
only took into account the time necessary for a 
thorough examination of the texts, but would 
further enable a final draft convention to be 
drawn up before the opening of the fourth session 
of the Assembly. 

In his opinion, it was essential for the prestige 
of the United Nations in the eyes of the world 
that the Committee should complete as much 
work as possible during the third session. The 
United States delegation therefore urged that the 
first convention should not be referred to the 
fourth session of the General Assembly. It would 
be most regrettable to render all the good work 
accomplished during the current session useless 
simply because the examination of the second 
convention had not been completed. 

The United States delegation repeated its de
sire that the Committee should conclude all the 
work it had undertaken. For that reason it would 
support the United Kingdom proposal, which 
constituted a practical way to achieve that end. 

1 See Official Records of the second session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Resolutions, No. 126 (II). 

sion de la traite des femmes et des enfants et a la 
repression de la circulation et du trafic des publi
cations obscenes1 • Ces protocoles doivent leur 
force au fait qu'ils ont rallie la grande majorite, 
sinon l'unanimite, au sein de l' Assemblee generale 
et qu'ils ont obtenu la sanction morale de tous les 
peuples du monde. 

Si la Commission veut assurer le meme caractere 
d'universalite a la convention relative a la liberte 
de !'information, elle doit s'inspirer des principes 
moraux qui ont preside a l'etablissement des pro
tocoles deja nommes. En ne se laissant guider que 
par des considerations d'ordre juridique ou pra
tique, elle etablira un instrument dont la portee 
ne saurait etre que limitee et provisoire. 

Or ii s'agit de conclure non pas seulement un 
accord technique pour reglementer la liberte de 
!'information, mais un accord apte a creer !'atmos
phere morale necessaire pour permettre a l'esprit 
humain de se liberer de toute entrave. Si tel est le 
cas - et M. Chang est convaincu qu'il ne peut en 
etre autrement - la Commission a une reuvre trop 
importante a accomplir pour s'arreter a des con
siderations de temps ou de procedure. II vaut mieux
faire bien que faire vite. 

C'est pourquoi la delegation de la Chine don
nera sa voix a la proposition des Pays-Bas, qui 
lui parait la plus sage en !'occurrence. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 
que sa delegation est fermernent decidee a mener 
a bien la tache qu'elle s'est formellement engagee 
a accomplir, a savoir: elaborer la seconde conven
tion sous la meilleure forme possible. 

M. Canham reconnait qu'il y a un lieu entre 
les <leux conventions. T outefois, du fait que ce lien 
n'est ni juridique ni organique, des difficultes 
pourraient se produire au moment de la signature 
ou de la ratification de ces deux instruments si 
on les rattachait trop etroitement l'un a l'autre. 
Puisque le second projet suscite des difficultes 
de redaction, ii est souhaitable que les gouverne
ments disposent de quelques mois encore pour 
etudier a fond les textes et ne se prononcent a 
leur sujet qu'a la quatrieme session de l'Assem
blee generale. 

La solution proposee par le Royaume-Uni lui 
parait preferable aux autres car, d'une part, elle 
tient compte des delais necessaires pour un exa
men approfondi des textes et, d'autre part, elle 
perrnettrait d'elaborer un projet definitif de con
vention avant la reunion de la quatrieme session 
de I' Assemblee. 

A son avis, il est essentiel pour le prestige de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies devant !'opinion 
mondiale que la Commission acheve les travaux 
qu'elle est en mesure de terminer pendant la 
troisieme session. La delegation des Etats-Unis 
insiste done pour que la premiere convention ne 
soit pas renvoyee a la quatrieme session de 1' As
sem blee generale. II serait tout a fait regrettable, 
parce que l'examen de la seconde convention n'est 
pas termine, de rendre sans objet tout le bon tra
vail accompli au cours de la session. 

La delegation des Etats-Unis reitere son desir 
de voir la Commission mener a bien !'ensemble 
des travaux qu'elle a entrepris. C'est pourquoi elle 
appuiera la proposition du Royaume-Uni, qui 
constitue un moyen pratique d'atteindre ce but. 

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la deuxii!me session de 
l' Asseniblee generate, Resolutions, No 126 (II). 
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Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) said that he 
would confine his remarks to the purely legal as
pect of the question. He would not give his views 
on which of the two methods of procedure con
templated was preferable: the creation of an ad 
hoe committee to continue the work which had so 
far been entrusted to the Third Committee or the 
postponement of the examination of the draft 
convention to the fourth session of the General 
Assembly; in the latter case, the Third Commit
tee would of course deal with it. 

With regard to the first alternative, he stated 
that the General Assembly was competent to 
adopt that procedure. He cited several precedents 
in that connexion, such as the setting up of the 
Committee on Procedures and Organization, the 
Committee on UNRRA and the Special Com
mittee on Information Transmitted under Arti
cle 73 e of the Charter. 

The General Assembly was, in his opm10n, 
fully competent to transmit an item which it had 
not finished examining to an ad hoe committee. 
instructed to continue the work. 

\Vith regard to the second alternative, he 
pointed out that if it were a question of re
opening the current session two weeks before 
the beginning of the fourth session, no technical 
difficulties would be involved, but that if the 
meeting of the Third Committee were regarded 
as being part of the fourth session, that would 
raise a procedural problem which would have to 
be decided by the General Assembly itself. In any 
event, the Third Committee had the right to make 
a recommendation to the General Assembly to 
that effect. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that his delega
tion's attitude towards the question was very 
clear: the draft conventions before the Commit
tee formed a homogeneous whole. It was impos
sible, therefore, to think that the first convention 
could come into effect and that the second would 
not even be studied. 

He reminded the Committee that at a previous 
meeting his delegation, like that of the United 
Kingdom, had been against the adjournment of 
the debate. In the opinion of the French delega
tion, the Committee could continue the work it 
had begun, and, if necessary, carry it on after the 
end of the current session. It sincerely hoped that 
the first convention could be signed as soon as 
possible, but that should not do away with the 
need to complete the preparation of the second 
convention. 

As the representative of the United States had 
observed, the connexion between the two docu
ments could be maintained. Mr. Kayser sug
gested that a decision might be taken to defer 
the signing of the first convention until after the 
vote had been taken on the second. 

In any case, a moral obligation had been as
sumed by the Committee to complete the ex
amination of the second convention and to vote 
on it. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) stated that his delega
tion would support the Netherlands proposal, in 
view of the United States delegation's desire that 
the second convention should be completed. He 
regretted, however, that the Committee's genuine 
efforts during the current session might not attain 

M. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) declare qu'il limi
tera ses observations a !'aspect purement juridique 
de la question en discussion. II ne se prononcera 
pas sur I' opportunite de choisir l'une plutot 
que l'autre des deux methodes de procedure 
envisagees, a savoir, soit creer une commission 
speciale chargee de poursuivre les travaux 
confies jusqu'alors a la Troisieme Commis
sion, soit renvoyer l'examen du projet de con-

~ntion a la quatrieme session de l'Assemblee 
generate; clans ce cas, la Troisieme Commission 
en serait naturellement saisie. 

En ce qui concerne la premiere solution, 
M. Schachter declare que I' Assemblee generale a 
competence pour suivre cette procedure. II cite 
a cet egard differents precedents, telle la creation 
du Comite du reglement interieur et des questions 
d' organisation, de la Commission chargee des 
questions de l'UNRRA et du Comite special pour 
l'examen des renseignements transmis en applica
tion de !'Article 73e de la Charte. 

A son avis, I' Assemblee generale est pleinement 
habilitee a renvoyer une question dont l'examen 
n'est pas termine a une commission speciale qu'elle 
charge de cette tache. 

Pour ce qui est de la seconde eventualite, 
M. Schachter fait remarquer que s'il s'agit de 
reprendre la session actuelle deux semaines avant 
la quatrieme session, cela ne soulevera pas de dif
ficultes techniques, mais si la reunion de la Troi
sieme Commission est consideree comme entrant 
dans le cadre de la quatrieme session, cela pourra 
poser un probleme de procedure qui devra etre 
tranche par I' Assemblee generate elle-meme. Dans 
tous les cas, la Troisieme Commission a le droit 
de faire une recommandation en ce sens a l' As
semblee generate. 

M. KAYSER (France) expose la position tres 
claire de sa delegation sur ce point: pour elle, les 
projets de convention dont la Commission est 
saisie forment un ensemble homogene. On ne sau
rait done considerer que la premiere convention 
puisse entrer en vigueur et que la seconde ne soit 
pas meme examinee. 

II rappelle que, a une seance anterieure, sa 
delegation s'est prononcee, comme celle du 
Royaume-Uni, contre l'ajournement des debats. 
Pour la delegation de la France, la Commission 
peut continuer les travaux qu'elle a commences et 
meme, s'il le faut, les poursuivre apres la fin 
de la session en cours. Elle souhaite sincerement 
que la premiere convention puisse etre signee le 
plus tot possible, mais ii ne faudrait pas que cela 
dispense d'achever la preparation de la seconde 
convention. 

Ainsi que l'a fait remarquer le representant des 
Etats-U nis, on peut maintenir la liaison entre les 
deux documents, et M. Kayser suggere qu'on 
decide de retarder eventuellement la ceremonie de 
la signature de la premiere convention jusqu'apres 
le vote de la seconde. 

En tout cas, un engagement moral est pris par 
la Commission de mener a bien l'etude et le vote 
de la seconde convention. 

M. PENTEADO (Bresil) declare que, en raison 
du desir exprime par la delegation des Etats-Unis 
de voir aboutir la seconde convention, la delegation 
du Bresil appuiera la proposition des Pays-Bas. 
M. Penteado regrette toutefois que les efforts si 
reels de la Commission au cours de cette session 
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the result anticipated, as that might well make an 
unfavourable impression on world opinion. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) remarked that while 
he had no desire to embark upon a technical argu
ment with the representative of the Legal De
partment of the Secretariat, he was anxious to 
explain the doubts of a legal character which had 
been aroused in him by the statements of that 
expert and of the representative of Greece, on the 
distinction to be drawn between the preparatory 
work which the General Assembly transmitted 
to its six Main Committees or to ad hoe commit
tees and the exercise of the General Assembly's 
constitutional functions. Mr. Schachter had cited 
several precedents in support of his position. In 
Mr. Lebeau's opinion, they did not constitute con
clusive proof. In point of fact, none of the organs 
which Mr. Schachter had given as examples had 
been accorded a constitutional function. Their 
terms of reference had been the preparation of 
studies or reports. 

Mr. Lebeau's objection was, in essence, that 
the General Assembly could not delegate consti
tutional functions to any of its organs whatever, 
particularly when that organ was meeting outside 
the General Assembly itself. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) pointed out that it was 
the time factor which had led the Netherlands 
representative to submit his proposal. He was 
sorry to note that the Committee would certainly 
have achieved better results if it had devoted the 
time it had spent discussing the proposals for 
adjournment to the examination of the convention. 

The representative of Saudi Arabia had made 
a very practical suggestion which, in Mr. Sultan's 
opinion, raised no procedural difficulty. He ap
pealed to the Third Committee's sense of duty to 
consent to sit as long as might be needed to com
plete the work which the General Assembly had 
entrusted to it. 

Mr. RAO (India) stressed the cogency of the 
legal arguments submitted by the representative 
of Belgium. In his opinion, an ad hoe committee 
would not be competent to submit a text directly 
to the General Assembly. It was therefore prob
able that the question would come before the 
Third Committee again during the fourth session. 

Mr. Rao recalled that at the 217th meeting he 
had reserved the right, should the consideration 
of the draft convention be postponed until the 
fourth session, to submit a similar proposal con
cerning the first convention. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) asked whether the pro
posed ad hoe committee would have to comply 
with rule 112 of the rules of procedure concerning 
the decisions already taken by the Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that rule 112 could 
apply only if the Third Committee itself were to 
continue consideration of the draft convention. If, 
however, the General Assembly were to entrust 
that task to an ad hoe committee, it was obvious 
that such a committee, holding its authority di
rect from the General Assembly, would do fresh 

n'aboutissent pas au resultat escompte, au risque 
d'impressionner defavorablement !'opinion mon
diale. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) fait observer qu'il ne 
desire pas engager de controverse formelle avec 
le representant du Departement juridique du 
Secretariat. II tient simplement a exposer Jes scru
pules juridiques que lui ont inspires la declaration 
de cet expert et celle du representant de la Grece 
sur la distinction qu'il faut faire entre les travaux 
preparatoires confies par l' Assemblee generate a 
ses six grandes Commissions OU a des comites spe
ciaux, et l'exercice des fonctions constitutionnelles 
de l' Assemblee generale. M. Schachter a cite plu
sieurs precedents a l'appui de sa these. D'apres 
M. Lebeau, ils ne constituent pas des preuves con
cluantes. En effet, aucun des organes pris comme 
exemple n'a ete charge d'une fonction constitu
tionnelle. Tous ces comites ont eu pour mandat 
de preparer des etudes ou des rapports. 

En resume, !'objection que tient a soulever 
M. Lebeau est que l'Assemblee generate ne peut 
deleguer de fonctions constitutionnelles a un de 
ses organes, quel qu'il soit, surtout lorsque celui-ci 
siege en dehors du cadre de l' Assemblee general e. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) fait remarquer que c'est 
le facteur temps qui avait amene le representant 
des Pays-Bas a faire sa proposition. Or ii regrette 
de constater que, si la Commission avait consacre 
a l'exarnen meme du projet de convention le 
temps qu'a pris la discussion sur les propositions 
d'ajournement, elle aurait certainement fait ceuvre 
plus utile. 

Le representant de I' Arabie saoudite a formule 
une suggestion tres pratique qui, de l'avis de la 
delegation de l'Egypte, ne souleve aucune diffi
culte de procedure. M. Sultan fait appel au sens 
du devoir des membres de la Troisieme Commis
sion pour qu'ils acceptent de sieger aussi long
temps qu'il le faudra pour mener a bien la tache 
qui leur a ete confiee par l' Assemblee generate. 

M. RAO ( Inde) souligne le bien-fonde des obser
vations d'ordre juridique presentees par le repre
sentant de la Belgique. A son avis, une commis
sion Speciale n'a pas qualite pour soumettre direc
tement un texte a l' Assemblee generate. On peut 
done prevoir que la Troisieme Commission sera 
saisie a nouveau de la question lors de la qua
trieme session. 

M. Rao rappelle que, a la 217eme seance, ii 
s'etait reserve le droit, au cas OU l'examen du 
projet de convention serait renvoye a la quatrieme 
session, de presenter une proposition analogue 
concemant la premiere convention. 

M. KAYSER (France) voudrait savoir si la com
mission speciale dont la creation est envisagee 
serait tenue d'appliquer l'article 112 du regle
ment interieur en ce qui concerne Jes decisions 
deja prises par la Commission. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que !'article 112 ne peut 
s'appliquer qu'au cas ou la Troisieme Commission 
elle-meme poursuivrait l'examen du projet de con
vention. Mais, si 1' Assemblee generate confie ce 
travail a une commission Speciale, ii est evident 
que cette commission, qui detiendra directement 
son autorite de I' Assem blee generate, fera ceuvre 
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work and would not be bound by any previous 
decisions. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) explained that 
it was indeed the purpose of his proposal to set 
up a body which would be entitled, under its 
terms of reference, to report direct to the General 
Assembly. In his opinion, that was the only way 
in which to avoid any loss of time. In that con
nexion he cited the precedent of the Committee 
on Procedures and Organization and he was con
vinced that that procedure would be the quickest 
and the most effective. 

Mr. ABBAS (Iraq) could not agree with the 
explanation given by the Chairman concerning, 
the procedure to be followed by the ad hoe com
mittee proposed by the United Kingdom delega
tion, with regard to re-opening discussion on the 
articles already adopted by the Third Committee. 
It seemed to him contradictory that the Third 
Committee, which needed a two-thirds majority 
vote in order to re-open discussion of an article 
already adopted, should be able to decide by a 
simple majority to set up an ad hoe committee, 
which would be able, also by a simple majority, 
to amend the articles already adopted by the 
Third Committee. Even if such a procedure ap
peared to be in conformity with the rules of pro
cedure, it would in practice violate those rules. 

To abide by the spirit of the rules of proce
dure, the Third Committee should decide that, 
if an ad hoe committee were set up, it would 
need a two-thirds majority vote before it could 
re-open discussion on articles already adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN maintained the explanation he 
had given previously. 

Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) recalled that, 
according to paragraph 3 of Article 18 of the 
Charter, all decisions of the General Assembly, 
apart from certain exceptions mentioned in para
graph 2 of the same Article, should be made by, 
a majority of the members present and voting. 
Those provisions took precedence over rule 112 
of the rules of procedure. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom), replying to 
the representative of Iraq, emphasized that his 
proposal was to refer the questions which the 
Third Committee had not finished discussing to 
an ad hoe committee. That would not necessarily 
involve re-opening discussion on decisions already 
taken. 

Mr. GoNzALEz FERNANDEZ (Colombia) pointed 
out that the provision whereby a two-thirds 
majority vote was required to reopen discussion 
on an article already adopted applied only in the 
course of the same session in which the original 
decision had been taken. 

He shared the anxiety of the United Kingdom 
representative to accelerate the work of drafting 
the convention, but he could not agree to the pro
cedure proposed by that representative. The 
adoption of the United Kingdom proposal would 
not really save time, since the report of the ad hoe 
committee would still have to be discussed afresh 
by the Third Committee during the fourth ses
sion. Moreover, he did not thin'k that the period 
of two weeks mentioned in that proposal would 
be sufficient. 

nouvelle et ne sera pas tenue par des decisions 
anterieures. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) precise que le but 
de sa proposition est bien d'etablir un organisme 
qui soit habilite, aux termes de son mandat, a faire 
directement rapport a l' Assemblee generale, ce 
qui, d'apres lui, est la seule fai;on d'eviter toute 
perte de temps. II rappelle a ce sujet le precedent 
du Comite du reglement interieur et des questions 
d'organisation et il se declare persuade que cette 
procedure sera la plus efficace et la plus rapide. 

M. ABBAS (Irak) ne peut pas se rallier a !'ex
plication donnee par le President en ce qui con
cerne la procedure a suivre au sein de la commis
sion speciale proposee par le Royaume-Uni pour 
la remise en discussion des articles deja adoptes 
par la Troisieme Commission. II lui parait en effet 
contradictoire que la Troisieme Commission, qui 
ne peut rouvrir le debat sur un article deja adopte 
que par une decision prise a la majorite des deux 
tiers, puisse, par une decision a la majorite sim
ple, creer une commission speciale ou il suffirait 
egalement d'une decision a la majorite simple 
pour modifier les articles deja adoptes par la 
Troisieme Commission. Cette procedure, meme si 
elle est conforme en apparence au reglement inte
rieur, aboutirait en fait a en contredire les dispo
sitions. 

Conformement a l'esprit du reglement interieur, 
ii devrait etre decide que la commission speciale, 
si elle etait creee, ne pourrait rouvrir le debat sur 
des articles deja adoptes que par une decision 
prise a la majorite des deux tiers. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il maintient l'explica
tion qu'il a donnee precedemment. 

M. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) rappelle les dis
positions figurant au paragraphe 3 de I' Article 18 
de la Charte, selon lesquelles les decisions de 
1' Assemblee generale, sauf certaines exceptions 
prevues au paragraphe 2 du meme Article, sont 
prises a la majorite des membres presents et 
votants. Ces dispositions prevalent sur celles de 
!'article 112 du reglement interieur. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni), en reponse au 
representant de l'Irak, souligne que sa proposi
tion vise a renvoyer a une commission speciale 
les questions dont la Troisieme Commission n'a 
pas acheve l' examen, mais n' entrainerait pas neces
sairement la remise en discussion des decisions 
deja prises. 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) fait 
remarquer que la necessite d'obtenir une majorite 
des deux tiers pour rouvrir le debat sur un arti
cle deja adopte ne s'applique qu'au COUTS d'une 
meme session. 

II partage la preoccupation du representant du 
Royaume-Uni de hater les travaux relatifs a l'eta
blissement de la convention, mais ne peut se rallier 
a la procedure qu'il propose. Cette proposition ne 
permettra pas en effet de gagner du temps car le 
rapport de la commission speciale devra quand 
meme faire l'objet d'un nouveau debat au sein 
de la Troisieme Commission a la quatrieme ses
sion. D'autre part, le delai de deux semaines fixe 
dans cette proposition lui parait insuffisant. 
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He suggested that Member States should be 
recommended to discuss the text of the conven
tion with one another through their permanent 
delegations to the United Nations or through 
their diplomatic missions, with a view to submit
ting their conclusions to the fourth session. 

Mr. CHANG (China) recalled that the Third 
Committee had been set up to deal with social, 
humanitarian and cultural questions. Those ques
tions required careful consideration and mutual 
understanding on the part of members of the 
Committee. If the Committee wished to accom
plish lasting work it should, therefore, take de
cisions only by a very large majority, if not 
unanimously. Bearing that aspect in mind, he 
thought that the Committee should not refer the 
consideration of the draft convention to an ad hoe 
committee, because that procedure would create 
an atmosphere of haste which would be harmful 
to the work. 

The question of freedom of information could 
be considered from various points of view. The 
Committee should do its utmost to prepare a docu
ment which would be acceptable to all Member 
States. Only if it worked in a spirit of mutual un
derstanding would the Committee be able to draft 
a convention of lasting value. 

Mr. ANDREN (Sweden) requested the closure 
of the debate under rule 106 of the rules of pro
cedure. The proposals submitted by the Nether
lands and the United Kingdom had been discussed 
at length and members of the Committee were in 
a position to take a decision with a full knowledge 
of all the implications. Any further prolongation 
of the discussion would only serve to delay the 
Committee's work unnecessarily. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) opposed the mo
tion for closure submitted by Mr. Andren, because 
he had not yet obtained any assurance concerning 
the voting procedure for re-opening discussion on 
the substantive amendments adopted by the Third 
Committee, should the convention be referred to 
an ad hoe committee. 

He agreed with the representative of China that 
it would be undesirable to take decisions on social 
or humanitarian questions against the will of a 
substantial proportion of the members. He would 
vote against the United Kingdom proposal unless· 
the representative of that country agreed to make 
it clear that the rules of procedure in force for the. 
Third Committee would also apply to the ad hoe 
committee. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) was also opposed to the motion for clo
sure because the question under discussion was not 
simply one of procedure. It gave rise to the ques
tion whether the Committee could agree to dis
cuss the two draft conventions separately. It was 
therefore important that delegations should have 
the opportunity to express themselves fully on the 
subject. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the motion for 
closure submitted by the representative of Sweden. 

The motion was adopted by 20 votes to 10, 
with 15 abstentions. 

I1 suggere que l'on recommande aux Etats Mem
bres de se mettre en rapport pour se consulter au 
sujet du texte de la convention, par l'intermediaire 
de leurs delegations permanentes aupres de l'Or
ganisation des Nations U nies ou de leurs missions 
diplomatiques, afin de presenter ensuite leurs con
clusions a la quatrieme session. 

M. CHANG (Chine) rappelle que la Troisieme 
Commission est chargee de s'occuper des ques
tions sociales, humanitaires et culturelles. Ces 
questions demandent, de la part de ses membres, 
un examen attentif et une comprehension mutuelle. 
Les dt'.cisions de la Commission ne devraient done 
etre prises qu'a une forte majorite, sinon a l'una
nimite, si elle veut faire reuvre durable. Il lui sem
ble de ce point de vue que la Commission ne 
devrait pas renvoyer l'examen du projet de con
vention a une commission speciale, car cette pro
cedure creerait une atmosphere de precipitation 
nuisible a ses travaux. 

La question de la liberte d'information peut 
etre envisagee sous plusieurs aspects. La Com
mission doit s'efforcer d'elaborer un document 
que tous les Etats Membres pourront accepter. 
Ce n'est qu'a la condition de travailler clans cet 
esprit de mutuelle comprehension qu'elle pourra 
etablir une convention ayant une valeur durable. 

M. ANDREN (Suede) demande la cloture du 
debat, conformement a l'article 106 du reglement 
interieur. Les propositions des Pays-Bas et du 
Royaume-Uni ont ete longuement discutees et les 
membres de la Commission peuvent se prononcer 
en connaissance de cause. Toute prolongation du 
debat ne ferait dorenavant que retarder inutilement 
les travaux de la Commission. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) combat la mo
tion de cloture presentee par M. Andren, car 
il n'a pas encore obtenu d'assurance en ce qui 
concerne la procedure de vote pour la remise en 
discussion des amendements de fond adoptes par 
la Troisieme Commission, clans le cas ou la con
vention serait renvoyee a une commission speciale. 

I1 partage l'opinion du representant de la Chine 
selon laquelle il serait regrettable que, en matiere 
de questions sociales ou humanitaires, des deci
sions fussent prises contre la volonte d'une frac
tion importante des membres. I1 votera contre la 
proposition du representant du Royaume-Uni, 
a moins que celui-ci n'accepte de specifier que les 
dispositions du reglement interieur applicables au 
sein de la Troisieme Commission seront egale
ment appliquees par la commission speciale. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) se prononce egalement contre 
la motion de cloture, car la question en discussion 
depasse le cadre d'une question de procedure. Elle 
souleve le probleme de savoir si la Commission 
peut accepter de separer 1' exam en des deux pro
jets de convention. I1 est done important de laisser 
aux delegations la possibilite de s'exprimer com
pletement sur ce sujet. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la motion de clo
ture proposee par le representant de la Suede. 

Par 20 voix contre 10, avee 15 abstentions, la 
motion est adoptee. 



356 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) and Mr. VAN 
REUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) agreed to add 
the amendment submitted by the representative of 
Saudi Arabia to their proposals. 

The CHAIRMAN put the Nether lands proposal 
( A/C.3 / 498), as amended by the representative 
of Saudi Arabia to the vote first, in accordance 
with rule 120 of the rules of procedure. The text 
read as follows : 

"The Third Committee recommends to the Gen
eral Assembly the adoption of the following reso
lution: 

"The General Assembly 

"Refers to its fourth regular session the draft 
convention on freedom of information, together 
with the records of the debates on this subject in 
the Third Committee and other organs of the 
United Nations; 

"Invites the General Assembly, at its fourth 
session, to give high priority to this item; 

"Invites the General Assembly, at its fourth 
session, to take into full consideration all the sub
stantive amendments already adopted by the 
Third Committee, in order to reconcile divergent 
views." 

The proposal, as amended, was adopted by 28 
votes to 9, with 9 abstentions. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) ex
plained that this delegation would have preferred 
the solution proposed by the United Kingdom 
representative. He had nevertheless voted in fa
vour of the Netherlands proposal, in view of the 
order in which the proposals had been put to the 
vote. 

Mr. MENESES PALLARES (Ecuador) pointed out 
that his delegation attached great importance to 
article 2 of the convention, which was very faulty 
in its original form, and had submitted certain 
amendments to it. Because of the importance of 
the convention as a whole, he felt that it required 
more careful and less hasty consideration, and had 
therefore voted in favour of referring it to the 
fourth session of the Assembly. 

Mr. RAO (India) wished, at that stage of the 
discussion, to submit a formal proposal to the 
effect that the draft convention on the interna
tional transmission of news and the right of cor
rection should not be considered by the General 
Assembly until its fourth session, so that the As
sembly would be able to discuss it at the same time 
as the draft convention on freedom of information. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the text of that pro
posal would be circulated at the beginning of the 
following meeting. 

The meeting rose at 1.30 p.m. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) et M. VAN REUVEN 
GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) declarent qu'ils acceptent 
d'ajouter a leurs propositions l'amendement pro
pose par le representant de 1' Arabie saoudite. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix, en premier lieu, 
conformement a !'article 120 du reglement inte
rieur, la proposition presentee par les Pays-Bas 
(A/C.3/498), amendee par le representant de 
I' Arabie saoudite, sous la forme suivante : 

"La Troisieme Commission recommande a 
l'Assemblee generale d'adopter la resolution sui
vante: 

"L' Assemblee generate 

''Renvoie a sa quatrieme sess10n ordinaire le 
projet de convention relatif a la liberte de !'in
formation, ainsi que les comptes rendus des debats 
auxquels cette question a donne lieu au sein de la 
Troisieme Commission et d'autres organes des 
Nation U nies ; 

"Invite 1' Assemblee generale, lors de sa qua
trieme session, a donner la priorite a l'examen de 
cette question ; 

"Invite 1' Assemblee generale, lors de sa qua
trieme session, a prendre dument en consideration 
tous les amendements de fond qui ont ete jusqu'a 
present adoptes par la Troisieme Commission, en 
vue de concilier les opinions divergentes." 

Par 28 voix contre 9, avec 9 abstentions, la pro
position telle qu' elle a ete amendee est ad op tee. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) expli
que que sa delegation aurait prefere la solution 
proposee par le representant du Royaume-Uni 
mais qu'elle a cependant vote pour la proposition 
des Pays-Bas etant donne l'ordre clans lequel les 
propositions ont ete mises aux voix. 

M. MENESES PALLARES (Equateur) signale 
que sa delegation attache une grande importance a 
!'article 2 de la convention, article dont le texte 
primitif etait tres imparfait et auquel l'Equateur a 
soumis certains amendements. M. Meneses Palla
res est d'avis que !'ensemble de la convention, 
en raison de son importance, requiert une etude 
plus attentive et moins hative, et c'est pourquoi il 
a vote en faveur du renvoi de cette convention a 
la quatrieme session de l'Assemblee. 

M. RAO (Incle) declare qu'il desire, a ce stade 
de la discussion, presenter une proposition for
melle tendant a renvoyer 1' exam en par 1' Assem
blee generale du projet de convention relatif a 
la transmission internationale des informations et 
au droit de rectification a la quatrieme session de 
I' Assemblee pour permettre a celle-ci de !'exa
miner en meme temps que le projet de convention 
relatif a la liberte de !'information. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que le texte de cette 
proposition sera distribue aux membres de la 
Commission au debut de la prochaine seance. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 30. 
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TWO HUNDRED AND NINETEENTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Friday, 6 May 1949, at 3 p.ni. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

154. Freedom of information: report 
of the Economic and Social Conn• 
cil (A/631) (continued) 

Procedural proposals submitted by the delegation 
of India (A/C.3/503) and by the delegation of 
Brazil (A/C.3/504) 

Mr. RAo (India) said that his proposal fol
lowed logically from the resolution adopted at 
the 218th meeting, and was not intended to in
volve further delay. His sole reason for submitting 
it had been his conviction that the two conven
tions formed an inseparable whole, together with 
the forty-three resolutions adopted by the United 
Nations Conference on Freedom of Information 
(E/Conf.6/79). It was just possible that the 
General Assembly might be unsuccessful in its at
tempts to draft a convention on freedom of infor
mation at the fourth session and in that event it 
would be advisable to enable Member States to 
review their position with regard to the first con
vention. 

He sincerely hoped that a satisfactory conven
tion on freedom of information ,vould eventually 
be drafted and he urged the Committee to adopt 
his proposal in order to avoid taking separate 
action on the two conventions. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) did not agree that the 
two conventions formed an integrated whole. They 
dealt with the same general subject, but there 
was no reason why a country should not sign 
one without signing the other. As the Committee 
had already practically completed its work on the 
first draft convention, he considered that it should 
conclude its work in an orderly manner. If final 
action on the first draft convention were post
poned until the fourth session, that would mean 
that all the Committee's work would have been in 
vain, since it would then be possible to reopen 
discussion on the document in detail. If any State 
wished to see the second convention in its final 
form before deciding to ratify the first, it would 
still be able to do so, no matter what decision the 
Committee took about postponement. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) submitted an alterna
tive proposal (A/C.3/504) to the effect that the 
first convention should not be open for signature 
until the second convention had been completed. 
He hoped that his proposal would succeed in rec
onciling opposing views. 

Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) pro
posed the deletion of the words "so that both 
should be signed simultaneously, since they com
plement each other and constitute an integrated, 
indivisible whole" from the Brazilian proposal. If 
those words were retained, it would give the im
pression that States would not be at liberty to 
sign one of the conventions unless they signed the 
other also. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) accepted the amend
ment suggested by the Colombian representative. 

DEUX CENT DIX-NElNIEME SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le vendredi6 mai 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

154. Liberte de l'inf ormation: rapport 
dn Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

Propositions de procedure presentees par la dele
gation de l'Inde (A/C.3/503) et par la dele
gation dit B resit (A/ C.3 / 504) 

M. RAo (Incle) considere que sa proposition 
decoule logiquement de la resolution adoptee a la 
218eme seance. Elle ue vise nullement a entrainer 
de nouveaux retards. II l'a presentee pour la 
seule raison qu'il est convaincu que les deux 
conventions constituent un tout inseparable, auquel 
se rattachent les quarante-trois resolutions adoptees 
par la Conference des Nations Unies sur la liberte 
de l'information ( E/Conf.6/79). II y a une 
possibilite que I' Assemblee generale ne parvienne 
pas a etablir un projet de convention relatif a la 
liberte de !'information a sa quatrieme session, 
auquel cas il serait bon de laisser aux Etats Mem
bres la faculte de revenir sur la position qu'ils ont 
adoptee a l'egard de la premiere convention. 

M. Rao espere sincerement qu'on finira par 
elaborer une convention satisfaisante sur la liberte 
de !'information et presse la Commission d'adopter 
sa proposition afin d'eviter d'avoir a se prononcer 
sur chacune des conventions separement. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) ne trouve pas que ces 
deux conventions forment un tout. Bien qu'elles 
aient trait a la meme question d'ordre general, 
rien n'empeche un pays de signer l'une sans signer 
l'autre. La Commission ayant deja pratiquement 
fini sa tache sur le premier projet de convention, 
elle doit conclure ses travaux de fac;on ordonnee. 
Si l'on remettait a la quatrieme session la decision 
definitive sur le premier projet de convention, 
toute l'reuvre de la Commission risquerait de 
devenir caduque car on pourrait, a la quatrieme 
session, rouvrir la discussion detaillee de ce docu
ment. Si un Etat quelconque desire avoir con
naissance du texte definitif de la seconde conven
tion avant de decider de ratifier la premiere, ii sera 
toujours en mesure de le faire, quelle que soit la 
decision de la Commission sur la question du 
renvoi. 

M. PENTEADO ( Bresil) propose une variante 
(A/C.3/504) qui prevoit que la premiere con
vention ne serait pas ouverte a la signature avant 
que la redaction du texte de la seconde convention 
soit achevee. II espere que sa proposition con
ciliera les vues opposees. 

M. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) suggere 
de supprimer, dans la proposition du Bresil, les 
mots: "afin que les deux conventions puissent 
etre signees simultanement, attendu qu'elles sont 
complementaires et constituent un tout integre et 
indivisible". En effet le maintien de ce membre 
de phrase donnerait l'impression que les Etats ne 
pourraient signer l'une des conventions sans signer 
egalement l'autre. 

1vL PENTEADO (Bresil) accepte l'amendement 
propose par le representant de la Colombie. 
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Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) maintained his opinion that both the draft 
conventions should be considered together. He 
had voted against the proposal to defer consider
ation of the second draft convention and in his 
opinion that proposal had been adopted only in 
order to enable the United States and United 
Kingdom delegations to use the interval to modify 
any of its provisions which they found unaccept
able. The time factor should certainly not be in
voked, since there was ample time to complete 
a satisfactory draft of the convention on freedom 
of information during the current session. 

The USSR delegation was opposed to both the 
Indian and the Brazilian proposals, because it con
sidered that both draft conventions should be 
completed during the current session. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) regretted that he could 
not support the proposal submitted by the Indian 
delegation. In his opinion, there was no definite 
link, from the legal point of view, between the 
two draft conventions. If there had been such a 
link, some delegation would surely have proposed·' 
that the conventions should be amalgamated into 
a single text. Moreover, if the final decision on 
the first draft convention were postponed until 
the fourth session, the whole discussion on the 
document might well be reopened. It was also 
quite possible that the composition of the Third 
Committee might be different during the fourth 
session and those different representatives might 
not be in a position to interpret all the texts that 
had been adopted by the Committee of the third 
session. 

He felt that the General Assembly should adopt; 
the first draft convention during the current ses
sion, since the work on it was so near completion. 
If the Assembly took no action in the matter dur
ing its third session, the Third Committee's work 
would have produced no tangible result and the 
public would be justifiably disappointed. 

He supported the Brazilian proposal, as 
amended by the representative of Colombia, and 
he hoped that the Indian representative would 
also be able to agree to that proposal. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
fully endorsed all the remarks of the representa
tive of France. The two draft conventions admit
tedly dealt with subjects coming within the same 
general sphere, but they did not form an organic 
whole. There had originally been three draft con
ventions, all emanating from different delegations, 
and, if it had been considered that they were 
really an organic whole, some delegation would 
doubtless have suggested their amalgamation. 

He supported the Brazilian proposal, as 
amended by the representative of Colombia. 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) suggested that 
the operative part of the Brazilian proposal, 
namely, the second paragraph as amended, should 
be added to the resolution adopted at the previous 
meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN asked for the views of the 
members of the Committee. 

He pointed out that the approval of the first 
convention by the General Assembly would entail 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) maintient que les deux 
projets de convention doivent etre examines con
curremment. II a vote contre la proposition tendant 
a remettre a plus tard l'examen du second projet 
de convention. A son avis, cette proposition 
n'a ete adoptee qu'afin de laisser aux delegations 
des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni la faculte de 
modifier, dans l'intervalle, telle ou telle des disposi
tions de ce projet qu'elles jugeaient inacceptables. 
II n'y a certes pas lieu d'invoquer comme excuse 
le manque de temps, car la Commission a tout le 
temps necessaire, au cours de la session actuelle, 
pour elaborer un texte complet et satis faisant de la 
convention relative a la liberte de !'information. 

La delegation de l'URSS est opposee a la propo
sition de l'Inde et a celle du Bresil, parce qu'elle 
considere que le texte des deux pro jets de conven
tion doit etre mis au point au cours de cette session. 

M. KAYSER (France) est au regret de ne pouvoir 
appuyer la proposition presentee par la delegation 
de l'Inde. Du point de vue juridique, il n'existe 
aucun lien precis entre les deux projets de conven
tion. S'il en existait un, ii se serait bien trouve 
une delegation pour proposer que les conventions 
soient reunies en un texte unique. De plus, si l'on 
remettait a la quatrieme session la decision defini
tive sur le premier projet de convention, on 
risquerait de voir se rouvrir toute la discussion 
sur ce document. II se peut egalement fort bien 
que la composition de la Troisieme Commission 
ne soit pas la meme pendant la quatrieme session, 
et les nouveaux representants risquent de ne pas 
pouvoir situer clans leur cadre tous les textes 
ado1:tes par la Commission pendant la troisieme 
session. 

L'Assemblee generale devrait adopter a la ses
sion actuelle le premier projet de convention, 
puisque l'elaboration de cette convention est si 
pres d'etre achevee. Si l'Assemblee generate ne 
prend pas de decision en la matiere a sa troisieme 
session, les travaux de la Troisieme Commission 
n'auront produit aucun resultat tangible et le 
public sera de<;u, et a juste titre. 

M. Kayser appuie la proposition du Bresil telle 
qu' elle a ete modifiee par la Colombie, et espere 
que la representant de l'Inde sera egalement en 
mesure d'accepter cette proposition. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDRART (Pays-Bas) s'asso
cie sans reserve a tout ce que vient de dire le 
representant de la France. Certes, les deux pro jets 
de convention traitent de questions du meme ordre, 
mais ils ne forment pas un tout organique. II y 
avait a l'origine trois projets de convention, qui 
emanaient tous de delegations differentes, et si on 
avait considere qu'ile constituaient vraiment un 
tout organique, il se serait certainement trouve 
une delegation pour en proposer la fusion. 

II appuie la proposition bresilienne telle qu'elle 
a ete modifiee par le representant de la Colombie. 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) propose d'ajou
ter au texte de la resolution adoptee a la 
seance precedente le dispositif de la proposition 
du Bresil c'est-a-dire le second paragraphe de 
cette proposition - tel qu'il a ete modifie. 

Le PRESIDENT demande l'opinion des membres 
de la Commission. 

II fait remarquer que, si l' Assemblee generate 
adopte le premier projet de convention, il faudra 
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the deletion of the word "draft" at the beginning 
of the operative paragraph of the Brazilian pro
posal. 

Dr. CHANG (China) did not think the Commit
tee should feel that if it did not produce a con
vention at that session, it had failed in its task. If 
the Colombian and Brazilian representatives 
would agree not to press for an immediate vote 
on their proposals, the Committee might continue 
its work, take up consideration of the convention 
later and come to a decision. 

\Vith regard to the Brazilian proposal, he 
wished to substitute for the words "be not open 
for signature before the second convention" the 
words "be open for signature at the same time as 
the convention on freedom of information". 

Mr. RAo (India) thought that the double nega
tive in the original text was probably more force
ful. He suggested the alternative wording "shall 
not be open for signature until after the adoption 
by the General Assembly of the convention on 
freedom of information". 

Mr. FouRrn (Union of South Africa) thought 
that, in the event that the General Assembly did 
not adopt the convention, it might be preferable 
to say "until the General Assembly has taken 
definite action on the draft convention ... " 

The CHAIRMAN stated that if there were no 
objection, the alteration would be made. 

Dr. CHANG (China) wished to withdraw his 
proposal on the ground that it had not been a 
formal amendment and was no longer necessary 
in view of the subsequent amendments to the text 
proposed by India. 

The CHAIRMAN said that there were three de
cisions to be taken with regard to the incorpora
tion of the second paragraph of the Brazilian 
proposal into the text of the proposal which had 
been adopted at the previous meeting. A vote 
should be taken, first, on reconsideration of the 
earlier decision; secondly, on the addition of the 
new paragraph; and lastly, on the resolution as 
a whole. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) said 
that his delegation was in favour of the incorpo
ration of the new paragraph into the text of the 
resolution adopted at the previous meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the reconsider
ation of the proposal adopted at the previous 
meeting. 

The niotion was adopted by 36 votes to none, 
·with 8 abstentions. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) recalled that, at the 217th meeting, he 

remplacer les mots "le projet de convention" par 
les mots "la convention," au debut du dispositif 
de la proposition du Bresil. 

M. CHANG (Chine) ne pense pas que la Com
mission doive considerer qu'elle aura echoue clans 
sa tache si elle n'adopte pas une convention au 
cours de la session actuelle. Si les representants 
de la Colombie et du Bresil veulent bien ne pas 
insister pour que leurs propositions soient im
mediatement mises aux voix, la Commission pour
rait poursuivre ses travaux, reprendre plus tard 
I' exam en de la convention et aboutir a une deci
sion. 

En ce qui concerne la proposition du Bresil, ii 
voudrait toutefois remplacer dans le texte de cette 
proposition Jes mots: "de ne pas ouvrir a la signa
ture le projet de convention relatif a la transmis
sion internationale des informations et au droit de 
rectification avant la seconde convention", par les 
mots: "que le pro jet de convention relatif a la 
transmission internationale des informations et au 
droit de rectification sera ouvert a la signature en 
meme temps que la convention relative a la liberte 
de l'information". 

M. RAo (Incle) trouve que la formule negative 
contenue clans le texte primitif a probablement plus 
de force. II propose comme variante: "que le 
projet ... ne sera pas ouvert a la signature tant 
que l'Assemblee generale n'aura pas adopte la 
convention relative a la liberte de !'information". 

M. FoeRIE (Union Sud-Africaine) estime que, 
pour le cas OU l'Assemblee generale n'adopterait 
pas la convention, mieux vaudrait dire: "tant que 
Assemblee generale n'aura pas pris une decision 
definitive en ce qui concerne le projet de conven
tion .... " 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que, sauf objection, le 
texte sera ainsi modifie. 

M. CHANG (Chine) retire sa proposition: 
celle-ci n'etait pas a proprement parler un amende
ment et est devenue superflue en raison des modi
fications apportees au texte propose par l'Inde. 

Le PRESIDENT estime qu'il y a trois decisions a 
prendre pour pouvoir incorporer le second para
graphe de la proposition bresilienne clans le texte 
de la proposition adoptee a la seance precedente : 
ii faut d'abord decider de revenir sur la decision 
prise, puis decider d'ajouter le nouveau para
graphe, et enfin adopter !'ensemble de la resolu
tion. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) indique 
que sa delegation approuve !'incorporation du 
nouveau paragraphe clans le texte de la resolution 
adoptee a la seance precedente. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la motion tendant 
a ce que la Commission procede a un nouvel 
examen de la resolution adoptee a la seance 
precedente. 

Par 36 voix contre zero, avec 8 abstentions, la 
motion est adoptee. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) rappelle que, a la 217eme 



360 

had mentioned the possibility that the draft con
vention on freedom of information might not be 
accepted by the United States and the United 
Kingdom. The United States representative had 
subsequently asserted that that convention would 
indeed· be completed. The resolution under con
sideration, however, as it had just been amended, 
seemed to suggest that the convention on freedom 
of information might or might not be prepared and 
adopted. The new wording was too vague, and 
gave rise to the possibility of the draft conven
tion on freedom of information being dropped. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that the new word
ing was designed to meet the views of several 
representative5. He saw nothing sinister in the 
form of the resolution. 

The Chairman put to the vote the proposal to 
add to the resolution adopted at the previous 
meeting the second paragraph of the Brazilian 
draft resolution (A/C.3/504), as amended. The 
text read as follows : 

"Resolves that the draft convention on the in
ternational transmission of news and the right of 
correction shall not be open for signature until 
the General Assembly has taken definite action on 
the draft convention on freedom of information." 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) requested a vote by 
roll-call. 

A vote was ta,!ien by roll-call, as fallows: 
Czechoslovakia, having been drawn by lot by 

the Chairman, was called upon to vote first. 
In favour: Denmark, Dominican Republic, 

Ecuador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Guatemala, 
Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, Liberia, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Sweden, 
Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
United States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Burma, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba. 

Against: Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic. 

Abstaining: Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Saudi 
Arabia, Siam, Syria, Afghanistan. 

The proposal was adopted by 38 votes to 4, 
with 6 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the combined 
resolution as a whole, as amended. 

The resolution, as amended, was adopted by 37 
votes to 5, -u.nth 5 abstentions. 

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

The CHAIRMAN placed before the Committee 
the report of Sub-Committee 5 on the draft con
vention on the international transmission of news 
and the right of correction (A/C.3/4%). 

He expressed the Committee's thanks to the 
members of the Sub-Committee. 

seance, il a parle de la possibilite que le projet de 
convention relatif a la liberte de l'information ne 
soit pas accepte par les Etats-Unis et le Royaume
Uni. Le representant des Etats-Unis a, par la 
suite, affirrne que la convention serait achevee. 
I1 reste cependant que la resolution dont la Com
mission est saisie, telle qu'elle vient d'etre modifiee, 
donne }'impression qu'on pourrait fort bien ne 
pas elaborer ni adopter la convention relative a la 
liberte de l'information. La nouvelle redaction 
est trop vague : elle risque de permettre que l' on 
abandonne completement le projet de convention 
relatif a la liberte de l'information. 

Le PRESIDENT explique que la nouvelle redac
tion a pour but de donner satisfaction a plusieurs' 
representants. Il ne voit rien qui soit de sinistre 
presage clans la forme donnee a la resolution. 

Le President met aux voix la proposition tendant 
a ajouter a la resolution adoptee a la seance prece
dente le second paragraphe du projet de resolution 
du Bresil ( A/C.3/504), tel qu'il a ete amende. 
Ce texte est ainsi corn;u : 

"Decide que le projet de convention relatif a la 
transmission internationale des informations et au 
clroit de rectification ne sera pas ouvert a la signa
ture tant que l'Assemblee generale n'aura pas pris 
une decision definitive en ce qui concerne le projet 
de convention relatif a la liberte de !'informa
tion." 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) demande qu'il soit 
procede au vote par appel nominal. 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par la Tchecoslovaquie, dont 

le noni est tire au sort par le President. 
Votcnt pour: Danemark, Republique Domini

caine, Equateur, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Guate
mala, Haiti, Honduras, Incle, Iran, Irak, Liberia, 
Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Norvege, 
Pakistan, Panama, Perou, Philippines, Suede, 
Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bresil, Birmanie, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cuba. 

V otcnt contre: Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique socialiste 
sovietique de Bielorussie. 

S' abstiennent: Tchecoslovaquie, Egypte, Arabie 
saoudite, Siam, Syrie, Afghanistan. 

Par 38 voix contre 4, avec 6 absentions, la propo
sition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le texte amende de 
!'ensemble de la resolution. 

Par 37 voix contre 5, avec 5 abstentions, la 
resolution ainsi amendee est adoptee. 

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

Le PRESIDENT met en discussion le rapport de 
la Sous-Commission 5 sur le projet de convention 
relatif a la transmission internationale des in
formations et au droit de rectification ( A/ 
C.3/496). 

Au nom de la Commission, ii remercie les mem
bres de la Sous-Commission. 
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Mr. VAN HEt.:VEN GOEDHART (Netherlands), 
Rapporteur, explained that any alterations made 
had been of a purely drafting character. 

M. VA.N' HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas), Rap
porteur, indique que toutes les modifications ont 
ete d'ordre purement redactionnel. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) submitted amendments 
to the texts proposed for articles IX, X and 
paragraph 8 of article XII, sponsored jointly by 
the delegations of Colombia, France, Mexico, 
Peru, United Kingdom and United States 
( A/C.3/502). Their aim was to reconcile con
flicting views on the articles concerned. He there
fore moved the reconsideration of those articles. It 
might, however, be difficult to discuss that re
consideration until members of the Committee 
had had sufficient time to study the amendments. 

Mr. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) sug
gested that it might not be necessary to take a 
vote on each article afresh, as many had not been 
amended by the Sub-Committee after they had 
been adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he would prefer a 
formal vote to be taken on each article and, finally, 
on the convention as a whole. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) pointed out that collation of the English 
with the Russian text would require considerable 
study and proposed that examination of the re
port should be postponed until Monday, 9 May. 
Some of the amendments which had been intro
duced might constitute changes of substance. 

Mr. DAVIES (United Kingdom) disagreed. He 
reminded the representative of the USSR that he 
had declined to serve on the Sub-Committee on 
the grounds that he was not interested in changing 
the drafting of articles with whose substance he 
disagreed. To postpone examination of the report 
would be to delay the entire work of the Com
mittee. 

Mr. STEPANENKO (Byelorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic) supported the representative of the 
Soviet Union. It was obviously easier for the 
United Kingdom representative to study the re
port speedily, since it had been drafted in his 
mother tongue ; several delegations were not so 
happily situated. 

The meeting rose at 5.40 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTIETH 
MEETING 

Held at La!?e Success, New York, 
on Saturday, 7 May 1949, at 11 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

M. KAYSER (France) presente des amende
ments aux textes proposes pour les articles IX 
et X et le paragraphe 8 de !'article XII, amende
ments elabores en commun par les delegations de 
la Colombie, de la France, du Mexique, du Perou, 
du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis (A/C. 3/502). 
Ces amendements visent a concilier les vues 
opposees qui se sont manifestees au sujet des 
articles en question. M. Kayser demande done 
que l'on revienne sur ces articles, tout en recon
naissant qu'il sera difficile de decider de le faire 
avant que les membres de la Commission aient 
eu le temps d'examiner les amendements. 

M. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) estime 
qu'il ne sera peut-etre pas necessaire de remettre 
aux voix chacun des articles, car beaucoup n'ont 
pas ete retouches par la Sous-Commission apres 
leur adoption. 

Le PRESIDENT prefererait que la convention soit 
formellement remise aux voix article par article 
et ensuite clans son ensemble. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) fait remarquer que le col
lationnement du texte anglais et du texte russe 
constitue un gros travail, et propose de remettre 
au lundi 9 mai l'examen du rapport. En effet, 
ii se pourrait que certains des amendements 
apportes affectent le fond du texte. 

M. DAVIES (Royaume-Uni) n'est pas d'accord 
avec M. Tsarapkine. II rappelle au representant 
de l'URSS que celui-ci a refuse d'etre membre 
de la Sous-Commission parce que, selon lui, modi
fier la redaction d'artides dont ii n'approuvait 
pas le fond ne presentait pour lui aucun interet, 
Si l'on remet l'examen du rapport, on retardera 
I' ensemble des travaux de la Commission. 

M. STEPANEXKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique de Bielorussie) appuie le representant de 
l'Union sovietique. II est evidemment facile au 
representant du Royaume-Uni d'etudier le rapport 
tres vite puisque celui-ci a ete etabli dans sa 
langue maternelle. Plusieurs delegations n'ont 
pas le meme avantage. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 40. 

DEUX CENT VINGTIEME SEANCE 

T enue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le samedi 7 mai 1949, a 11 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
I 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA TRANSMIS-
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION: REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE 5 
(A/C.3/496) (CONTINUED) 

Proposals concerning articles IX, X and XII sub-
1nitted by the delegations of Colombia, France, ! 

lvlcxico, Peru, the United Kingdom and the 
United States of America (A/C.3/502) 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that 
it had first to decide whether it wished to reopen 

SION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS ET 
AU DROIT DE RECTIFICATION: RAPPORT DE LA 
Sous-COMMISSION 5 (A/C.3/4%) (smTE) 

Propositions relatives aux articles IX, X et XH 
presentees pm- les delegations de la Colombie, de 
la France, du kle.rique, du Perou, du Royaume
Uni et des Etats-Unis d'Amerique (A/C.3/ 
502) 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle a la Commission qu'elle 
est appelee a statuer en premier lieu sur la remise 
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the debate on articles IX and X and paragraph 8 
of article XII of the convention on the interna
tional transmission of news and the right of cor
rection. Such a decision would require a two
thirds majority vote. If the decision were taken, 
the Committee could then proceed to consideration 
of the proposals in document A/C.3/502. 

Mr. KAYSER (France), speaking on behalf of 
the delegations of Colombia, France, Mexico, 
Peru, the "Cnited Kingdom and the United States 
of America, asked the Committee to decide to 
reopen the debate on articles IX and X and para
graph 8 of article XII of the first convention. 

Explaining why the delegations he had men
tioned wished the debate on those articles to be 
reopened, he recalled that the doubt existing on 
some points, and the fact that certain parts of the 
convention had been adopted by a very small ma
jority had made it clear, nearly a week previously, 
that most delegations would find it difficult to 
vote for the convention in its final form. The Com
mittee's aim was to draft a convention which 
would be acceptable to the greatest possible num
ber of delegations. When the crisis had arisen, at 
th,:; time of the vote on article XII, formerly arti
cle 9,1 the French delegation, having abstained 
from voting on that article, had stated that it would 
do everything in its power to reconcile the oppos-1 
ing views of the United Kingdom and the United 
States on the one hand and of Colombia, Mexico 
and Peru on the other. The proposals in document 
A/C.3/502 were the result of the efforts made by 
those delegations to find some common ground 
and make the convention acceptable to the greatest 
possible number of delegations. 

Some of the difficulties had arisen from uncer
tainty about the definition of correspondent and 
about the status of the foreign correspondent com
pared with that of the national correspondent. The 
final paragraph of article XII ( formerly article 9) 
as well as the rejection of any reference to a di
rect right of correction, as the result of an equal 
vote, had also contributed to the difficulties. 

With regard to the first point, it might indeed 
appear on a cursory reading that the convention 
gave privileges to foreign correspondents as com
pared with national correspondents. It might even 
be said, with some appearance of truth, that it 
allowed national correspondents employed by for
eign information agencies to take advantage of the 
protection of foreign Governments. Such was cer
tainly not the purpose of the convention. It was 
for that reason that it was proposed to add to 
article XII a paragraph making it clear that a 
citizen of a State could benefit by the privileges 
accorded to foreign correspondents only to the 
extent necessary to assure the information agency 
which employed him of all the advantages of the 
convention. Consequently, it was quite clear that 
nationals employed by a foreign information 
agency would not receive any better treatment 
than national correspondents and that journalists 
would not constitute a privileged class in rela
tion to their fellow-citizens. 

As for the other two points, there were two op
posing arguments, both traditional and equally 

1 See 203rd meeting. , 

en discussion des articles IX, X et de l'alinea 
8 de !'article XII de la convention relative a la 
transmission internationale des informations et au 
droit de rectification. Une telle decision doit etre 
prise a la majorite des deux tiers. Si elle est 
prise, la Commission pourra alors aborder 
l'examen des propositions contenues clans le docu
ment A/C.3/502. 

M. KAYSER (France), parlant au nom des 
delegations de la Colombie, des Etats-Unis, de la 
France, du Mexique, du Perou et du Royaume
U ni, demande a la Commission de decider la 
remise en discussion des articles IX, X et de 
l'alinea 8 de !'article XII de la premiere conven
tion. 

Exposant Jes raisons pour lesquelles ces dele
gations demandent la remise en discussion de ces 
articles, il rappelle qu'en raison de l'equivoque 
existant sur certains points et de la tres faible 
majorite a laquelle ont ete adoptes certains textes 
de la convention, ii est apparu, ii y a pres d'une 
semaine, que le texte final de celle-ci pourrait 
difficilement etre vote par la majorite des dele
gations. Or le but poursuivi par la Commission 
est d'etablir une convention qui puisse etre 
approuvee par le plus grand nombre possible de 
delegations. Lorsque la crise a eclate, !ors du 
vote sur l'ancien article 9, devenu !'article XII1, 
la delegation frarn;aise, qui s'est abstenue de voter 
sur cet article, a declare qu'elle ferait tous ses 
efforts pour reconcilier Jes points de vue antago
nistes exposes par le Royaume-Uni et Jes Etats
Unis d'une part, la Colombie, le Mexique et le 
Perou d'autre part. Les propositions contenues 
clans le document A/C.3/502 sont le resultat des 
efforts de ces delegations pour trouver un terrain 
d' entente et rendre la convention acceptable pour 
le plus grand nombre possible de delegations. 

Les difficultes decoulaient d'une part de l'equi
voque existant sur la definition du correspondant 
et le statut du correspondant etranger compare 
au statut du correspondant national, d'autre part 
du dernier alinea de !'article XII ( ancien article 
9), et enfin du rejet de toute reference a un droit 
direct de rectification, decide par Un vote clans 
lequel Jes voix s'etaient partagees egalement. 

Ence qui concerne le premier point, on pourrait 
croire en effet, apres une lecture superficielle du 
texte de la convention, que celle-ci accorde aux 
correspondants etrangers des privileges par rap
port aux correspondants nationaux, et !'on pour
rait meme dire avec une apparence de raison qu'elle 
permet aux correspondants nationaux employes 
par des entreprises d'information etrangeres de 
se prevaloir de la protection de gouvernements 
etrangers. Telle n'est certes pas !'intention de la 
convention. C'est pourquoi il est propose d'ajou
ter a !'article XII un alinea specifiant qu'un res
sortissant d'un Etat ne pourra beneficier des privi
leges accordes aux correspondants etrangers que 
clans la mesure necessaire pour assurer tous les 
benefices de la convention a l'entreprise d'informa
tion par laquelle ce ressortissant est employe. II 
est clair ainsi que Jes ressortissants nationaux 
employes par une entreprise d'information etran
gere ne beneficieront d'aucun privilege par rapport 
aux correspondants nationaux et que Jes journa
listes ne constitueront pas une classe privilegiee 
par rapport a leurs concitoyens. 

Quant aux deux autres questions, deux theses 
traditionnelles et egalement respectables s'affron-

1 V oir la 203eme seance. 



363 

worthy of respect. For some people, freedom of 
the Press excluded interference by the State. They 
considered it impossible to impose any legal obli
gations on the State in that field, and therefore to 
insert in the convention any provisions imposing 
on States obligations which would create between 
them and the Press a bond, the supporters of the 
argument considered unacceptable. Those who 
supported the other argument emphasized that, as 
the convention granted privileges to foreign cor
respondents, it was essential to establish their 
responsibility and to give the State some remedy 
against possible abuse of the privileges. 

The compromise which the delegations con
cerned had reached on articles IX and X was not 
a perfect solution, but it did show that they desired 
to reach agreement. The compromise proposal 
took both arguments into account. 

The chief difficulty for those who supported the 
first argument had been the last paragraph of the 
former article 9, which contained an imperative 
legal obligation. While they considered the prin
ciple it set forth valid as a moral obligation and 
were prepared to embody it as such in the con
vention, they had been unable to accept the legal 
obligation on the State to take steps which they 
thought prejudicial to the freedom of the Press. 
The compromise solution had therefore consisted, 
in the first place, in recognizing the principle set 
forth in that paragraph in an article of the con
vention without expressing it in any other way 
than as an imperative moral obligation. 

For the supporters of the opposite argument, 
the difficulty had consisted in the absence of any 
counterpart to the privileges of correspondents. 
There was, indeed, the right of correction, but 
that was applicable only on the State level and not 
on the level of correspondents. A formula had 
therefore been sought, which would establish the 
responsibility of the correspondent and that for
mula had been extended to the limit beyond which 
it would have involved a legal obligation. That 
was the reason for the amendments to articles 
IX and X. 

In conclusion, Mr. Kayser emphasized that he 
had clearly explained the purpose of the joint pro
posals ; there was no hidden purpose behind them. 
It was a question of a compromise, which did not 
fully satisfy any of the delegations concerned, but 
was acceptable to all of them. It had not been pro
posed by France but was the joint work of six 
delegations. 

He firmly hoped that the Committee would 
adopt the proposals. That would make it possible 
to draft a better balanced convention, combining 
the two principles of freedom and responsibility 
which had guided the Committee in its work. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, in view of the im
portance of the French representative's statement, 
the text of it (A/C.3/510) would be distributed 
in writing to the members of the Committee. 

Mr. RAO (India) asked whether a decision by 
the Committee to reopen the debate on the articles 
mentioned in document A/C.3/502 would make 
it possible to reopen discussion on all the para
graphs of article XII, or only on paragraph 8. 
His delegation was concerned about paragraph 3 
of article XII, which dealt with censorship in 

tent. Pour les uns, la liberte de la presse exclut 
l'ingerence de l'Etat; il est impossible d'imposer 
dans ce domaine des obligations legales a l'Etat 
et done d·inserer clans la convention des disposi
tions imposant aux Etats des obligations creant 
entre l'Etat et la presse des liens juges inaccepta
bles par les tenants de cette these. Les autres, 
soulignant que la convention accorde des avantages 
aux corresponclants etrangers, insistent sur la 
necessite de fixer a ceux-ci une responsabilite et 
de donner a l'Etat une voie de recours centre un 
abus possible de ces avantages. 

Le compromis auquel les delegations interessees 
ont abouti sur Jes articles IX et X n'est pas une 
solution parfaite, mais apporte cependant la preuve 
du desir de ces delegations d'arriver a un accord. 
La proposition de compromis tient compte des 
deux theses. 

La source de difficultes, pour les partisans de 
la premiere these, etait le dernier alinea de l'ancien 
article 9 qui contenait une obligation juridique 
imperative. Tout en considerant que le principe 
en etait valable comme obligation morale et en 
etant disposes a le consacrer sous cette forme 
dans la convention, ils ne pouvaient accepter 
!'obligation juridique pour l'Etat de prendre des 
mesures qui leur paraissaient attentatoires a la 
liberte de la presse. La solution de compromis 
a done consiste en premier lieu a reconnaitre dans 
un article de la convention le principe defini dans 
cet alinea sans qu'il revete une forme lui don
nant un sens different d'une imperative obligation 
morale. 

Pour Jes partisans de la these opposee, la diffi
culte residait dans !'absence de toute contrepartie 
aux privileges des correspondants. Certes, ii 
existe le droit de rectification; mais celui-ci ne 
s'applique qu'au niveau des Etats et non a celui 
des correspondants. On a done cherche une 
formule permettant d'etablir la responsabilite du 
correspondant, que l'on a etendue jusC!_u'a la 
limite ou cette responsabilite aurait entraine une 
obligation legale. Telle est la raison des amende
ments aux articles IX et X. 

En conclusion, M. Kayser souligne qu'il a 
dairement expose !'intention de ces propositions 
communes ; elles ne contiennent aucune intention 
cachee. 11 s'agit d'un compromis qui, s'il ne 
satisfait pleinement aucune des delegations interes
sees, est acceptable pour toutes, et qui n'est pas 
propose par la France mais est l'o.:uvre commune 
de six delegations. 

Le representant de la France exprime le ferme 
espoir que la Commission votera ces propos:tions. 
Leur adoption permettrait d'etablir une convention 
plus equilibree, associant Jes deux principes qui 
ont guide les travaux de la Commission, ceux de 
liberte et de responsabilite. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, etant donne !'im
portance de !'expose du representant de la France, 
le texte (A/C.3/510) en sera distribue par ecrit 
aux membres de la Commission. 

M. RAO (Incle) demande si, clans le cas oi.t la 
Commission deciderait la remise en discussion des 
articles mentionnes clans le document A/C. 3/502, 
cette decision permettrait de remettre en discus
sion tous les alineas de ]'article XII ou seulement 
l'alinea 8. Sa delegation est preoccupee en effet 
par l'alinea 3 de !'article XII, concernant la censure 
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peacetime, and would like to propose that it 
should be transferred to article VII. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) wished to know whether, 
if debate on the articles in question was reopened, 
members of the Committee would be permitted to 
propose the transfer of certain paragraphs of the 
proposals in document A/C.3/502 to articles other 
than IX, X and XII, to the preamble, for instance. 

Mr. PAJW AK (Afghanistan) also asked whether 
discussion of article XI could be reopened, in 
view of its close connexion with article X. 

The CHAIRMAN, replying to the representatives 
of India, Afghanistan and Egypt, said that strictly 
speaking the procedural proposal under discussion 
related only to articles IX and X and paragraph 
8 of article XII. The proposal had been submitted 
at the previous meeting by the French representa
tive, and, if it were adopted, the discussion would 
be reopened only on the above-mentioned texts. If 
a member of the Committee wished to propose re
opening of the debate on another paragraph of 
article XII or another article, or the transferring 
of certain paragraphs in the joint proposals to 
other articles, such proposals would require a new 
decision by 2. two-thirds majority. 

Mr. RAO (India) asked whether he could sub
mit his proposal to transfer paragraph 3 of article 
XII to article VII during the discussion of the 
Sub-Committee's report. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that that proposal 
would be in order, but that it would require a 
two-thirds majority decision. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) said that whereas paragraph 8 of article 
XII as it stood envisaged a legal obligation, the 
new text proposed by the six delegations no longer 
entailed any obligation at all. It was merely a wish 
without any practical implications. 

The new text that was proposed referred to the 
professional responsibility of correspondents and 
made the duty to encourage respect for human 
rights and fundamental freedoms, to promote un
derstanding and co-operation between nations, and 
to contribute to the maintenance of international 
peace and security, dependent on that purely moral 
responsibility. The proposal would, in fact, en
tirely eliminate the idea the Committee had intro
duced into the convention when it adopted the 
eighth paragraph of the former article 9. 

In view of the radical changes the proposals of 
the six delegations would make, he would vote 
against reopening the discussion on article IX and 
X, and on paragraph 8 of article XII. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) paid a tribute to the 
representatives of France, Colombia, Peru, the 
United States and the United Kingdom, who had 
shown the spirit of conciliation and the patience 
needed to reach agreement on controversial ques
tions. The result was an example of what could be 
hoped for from international co-operation when it 

en temps de paix, et voudrait proposer que cet 
alinea soit transfere a !'article VII. 

M. BAGDADI ( Egypte) desire une precision sur 
le point de savoir si, dans le cas de la remise en 
discussion des articles en question, ii sera loisible 
aux membres de la Commission de proposer le 
transfert de certains paragraphes des proposi
tions contenues clans le document A/C.3/502, 
a d'autres articles que Jes articles IX, X et 
XII, par exemple clans le preambule. 

M. P AJW AK (Afghanistan) demande egale
ment si l'article XI pourra etre remis en discussion 
etant donne sa relation etroite avec !'article X. 

Le PRESIDENT precise, en reponse aux repre
sentants de l'Inde, de !'Afghanistan et de l'Egypte, 
que la proposition de procedure en discussion ne 
concerne strictement que les articles IX, X et 
l'alinea 8 de l'article XII. Cette proposition a 
ete presentee a la seance precedente par le repre
sentant de la France. Si elle est adoptee, seuls 
les textes ci-dessus seront remis en discussion. 
Si un membre de la Commission desire proposer 
la remise en discussion d'un autre alinea de 
!'article XII, ou autre article, ou le transfert 
de certains paragraphes des propositions communes 
a d'autres articles, ces propositions devront 
faire l'objet d'une nouvelle decision prise a la 
majorite des deux tiers. 

M. RAo (Incle) demande s'il pourra presenter 
lors de la discussion du rapport de la Sous-Com
mission sa proposition tendant a transferer l'alinea 
3 de !'article XII a !'article VII. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que cette propos1t10n 
sera recevable mais necessitera une decision a la 
majorite des deux tiers. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) declare que, tandis que 
l'alinea 8 de !'article XII clans sa forme actuelle 
prevoit une obligation legale, la nouvelle redaction 
proposee par les six delegations ne comporte plus 
aucune obligation. II ne s'agit plus que d'un 
souhait sans portee pratique. 

Le nouveau texte propose parle de la responsa
bilite professionnelle des correspondants et fait 
dependre de cette responsabilite purement morale 
le devoir d'encourager le respect des clroits de 
l'homme et des libertes fondamentales, de favoriser 
la comprehension et la cooperation entre les nations 
et de contribuer au maintien de la paix et de la 
securite internationales. Cette proposition aboutit 
en fait a supprimer entierement l'idee qui avait 
ete introduite clans la convention par la Commis
sion lorsqu'elle avait adopte le huitieme alinea 
de l'ancien article 9. 

Etant donne la modification radicale qu'appor
teraient les propositions des six delegations, le 
representant de l'URSS votera contre la remise 
en discussion des articles IX, X et de l'alinea 8 
de !'article XII. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) rend hommage aux 
representants de la France, de la Colombie. du 
Perou, des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni qui ont 
temoigne de !'esprit de conciliation et de la patience 
necessaires pour aboutir a une entente sur des 
questions controversees. Le resultat obtenu illus
tre ce que I' on peut esperer de la cooperation 
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was based on goodwill and a genuine desire for 
mutual understanding. 

The position taken by the Mexican delegation 
during the discussions in the Third Committee 
had frequently been misrepresented in the Press, 
and as a result its proposals had been regarded as· 
repeated attempts to restrict freedom of informa
tion. He was anxious to make it clear that Mexico 
had never tried to restrict freedom of information 
or the lawful right of correspondents. AU the 
amendments he had proposed had been designed to 
safeguard the veracity of information within the 
framework of the freedom due to it. The Mexican 
delegation was, indeed, convinced that half-truths' 
were no better than lies and that it was just as 
necessary to combat false information as to com
bat tendentious or deliberately hostile information. 

In reply to the USSR representative, he pointed 
out that the first paragraph of the new article IX, 
which reproduced the terms of the eighth para
graph of the former article 9, had originally been 
the first part of a :VIexican amendment (A/C.3/ 
431/ Corr .1) ; the second part of the amendment 
had been adopted in a different part of the con
vention. Mr. Tsarapkin thought that the new text 
was of purely relative significance, in that it re
placed what had been a definite obligation by a 
kind of moral recognition to which States would 
subscribe. Mr. Noriega's reply to that was, that a 
moral code was often more forceful than written 
law, and that, generally speaking, the most de
tailed legislation was found in those countries 
whose precarious internal situation made legisla
tion imperative. 

Quoting the classic definition of politics as the 
morals of the State, Mr. Noriega added that in
ternational law was based exclusively on morals, 
since it contained no penalties, there being no 
,.:('.')mpetent authority to apply them. Everything 
depended on the goodwill of States and their will
ingness to abide by the international commitments 
they had accepted. Hence the Committee could 
consider that it had performed useful work if, for 
the first time in the history of international in
formation, it succeeded in establishing in a con-, 
vention the moral principles which should prevail 
in the realm of information. 

The new article IX admittedly imposed no defi
nite obligation on journalists. It did, however, 
show them what path to follow, while at the same 
time it offered the Contracting States a moral basis 
upon which to determine the duties of information 
agencies and correspondents. The Mexican dele
gation found that provision in full accord with the 
original purpose of the Mexican amendment, and 
was quite satisfied with it. 

In several countries journalists' associations had 
themselves taken the initiative in drawing up 
codes of honour to safeguard the integrity of their 
profession. In conclusion, Mr. Noriega wished to 
repeat that the Mexican Government had never 
dreamed of forcing journalists to subscribe to a 
code or to rules that they would not have accepted 
of their own free will, whether in its own country 
or elsewhere. 

internationale lorsqu'elle se fonde sur la bonne 
volonte et un desir sincere de comprehension 
mutuelle. 

M. Noriega rappelle que la position de la dele
gation du Mexique au cours des debats de la 
Troisieme Commission a souvent ete presentee 
de fai;on erronee clans la presse. C' est ainsi que 
l'on a cru voir dans les propositions de cette 
delegation des tentatives repetees pour limiter la 
liberte de l'information. M. Noriega tient a 
declarer que jamais le Mexique n'a cherche a 
limiter la liberte de }'information OU a restreindre 
les droits legitimes des correspondants. T ous les 
amendements qu'il a presentes ont eu pour but 
de garantir le caractere veridique de !'information 
clans le cadre de la liberte dont elle doit jouir. La 
delegation du Mexique est en effet profondement 
convaincue que les demi-verites ne valent pas 
mieux que les mensonges, et qu'il importe de 
!utter au meme titre contre les informations 
fausses que contre les informations tendancieuses 
OU deliberement hostiles. 

En reponse au representant de l'URSS, 
M. Noriega rappelle que le premier paragraphe du 
nouvel article IX, qui reproduit les termes du 
huitieme alinea de l'ancien article 9, constituait a 

: l'origine la premiere partie d'un amendement 
· mexicain (A/C.3/431/Corr.1) dont la seconde 

partie avait ete adoptee par ailleurs. M. Tsarap
kine considere que le nouveau texte n'a plus 
qu'une portee tout a fait relative puisqu'il ecarte 
une obligation definie en faveur d'une sorte de 
reconnaissance morale a laquelle souscriraient les 
Etats. M. Noriega repond que le code de la 
morale a souvent plus de force que le droit ecrit et 
qu'en general les pays qui disposent de la legisla
tion la plus detaillee sont precisement ceux OU la 

l necessite de legiferer s' est imposee en raison de la 
precarite de leur situation interieure. 

Rappelant la definition classique selon laquelle 
'"la politique est la morale de l'Etat", M. Noriega 
ajoute que le droit international se fonde exclusive
ment sur la morale puisqu'il ne comporte pas de 
sanctions en !'absence de toute autorite competente 
pour les appliquer ; tout repose done sur la bonne 
foi des Etats et sur leur volonte de respecter les 
engagements qu'ils ont pris sur le plan interna
tional. C'est pourquoi la Commission pourra 
estimer avoir fait a:uvre utile si, pour la premiere 
fois dans l'histoire de }'information internationale, 
elle reussit a fixer clans une convention les prin
cipes moraux qui doivent prevaloir clans le do
maine de !'information. 

Le nouvel article IX n'impose sans doute pas 
d'obligation definie aux journalistes; mais il leur 
montre la voie a suivre en meme temps qu'il offre 
aux Etats contractants la base morale sur laquelle 
ils devront se fonder pour determiner les devoirs 
des entreprises d'information et des correspon
dants. La delegation du Mexique estime que cette 
disposition repond pleinement a ]'intention primi
tive de l'amendement mexicain et se declare, pour 
sa part, entierement satisfaite. 

Rappelant que, dans plusieurs pays, les associa
tions de journalistes ont pris elles-memes !'initia
tive d'etablir des codes d'honneur pour garantir 
l'integrite de leur profession, M. Noriega tient a 
repeter, en conclusion, que le Gouvernement 
mexicain n'a jamais songe, que ce soit dans son 
pays ou au dehors, a imposer aux joumalistes un 
code OU des regles qu'ils n'auraient pas acceptes 
de leur plein gre. 
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Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland) stated that his dele
gation would oppose reconsideration by the Com
mittee of articles IX, X and XII, paragraph 8, of 
the draft convention. 

The ne,v article IX, the first paragraph of which 
was said to contain the provisions of the eighth 
paragraph of the former article 9, in fact expressed 
quite a different idea, one that was dear to the 
United States delegation. During one of the earlier 
meetings, the United States representative had 
advanced a theory that all that was needed to en
sure respect for human rights and fundamental 
freedoms, to further understanding between na
tions and to contribute to the maintenance of in
ternational peace and security, was for journalists 
to report the facts without bias and to comment 
upon them without malicious intent. That being 
so, the United States representative did not con
sider there was any need to include a special 
clause in the convention specifying what were the 
duties of journalists with regard to respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms, how they 
should contribute to the maintenance of peace, and 
so on. 

Not only was no mention made of those duties 
in the new article IX, but it further introduced 
new terms, &uch as "professional responsibility" 
and ''professional ethics", which were broad 
terms, liable to a great variety of interpretations 
and devoid of legal value. 

It was obvious that the two texts had no simi
larity, either of form or substance. The Polish 
delegation could not therefore accept the new 
article IX. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
stressed that, from a procedural point of view, his 
delegation could not be too emphatic in urging 
the merits of the proposal presented by the French 
representative on behalf of the six delegations 
which had taken part in the drafting of document 
A/C.3/502. It was a fact that some parts of the 
convention under consideration had been adopted 
by a very small majority; in one case, in accord
ance with the rules of procedure, a proposal had 
not been retained because there had been an equal 
number of votes for and against it. Such a state of 
affairs was deplorable in a field of such impor
tance, where every decision should be the result 
of the vote of a large majority. It was obvious, 
therefore, that the Committee was perfectly justi
fied in reconsidering the controversial articles, in 
the hope of reaching agreement. 

With regard to the substance of the discussion, 
he was in complete agreement with the remarks 
of the French and 11exican representatives. Mr. 
Noriega's lucid statement had shown to what ex
tent the six delegations had succeeded in arriving 
at the compromise they had been seeking. It was 
to be hoped, therefore, that the new texts would 
gain the support of a large majority. 

In reply to the USSR and Polish representa
tives, he gave it as his opinion that the Committee 
could consider it had done useful work if the con
vention it produced ensured that correspondents 
reported the facts without bias and commented 
upon them without malicious intent, for such a 
result would unquestionably bring about all the 
other good results that were expected of the 
convention. 

M. BORATYNSKI (Pologne) declare que sa 
delegation s'opposera a ce que la Commission 
reprenne l'examen des articles IX, X et XII, para
graphe 8, du projet de convention. 

II constate en effet que le nouvel article IX, qui 
pretend reprendre en son premier paragraphe Jes 
dispositions du huitieme alinea de l'ancien article 
9, exprime en fait une idee differente, chere a la 
delegation des Etats-Unis. Le representant des 
Etats-Unis a avance au cours d'une des seances 
precedentes une theorie selon laquelle i1 suffit, 
pour assurer le respect des droits de l'homme et 
des libertes fondamentales, pour favoriser la com
prehension entre les nations et pour contribuer 
au maintien de la paix et de la securite interna
tionales, que les journalistes rendent compte des 
faits sans parti pris et qu'ils les commentent sans 
intention malveillante. A son avis done, ii serait 
inutile d'inscrire dans la convention une clause 
speciale enorn;ant Jes devoirs des journalistes en 
ce qui concerne le respect des droits de l'homme, 
leur contribution au maintien de la paix, etc. 

Or le nouvel article IX, non seulement ne men
tionne pas ces devoirs, mais il introduit au surplus 
de nouveaux termes, tels que "responsabilite pro
fessionnelle", "honnetete professionnelle", qui sont 
des termes larges, d'une interpretation eminem
ment variable, et depourvus de toute valeur 
juridique. 

On voit done que Jes deux textes ne presentent 
aucune similitude ni de forme, ni de fond. C'est 
pourquoi la delegation de la Pologne considere le 
nouvel article IX comme inacceptable. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) souligne 
que sa delegation, se pla~ant sous !'angle de la 
proc~dure, ne saurait insister assez fortement sur 
le bien-fonde de la proposition dont le repre
sentant de la France a saisi la Commission au 
nom des six delegations qui ont contribue a etablir 
le document A/C.3/502. En effet, certaines des 
decisions relatives i la convention i l'etude ont 
ete prises a une tres faible majorite; en un cas, une 
proposition n'a pas ete retenue, conformement au 
reglement interieur, parce qu'elle avait reuni un 
nombre egal de voix pour et de voix contre. Un 
tel etat de choses est profondement regrettable 
lorsqu'il s'agit d'un domaine aussi important, ou 
toute decision prise devrait resulter d'un vote emis 
i une large majorite. II est done clair que la 
Commission est parfaitement justifiee a recourir 
i un nouvel examen des articles controverses, 
dans l'espoir de parvenir a une entente. 

En ce qui concerne le fond du debat, M. Canham 
souscrit entierement aux observations formulees 
par Jes representants de la France et du Mexique. 
La tres claire declaration de M. Noriega demontre 
dans quelle mesure Jes six delegations ont reussi 
a effectuer le compromis qu'elles recherchaient. 
On peut done esperer que les nouveaux textes 
rallieront la grande majorite des membres de la 
Commission. 

Repondant aux representants de l'URSS et de 
la Pologne, M. Canham exprime !'opinion que la 
Commission pourra estimer avoir fait cruvre utile 
si la convention qu'elle aura etabiie a pour effet 
d 'assurer que Jes correspondants rendent compte 
des faits sans parti pris et les commentent sans 
intention malveillante, car de ce resultat decoule
ront incontestablement tous les autres benefices 
que l'on espere d'elle. 
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Some delegations would like to go further and 
impose a strict control of the Press, so that the 
international transmission of news would be given 
a severe, doctrinal character. Fortunately such a 
conception was repudiated by the large majority 
of Members of the United Nations, for it would 
result in the total elimination of freedom of in
formation. 

Before concluding, he wished to pay a special 
tribute to the Mexican representative, who had 
said that his Government's position had frequently 
been misinterpreted. Mr. Canham was convinced 
that, whatever had happened in the past, no one 
could misjudge the brilliant statement Mr. No
riega had just made on the fundamental principles 
which should inspire the convention. 

Mr. RAO (India) supported the principle of a 
reconsideration of articles IX, X and XII, para
graph 8, but he reserved the right to submit a 
similar motion with regard to paragraph 3 of ar
ticle XII when the time came. 

He proceeded to make a few observations on 
the drafting of the new article X, which he did 
not find entirely satisfactory. The article provided 
that communiques should be released to all the 
information agencies operating in the territory of 
the State to which the complaint had been ad~ 
dressed. According to the practice of most coun
tries, however, no information agency was bound 
to publish corrections concerning information for 
which it was not directly responsible. Moreover, 
countries with an extensively developed Press 
often had thousands of newspapers and several 
information agencies. States could not be made 
responsible for transmitting the communique to 
all those bodies; that would be too heavy an obli
gation for some of them. 

He therefore suggested that the words "infor
mation agencies operating in its territory" in the 
first paragraph of the new article X should be re-, 
placed by the words "newspapers or information 
agencies responsible for the original despatch" 
(A/C.3/506). 

\Vith regard to the new paragraph 8 of article 
XII, he again expressed his delegation's regret 
that the Committee had not thought fit to retain 
the adjective "foreign" before the word "corre
spondent". To remedy that, he proposed that 
paragraph 8 should be redrafted in the following 
terms (A/C.3/508) : 

"Nothing in the present Convention shall ap
ply to the national of a Contracting State who is 
employed as a correspondent by a newspaper or 
an information agency of another Contracting 
State." 

The Indian delegation was proposing that 
amendment, because it considered that it was nec
essary not only to ensure absolute equality be
tween foreign correspondents and national corre
spondents, but also to see that nationals of a 
country employed by a foreign information agency 
should not receive preferential treatment in rela
tion to their compatriots who worked for national 
agencies. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDIIART (Netherlands) 
stated that his delegation would vote for recon
sideration of articles IX, X and XII, paragraph 8. 
He reserved the right to submit comments with 
regard to substance if the proposal were adopted. 

Certaines delegations voudraient aller plus loin 
et imposer un controle rigide sur la presse afin 
d'assurer a la transmission initernationale ,des 
informations un rigoureux caractere doctrinal. La 
grande majorite des Membres de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies repudient heureusement cette 
conception qui, si elle prevalait, aurait pour re
sultat de supprimer totalement la liberte de !'in
formation. 

Avant de conclure, le representant des Etats
U nis voudrait rendre un hommage particulier au 
representant du Mexique. Ce dernier a dit que 
la position de son gouvernement avait ete souvent 
ma! interpretee. M. Canham exprime la con
viction que, quoi qu'il en ait ete par le passe, 
personne ne se rneprendra sur le lumineux expose 
que M. Noriega vient de faire des principes fonda
mentaux qui doivent regir la convention. 

M. RAO (Incle) appuie le principe d'un nouvel 
examen de articles IX, X et XII, paragraphe 8, 
mais ii se reserve le droit de presenter au moment 
opportun une motion similaire en ce qui concerne 
le paragraphe 3 de !'article XII. 

M. Rao fait ensuite quelques remarques sur la 
redaction du nouvel article X, qu'il ne considere 
pas comme entierement satisfaisante. Cet article 
prevoit en effet que Jes communiques seront 
transmis a toutes Jes entreprises d'information 
exen;ant leur activite sur le territoire de l'Etat 
saisi de la reclamation. Or, selon la pratique de la 
plupart des pays, aucune entreprise d'information 
n' est tenue de publier les rectifications relatives 
a des informations dont elle n'est pas directement 
responsable. D'autre part, les pays dont la presse 
est developpee comptent souvent des milliers de 
journaux et plusieurs agences d'information. On 
ne peut imposer aux Etats !'obligation de trans
rnettre le communique a tous ces organismes; ce 
serait la une obligation trop onereuse pour certains 
d'entre eux. 

M. Rao suggere done de remplacer dans le 
premier paragraphe du nouvel article X les mots 
"entreprises d'information exen;ant leur activite 
sur son territoire" par "journaux ou entreprises 
d·information responsables de la depeche origi
nate" (A/C. 3/506). 

A propos du nouvel alinea 8 de !'article XII, 
:VI. Rao exprime a nouveau le regret de sa dele
gation que la Commission ait juge bon de ne pas 
retenir le qualificati f "etranger" clans la definition 
du "correspondant." Pour remedier a cette lacune, 
ii propose de preciser l'alinea 8 de maniere a lire 
(A/C. 3/508): 

"Aucune des dispositions de la presente Con
vention ne sera applicable au ressortissant d'un 
Etat contractant employe comme correspondant 
par un journal ou une entreprise d'information 
d'un autre Etat contractant." 

La delegation de l'Inde propose ce changement 
parce qu'elle estime qu'il importe non seulernent 
d'assurer une egalite absolue entre les corres
pondants etrangers et Jes correspondants natio
naux, mais egalement de veiller a ce que les res
sortissants d'un pays employes par une entreprise 
d'information etrangere ne soient pas favorises 
par rapport a leurs compatriotes travaillant pour 
les entreprises nationales. 

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDIIART (Pays-Bas) declare 
que sa delegation votera pour la reprise de l'exa
men des articles IX, X et XII, paragraphe 8, se 
reservant le droit de presenter des observations 
de fond au cas ou cette proposition serait adoptee. 
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Mr. PRIC\ (Yugoslavia) said that his delega
tion would vote against the motion to reconsider 
articles IX, X and XII, paragraph 8. 

The Yugoslav delegation did not dispute the 
Committee's right to go back on any of its deci
sions, as laid down in its rules of procedure, but 
thought that it was dangerous to adopt such a 
practice, from the point of view both of the Com
mittee's prestige and of the efficiency of its work. 

The procedure had already been followed on 
several occasions, for example, with regard to ar
ticle 2 of the second convention ( 214th meeting). 
Some delegations which up to that time had af
firmed their desire to see the convention adopted 
had asked that the Committee should go back on 
its decision, with regard to that article, which did 
not suit them, and had made their acceptance of 
the text as a whole subject to the amendment of 
that one provision. Similarly, in the case of article 
4 of the second convention, the same delegations 
had, by their opposition to the article, caused a 
dispute lasting nearly four days, which had ended 
in the Committee's decision to postpone consider
ation of the convention.1 

The Committee could not encourage such prac
tices without considerable prejudice to the credit 
its efforts deserved; the Yugoslav delegation 
would therefore vote against the motion. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) stated his dele
gation's position with regard to the joint proposal 
(A/C.3/502). 

In his opinion, the clear exposition presented by 
that text was an undeniable success from the 
point of vie,v of form, but he considered that the 
guarantees for which the small nations had fought 
so energetically had in fact been deleted from the 
clauses of the proposed new articles. 

The proposal before the Committee was very 
like a building with a magnificently carved door, 
which had been left without a lock. Unscrupulous 
correspondents could slip in and out at will, with 
the sole restriction of so-called "moral obliga
tions". Such an ethical concept was perhaps out of 
place in an instrument like the convention. It was 
to be feared that it would not be enough to guar
antee respect for the undertakings provided for 
in the convention. 

Specific undertakings on the part of correspond
ents should be substituted for "moral" obligations. 
It went without saying that a moral undertaking 
was unnecessary if the correspondent had a pro
fessional conscience and useless in the case of the 
many who lacked it. 

The Saudi Arabian delegation was anxious that 
a convention should be drawn up which could ob
tain the support of the largest possible number of 
Governments. If that condition was not borne in 
mind, many countries would abstain from sub
scribing to the convention from a fear that moral 
obligations would not be sufficient. That was the 
case with Saudi Arabia: the current stage of de
velopment of information agencies in that country 
certainly did not enable its Government to rebut 
malevolent accusations. Moral obligations alone 
would not be sufficient to compel the correspond-

1 See 218th meeting. 

M. PRICA (Yougoslavie) declare que sa dele
gation votera contre la motion tendant a reprendre 
l'exarnen des articles IX, X et XII, paragraphe 8. 

La delegation de la Yougoslavie ne conteste pas 
le droit de la Commission de revenir sur une de 
ses decisions quelle qu'elle soit, ce qui est con
forme a son reglement interieur, mais elle estime 
<langereux d'adopter une telle pratique, tant pour 
le prestige de la Commission que pour l'efficacite 
de ses travaux. 

Cette procedure a deja ete suivie en plusieurs 
occasions. Le cas s'est produit notamment a 
propos de !'article 2 de la seconde convention 
(214eme seance). Certaines delegations qui, 
jusque-la, avaient proclame leur desir de voir 
adopter la convention ont demande, au sujet de 
cet article qui ne leur convenait pas, que la Com
mission revint sur sa decision, subordonnant leur 
acceptation de !'ensemble du texte a la modification 
de cette seule disposition. De meme, pour !'article 
4 de la seconde convention, ces memes delegations 
ont, par leur opposition contre cet article, donne 
lieu a une controverse qui s'est prolongee pres 
de quatre jours et qui s'est terminee par la decision 
de la Commission d'ajourner l'examen de cette 
convention1. 

La Commission ne saurait encourager une telle 
pratique sans nuire considerablement au credit 
que doivent recueillir ses efforts et c'est pourquoi 
la delegation de la Yougoslavie votera contre la 
motion proposee. 

~1. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) expose la posi
tion de Sa delegation au sujet de la proposition 
commune (A/C.3/502). 

A son avis, !'expose lumineux qu'est ce texte 
est une reussite incontestable au point de vue 
de la forme, mais ii considere que, clans les clauses 
des nouveaux articles proposes, on a supprime en 
fait les garanties pour lesquelles Jes petites nations 
ont combattu avec tant d'energie. 

La proposition dont est saisie la Commission 
ressemble fort a un edifice dont la porte magnifi
quement ornee aurait ete privee de serrure. En 
particulier, les correspondants malhonnetes pour
raient y acceder OU s'en evader a volonte avec 
la seule contrainte de pretendues "obligations 
morales". Cette notion qui releve de l'ethique 
n'est peut-etre pas a sa place clans un instrument 
tel que la convention. 11 est en effet a craindre 
qu'elle ne puisse suffire a garantir le respect des 
engagements prevus par la convention. 

II y aurait lieu de substituer aux obligations 
"morales" des engagements determines pour les 
correspondants. 11 va de soi qu'un engagement 
moral n'est pas necessaire si le correspondant a 
une conscience professionnelle et qu'il devient 
inutile dans le cas de ceux, trop nombreux, qui en 
manquent. 

La delegation de !'Arabie saoudite souhaite vive
ment que !'on etablisse une convention telle qu'elle 
puisse rallier !'adhesion du plus grand nombre 
possible de gouvernements. Or, si l'on ne tient 
pas compte de cette condition, de nombreux pays 
s'abstiendront de souscrire a la convention dans la 
crainte que ces obligations morales ne soient pas 
suffisantes. Tel est le cas de l' Arabie saoudite: 
le stade actuel du cleveloppement des entreprises 
d'information dans ce pays ne permettrait certaine
rnent pas au gouvernernent de combattre les accu
sations malveillantes lancees contre lui. Ce ne 

' V oir la 218eme seance. 
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ents of vVestern Powers, who had made those 
accusations, to correct their statements. 

In the course of the Committee's work, the 
Saudi Arabian delegation had fought hard to pre
serve respect for many basic principles. It was in 
no sense inspired by that desire to hinder the 
Committee's work which some representatives had 
sometimes seen fit to find in its determined atti
tude. It had shown such determination because it 
hoped to contribute to the drawing up of a con
vention to which Saudi Arabia would itself be 
able to subscribe when the time came. It saw no 
reason to abandon the fight at that stage of the 
discussion, but as many other delegations seemed 
to wish to adopt the joint proposals (A/C.3/502), 
the only form of resistance left to it was to abstain 
from voting on articles of the convention which 
did not contain strict enough reference to the legal 
obligation of correction. 

The Saudi Arabian delegation appealed to those 
countries where the Press had reached a very high 
stage of development, and particularly to the rep
resentative of the United States. Mr. Baroodv 
knew the professional integrity of Mr. Canhari'1 
and of the newspaper to which he belonged. He 
was, however, afraid that they were exceptional 
in the American Press. The Arab world had suf
fered too much lately from certain slanderous ar
ticles published in that Press, and he would like 
to have an assurance from 1fr. Canham that Saudi 
Arabia would no longer be the subject of malevo
lent accusations inspired by obvious political 
motives. 

He hoped that one day his country would be 
able to defend itself against accusations of that 
kind by its own means. He was sure, however, that 
his Government would hesitate to have recourse 
to activities of the same kind in order to rebut 
direct attacks made on it for reasons of propa
ganda. 

He also hoped that countries where the Press 
was highly developed, and which were desirous of 
signing the convention, would do what was neces
sary to prevent the publication of news prejudicial 
to countries which did not themselves have news 
agencies able to correct inaccurate information 
about them. 

He emphasized that those considerations would 
lead his delegation to abstain from voting on the 
joint proposal, although it was not in principle 
opposed to a reconsideration of the articles in 
question. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) protested against the United States 
representative's statement. The latter had said that 
the USSR delegation was opposed to the Commit
tee's reversal of a decision on an article alreadv 
adopted because it was anxious to see a rigid con'
trol imposed on the Press. The United States 
representative had also claimed that the majority 
of the Committee had taken a negative attitude 
toward such an idea, which was contrary to the 
truth. 

The USSR delegation had often been re
proached for not being willing to take democratic 

sont certes pas Jes seules obligations morales qui 
suffiraient a forcer Jes correspondants des Puis
sances occidentales qui ont forrnule ces accusations 
a rectifier leurs assertions. 

C'est pour preserver le respect de nombreux 
principes essentiels que la delegation de !'Arabie 
saoudite, au cours des travaux de la Commission, a 
Jutte avec tant d'acharnement. Elle n'etait nulle
ment animee du desir obstine d'entraver Jes travaux 
de la Commission, que certains representants ont 
parfois voulu voir clans son attitude resolue. Elle 
fait preuve de cette determination parce qu'elle 
espere contribuer a l'etablissement d'une conven
tion qui soit telle qu'elle puisse elle-meme y 
souscrire au moment opportun. Elle ne voit done 
pas de raison d'abandonner la lutte a ce stade de 
la discussion; mais, puisque beaucoup d'autres 
~e~egations semblent souhaiter adopter les propo
s1t10ns communes (A/C.3/502), la seule forme 
de resistance qui lui soit laissee est de s'abstenir 
de v~ter pour des articles de la convention qui ne 
ment10nnent pas de fai;on assez rigoureuse !'obli
gation juridique de la rectification. 

La delegation de I' Arabie saoudite s'adresse aux 
pays dont la presse a atteint un degre de develop
pement tres eleve, et tout particulierement au 
representant des Etats-Unis. M. Baroody connait 
en effet l'integrite professionnelle de M. Canham 
et celle du journal auquel ii appartient; i1 craint 
toutefois qu'ils ne soient une exception clans la 
presse americaine. Le monde arabe a en effet 
trop souffert ces derniers temps de certains articles 
calomnieux publies par celle-ci. Le representant 
de I' Arabie saoudite declare qu'il souhaiterait 
recevoir de M. Canham !'assurance que son pays 
ne fera plus l'objet d'accusations malveillantes 
inspirees par raisons politiques evidentes. 

M. Baroody espere qu'un jour son pays sera a 
meme de se defendre par ses propres moyens 
contre des accusations de ce genre. 11 est per
suade, d'ailleurs, que son gouvernement hesitera a 
recourir, pour riposter a des attaques directes pour 
des motifs de propagande, a des formes d'action 
de meme nature. 

II souhaite egalement que Jes pays dont la 
presse est tres developpee et qui sont desireux de 
signer la convention veuillent bien faire le neces
saire pour eviter la publication d'informations 
prejudiciables aux pays qui ne possedent pas eux
memes d'agences d'information leur permettant 
de rectifier des informations erronees Jes con
cernant. 

Le representant de 1' Arabie saoudite souligne 
que ce sont ces considerations qui pousseront sa 
delegation a s'abstenir de voter sur la proposition 
commune, bien qu' elle ne soit pas opposee an 
principe d'un nouvel examen des articles en 
question. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) s'eleve contre la decbra
tion du representant des Etats-Unis. Celui-ci a 
declare en effet que la delegation de l'URSS etait 
opposee a ce que la Commission revint sur une 
decision prise au sujet cl'un article deja adopte 
parce que cette delegation etait animee du clesir 
de voir imposer un contr6le rigide a la presse. 
Le representant des Etats-Unis a pretendu egale
ment que la majorite de la Commission a<loptait 
une attitude negative a propos de cette idee, ce 
qui est contraire a la verite. 

On a reproche souvent a la delegation de 
l'URSS de ne pas vouloir tenir compte des prin-
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principles into account. The case under considera
tion concerned articles adopted by a majority vote, 
in accordance with democratic rules. But, as those 
decisions did not please the United States and 
United Kingdom delegations, they were trying to 
impose a real diktat on the Committee in order to 
obtain the surrender of the majority of the mem
bers who had reached those decisions. 

The USSR representative certainly admitted 
the value of any compromise solution. But in fact 
the proposal before the Committee which an at
tempt was being made to represent as the result of 
an effort at conciliation among several delegations 
- was only a screen for other motives. 

Mr. Tsarapkin was surprised that the Mexican 
representative could put moral obligations above 
legal obligations. In the first place, there was no 
single moral code. A given ethical idea, which was 
entirely satisfactory to one person, might seem 
immoral to a person who held a different idea. 

The Committee seemed to wish to go back on 
a decision in order to adopt a formula which im
posed obligations on no one. In fact, only one 
paragraph in the twenty-three articles of the con
vention imosed obligations on correspondents, and 
it was proposed that even those obligations should 
be omitted. To be sure, the form of the original 
articles had been kept in part, but only the words 
remained. 

If it did not define the duties of correspond
ents, the convention could have no value for 
countries which were desirous of guaranteeing 
freedom of information. On the contrary, it would 
favour the big news monopolies which existed in 
the United States, the United Kingdom, and per
haps in France. 

To sum up, if the Committee decided not to 
agree to reconsider articics already adopted by 
the majority, it would make it possible for the 
convention to keep its full meaning. Otherwise, 
the Committee would end by producing a text 
designed to serve the interests of a few States 
only, without any consideration for the sincere in
tentions of countries which were anxious to 
guarantee freedom of information. 

The USSR delegation was therefore opposed to 
a reconsideration of the three articles in question. 

Mr. BoRATYNSKI (Poland), like the United 
States representative, admitted that it was very 
difficult for any country to guarantee communica
tion of accurate news. 

The Government of Poland wished to impose on 
its correspondents the obligations provided for 
under the articles of the convention. But it was 
not difficult to understand why such obligations 
were considered too severe by the United States 
delegation. 

In reply to the representative of the USSR, 
Mr. KAYSER (France) wished to point out that 
between a surrender and an imposed solution there 
might be the idea of a compromise. He did not 
think that such an idea was entirely unknown to 
the Soviet Union. 

He admitted that the proposal his delegation 
supported was not entirely satisfactory to its 

cipes democratiques. Or i1 s'agit precisement ici 
d'articles adoptes a la majorite, conformement 
aux regles democratiques. Mais comme ces 
decisions n'agreent pas aux delegations des Etats
Unis et du Royaume-Uni, celles-ci tentent d'im
poser un veritable diktat a la Commission afin 
d'obtenir la capitulation de la majorite des mem
bres qui etaient arrives a ces decisions. 

Le representant de l'URSS reconnait, certes, la 
valeur de toute solution de compromis. Mais, 
en fait, la proposition dont la Commission est 
saisie, et qu' on essaie de faire passer pour le 
resultat d'un effort de conciliation entre plusieurs 
delegations, ne sert que de couverture a d'autres 
motifs. 

M. Tsarapkine s'etonne que le representant du 
Mexique puisse faire passer des obligations morales 
au-dessus d'obligations juridiques. II fait remar
quer, en premier lieu, qu'il n'existe pas un code 
unique de la morale. Telle conception ethique 
qui donne toute satisfaction a un individu donne 
peut paraitre immorale a un partisan d'une autre 
conception. 

M. Tsarapkine fait observer que la Commission 
semble desirer maintenant revenir sur une deci
sion afin d'adopter une formule n'imposant d'obli
gations a personne. En effet, sur les vingt-trois 
articles de la convention, un seul alinea prevoyait 
des obligations pour Jes correspondants, et ce 
qu'il est propose de faire maintenant, c'est pre
cisement de supprimer ces obligations. Certes, 
on a garde en partie la forme exterieure qu'ils 
revetaient aux termes des articles primitifs, mais 
seuls Jes mots restent. 

En s'abstenant de definir les devoirs des corre
spondants, la convention ne pourra avoir aucune 
valeur pour les pays qui desirent garantir la 
liberte de }'information. Au contraire, elle favori
sera Jes grands monopoles de !'information qui 
existent aux Etats-Unis, dans le Royaume-Uni et 
peut-etre en France. 

En resume, si la Commission prend le parti de 
ne pas accepter un nouvel examen d'articles deja 
adoptes par la majorite, elle permettra de conserver 
tout son sens a la convention. Sinon, la Com
mission n'aboutira qu'a l'etablissement d'un texte 
destine a servir les interets de quelques Etats 
seulement, sans tenir aucun compte des intentions 
sinceres des pays soucieux de garantir la liberte 
de !'information. 

Pour ces raisons, la delegation de l'URSS s'op
posera a un nouvel examen des trois articles en 
cause. 

M. BoRATYNSKI (Pologne) reconnait, tout 
comme le representant des Etats-Unis, qu'il est 
tres difficile pour tout pays de garantir la com
munication d'informations veridiques. 

Le Gouvernement de la Pologne desire imposer 
a ses correspondants les obligations prevues aux 
termes des articles de la convention, mais il n'est 
pas difficile de comprendre pourquoi de telles 
obligations sont jugees trop severes par la dele
gation des Etats-U nis. 

En reponse au representant de l'URSS, 
M. KAYSER (France) tient a souligner qu'entre 
une capitulation et une solution de force, on peut 
concevoir l'idee d'un compromis; ii ne croit pas 
que cette notion soit etrangere a l'Union sovie
tique. 

M. Kayser reconnait d'ailleurs que la proposi
tion a laquelle s'est associee sa delegation ne 
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authors. But it took into consideration the moral 
obligations without which the convention would 
have no value. 

Mr. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) asked that the 
Committee should vote on the three articles sepa
rately. 

It was so agreed. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal 
for reconsideration of article IX. 

The result of the vote was 32 in favour, 6 
against and 9 abstentions. The proposal was 
adopted, having obtained the required two-thirds 
majority. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal 
for reconsideration of article X. 

The result of the vote was 32 in favour, 4 
against and 10 abstentions. The proposal was 
adopted, having obtained the required two-thirds 
majority. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal for 
reconsideration of paragraph 8 of article XII. 

The result of the vote was 32 in favour, 6 
against and 9 abstentions. The proposal was 
adopted, having obtained the required two-thirds 
majority. 

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY-FIRST 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Monday, 9 May 1949, at 10.30 a.m. 

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

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

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

Article IX (A/C.3/502) 
The CHAIRMAN called the Committee's atten

tion to the compromise proposal for article IX 
submitted by the delegations of Colombia, France, 
Mexico, Peru, the United Kingdom and the 
United States (A/C.3/502). 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) observed that, while 
any attempt at compromise was laudable and was 
therefore to be welcomed, in the case of the 
proposed article IX an attempt had been made to 
reconcile irreconcilable views. 

A number of delegations had opposed the ori
ginal Mexican amendment which was adopted 
at the 202nd meeting and later became paragraph 
8 of article XII. on the ground that it went counter 
to the constitutions and domestic legislation of 
many States. Those delegations, like the Belgian, 
would have preferred that text to appear in the 
preamble. Other delegations had held, on the 
other hand, that it should appear in the body of 
the convention, where it would be legally binding. 

donne pas toute satisfaction a ses auteurs; mais elle 
tient compte des obligations morales sans lesquelles 
la convention n'aurait plus aucune valeur. 

M. PAJW AK (Afghanistan) demande que la 
Commission vote separement sur les trois articles. 

ll en est ainsi decide. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
nouvel examen de l'article IX. 

ll y a 32 voix pour, 6 voix cmitre et 9 absten
tions. Ayant obtenu la majorite requise des deux 
tiers, la proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
nouvel examen de l'article X. 

ll y a 32 voix pour, 4 voi:r contre et 10 absten
tions. Ayant obtenu la majorite requise des deu:r 
tiers, la proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
nouvel examen du paragraphe 8 de )'article XII. 

ll y a 32 voi:r pour, 6 voix contre et 9 absten
tions. Ayant obtenu la majorite requise des deu:r 
tiers, la proposition est adoptee. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 15. 

DEUX CENT VINGT ET UNIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le lundi 9 mai 1949, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. H. Smitt INGEBRETSEN (Norvege). 

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

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

Article IX (A/C.3/502) 

Le PRESIDENT attire )'attention de la Com
mission sur la nouvelle redaction de l'article IX 
que les delegations de la Colombie, de la France, 
du Mexique, du Perou, du Royaume-Uni et des 
Etats-Unis proposent a titre de compromis 
(A/C.3/502). 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) fait observer que, bien 
qu'un compromis soit toujours souhaitable et qu'il 
y ait toujours lieu de l'accueillir favorablement, 
on a tente, dans le cas de !'article IX, de concilier 
des points de vues inconciliables. 

N ombre de delegations Se sont opposees a 
l'amendement primitif du Mexique adopte a la 
202eme seance et qui, par la suite, est devenu le 
paragraphe 8 de !'article XII. Ces delegations 
ont fait valoir que cet amendement etait en con
tradiction avec la constitution et la leirislation 
interieure de nombreux Etats. Ces delegations, 
tout comme la delegation de la Belgique, auraient 
prefere que ce texte figurat clans le preambule. 
D'autres delegations, par contre, ont estime qu'il 
devrait figurer dans le corps meme de la conven
tion, ce qui lui donnerait un caractere imperatif. 
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In his opinion, neither of those views was met 
by the compromise proposal. Those who con
sidered it essential to impose certain definite 
responsibilities upon correspondents and informa
tion agencies could not be satisfied with references 
to professional responsibility and professional 
ethics in a recital to the article, where they lost 
all legal value and, indeed, all meaning; while 
the opposing faction would still prefer those re
ferences to appear in the preamble to the draft 
convention, rather than as a kind of preamble to 
article IX, which merely served to disfigure the 
convention. 

The Belgian delegation would therefore ab
stain from voting on the compromise proposal. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) appealed to the Belgian 
representative to reconsider his position. The rea
son why the two paragraphs in question had been 
introduced into article IX was that the section 
on the international right of correction would 
then be interpreted in the light of that text. The 
reason they had been cast in such a form was, 
of course, that they thus became acceptable to a 
number of Governments, such as that of the 
United States and of the United Kingdom, which 
might otherwise have been unable to ratify the 
convention. It was a genuine effort to achieve 
a compromise; unhappily, however, compromise 
texts were frequently criticized and rejected by 
those whom they sought to conciliate - a prac
tice which augured ill for the future of the United 
Nations. 

Mr. Noriega pointed out that the compromise 
proposal was not the result of inspiration, but 
the product of patient and thorough discussion at 
almost twenty meetings. To relegate the first 
two paragraphs to the preamble would mean to 
undo that work and to destroy the compromise. 

The Mexican representative consequently urged 
the Committee to adopt the compromise pro
posal, which was a step in the right direction. 

Mr. RUNDALL (United Kingdom) endorsed 
Mr. Noriega's remarks. The proposal for article 
IX had been arrived at in a genuine spirit of 
compromise and represented real agreement on 
the basic concepts of freedom of information and 
the responsibilities devolving upon correspon
dents and information agencies. The United King
dom and other delegations did not think that those 
responsibilities, which were of a moral character, 
should be juridically enforced by Governments; 
recognizing, however, the full extent of those 
responsibilities, they had agreed to their mention 
in the form of a recital in article IX rather than in 
the preamble, thereby stressing the importance 
attached to them without at the same time oblig
ing Governments to ensure that they were carried 
out. 

No compromise text was ever fully satisfactory 
to all concerned; its merit usually lay - as in 

Pour M. Lebeau, le projet de compromis ne 
donne satisfaction ni aux uns ni aux autres. En 
effet, les references a la responsabilite profession
nelle et a l'honnetete professionnelle que contien
nent les considerants de cet article ne sauraient 
satisfaire ceux qui considerent qu'il est essentiel 
d'imposer certaines responsabilites definies aux 
correspondants et aux entreprises d'information. 
D'ailleurs ces references sont placees de telle 
maniere qu'elles perdent toute valeur juridique et 
meme, a dire vrai, tout sens. Les partisans de 
l'autre solution maintiennent leur point de vue: 
ils prefereraient que ces references figurent dans 
le preambule au projet de convention, au lieu 
de constituer une espece de preambule a l'article 
IX et etre placees ainsi de maniere telle qu'elles 
ne servent qu'a defigurer la convention. 

Par consequent, la delegation de la Belgique 
s'abstiendra de voter sur le projet de compromis. 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) demande au repre
sentant de la Belgique de revenir sur la position 
qu'il a adoptee. Si l'on a introduit les deux para
graphes en question dans !'article IX, c'est pour 
que la section concernant le droit de rectification 
en matiere internationale, qui suit immediatement, 
soit interpretee a la lumiere de ce texte. Si on 
leur a donne la forme de considerants, c'est evi
demment parce que sous cette forme ils peuvent 
etre acceptes par nombre de gouvernements tels 
que ceux des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni qui, 
s'il en avait ete autrement, n'auraient pas ete en 
mesure de ratifier la convention. Ce texte con
stitue un sincere effort pour arriver a un com
promis. Malheureusement, les projets de com
promis sont frequemment critiques et rejetes par 
ceux-la memes auxquels ils offrent une solution 
de conciliation. Cette pratique fait ma! augurer 
de l'avenir de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

M. Noriega souligne que la proposition de 
compromis n'est pas le produit d'une inspiration 
soudaine, mais le resultat d'une longue et patiente 
discussion qui s'est poursuivie au cours de presque 
vingt seances. Si l'on releguait les deux premiers 
paragraphes dans le preambule, tout ce travail et 
toutes ces tentatives de compromis seraient reduits 
a neant. 

C'est pourquoi le representant du Mexique 
demande instamment a la Commission d'adopter le 
projt de compromis, qui constitue un pas dans la 
bonne voie. 

M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) appuie les obser
vations de M. Noriega. La proposition relative a 
!'article IX a ete etablie dans un sincere esprit de 
compromis et traduit un veritable accord sur les 
notions fondamentales de liberte de !'information 
et de responsabilites incombant aux correspondants 
et aux entreprises d'information. La delegation 
du Royaume-Uni et, avec elle, d'autres delegations, 
ne pensent pas que les gouvernements doivent 
assurer legislativement le respect de ces responsa
bilites, qui sont d'ordre moral. Cependant, cons
cientes de toute la portee de ces responsabilites, 
elles sont convenues de les mentionner en detail 
sous forme de considerants a !'article IX plutot 
que dans le preambule. Cela leur permet de 
souligner l'importance qu'elles attachent a ces 
responsabilites, sans que les gouvernements se 
voient obliges de prendre des mesures en vue de 
les faire respecter. 

Aucun projet de compromis ne donne jamais 
satisfaction a tons les interesses. La valeur d'un 
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the case in question - in the fact that it was 
acceptable to the greatest number. 

Mr. Rundall hoped that both the Belgian repre
sentative and the majority of the Committee 
would see their way clear to accepting the com
promise proposal. 

Mr. VRBA (Czechoslovakia) did not think that 
the proposal before the Committee could properly 
be called a compromise; it was more in the nature 
of an unconditional surrender. 

Instead of imposing definite duties on informa
tion agencies and foreign correspondents, as para
graph 8 of article XII had done, the new text con
tented itself with vague references to professional 
responsibility. 

Yet anyone who read the daily Press of, say, 
the United States. knew what that professional 
responsibility was· worth. Suppression, misrepre
sentation and distortion of facts were daily oc
currences; even The New York Times had, for 
example, recently suppressed; several speeches 
against Franco Spain made in the First Committee. 

That such a state of affairs really existed in 
the United States was corroborated by the report 
of the Sub-Commission on Freedom of Informa
tion and of the Press, which was certainly not 
a left-wing organization. Mr. Vrba cited several 
statements from that report, to the effect that 
the code of ethics formulated by the American 
Society of Newspaper Editors had proved in
operative after the Society had failed to take any 
action on a case of gross malpractice; that the 
American Newspaper Guild did not dispute the 
right of newspaper publishers and owners of in
formation agencies to use the organs which they 
controlled as vehicles for their own prejudices; 
and that the concept of personal responsibility, 
recognized as essential in the professions of law 
and medicine, was lacking in the all-important 
field of communications. 

In the light of those facts it would be unwise, 
to say the least. to rely on the professional 
responsibility of correspondents and information 
agencies ; the Czechoslovak delegation was there
fore unable to support the so-called compromise 
proposal. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) disagreed with the 
views expressed by the representative of Belgium. 
The aim of the convention should be to increase 
existing freedom of information, not to impose 
restrictions. 

It had been proposed at the 202nd meeting 
that the duty of newspaper correspondents and 
news agencies to report facts without discrimina
tion, promote respect for human rights and funda
mental freedoms, further international under
standing and contribute to the maintenance of 
peace and security, should be made legally bind
ing ; by the compromise proposal those became 
moral obligations only. That was as far as any 
convention of the kind could go, at least for the 
time being. The compromise represented a happy 
turn of events; it tried to draw a line between the 
citizen and the State. Perhaps the day might 
come when newspaper men would have to pass 
an examination and submit to the discipline of a 
government department, but that time had not 
yet arrived. The compromise proposal endeavoured 

compromis reside en general - et c'est le cas en 
!'occurrence - dans le fait qu'il est acceptable au 
plus grand nombre d'interesses possible. 

M. Rundall espere que le representant de la 
Belgique et la majorite des membres de la Com
mission trouveront possible d'accepter la formule 
de compromis. 

M. VRBA (Tchecoslovaquie) ne pense pas que 
la proposition soumise a la Commissi<~n puisse 
etre consideree comme un comprorrus. Elle 
constitue bien plutot une reddition sans condition. 

Au lieu d'imposer des devoirs precis aux entre
prises d'information et aux correspondants 
etrangers, comme le paragraphe 8 de !'article XII 
l'avait fait, le nouveau texte se contente de men
tionner vaguement la responsabilite profession
nelle. 

Cependant, toute personne qui lit les quotidiens 
d'un pays tel que les Etats-Unis, par exemple, sait 
fort bien ce que vaut la responsabilite profes
sionnelle. Tousles jours, on voit que des informa
tions sont supprimees, mal presentees OU defor
mees. Meme le New York Times a par exemple 
recemment passe sous silence plusieurs discours 
prononces a la Premiere Commission contre 
l'Espagne franquiste. 

L'existence aux Etats-Unis de cet etat de choses 
est confirme par le rapport de la Sub-Commission 
on Freedom of Information and of the Press, qui 
n'est certainement pas une organisation de gauche. 
M. Vrba cite plusieurs declarations de ce rapport 
qui tendent a demontrer que le code professionnel 
etabli par l'American Society of Newspaper Edi
tors s'etait revele inefficace du fait que la Societe 
n'a pris aucune sanction a la suite d'une violation 
serieuse de la morale professionnelle; que l'Ameri
can Newspaper Guild ne conteste pas aux pro
prietaires de journaux et d'entreprises d'infor
mation le droit d'utiliser les organes qu'ils contr6-
lent pour repandre leur propres opinions tendan
cieuses; enfin, que la notion de responsabilite 
personnelle, dont }'importance primordiale est 
admise parmi les avocats et les medecins, est 
absente de }'important domaine des communica
tions. 

En presence de ces faits, il serait pour le moins 
peu sage de faire confiance a la responsabilite 
professionnelle des correspondants et des entre
prises d'information. Par consequent, la dele
gation de la Tchecoslovaquie ne saurait donner 
son appui a la "proposition de compromi~"· 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) n'est pas d'accord 
avec le representant de la Belgique. La conven
tion doit avoir pour but d'augmenter la liberte de 
!'information, et non de lui imposer des restrictions. 

II a ete propose a la 202eme seance de donner 
le caractere d'obligation juridique au devoir qui 
incombe aux correspondants de journaux et d'en
treprises d'information de faire connaitre les faits 
sans discrimination, d'encourager le respect des 
droits de l'homme et des libertes fondamentales, 
de favoriser la cooperation et la comprehension 
entre les nations et de contribuer au maintien de 
la paix et de la securite. Le projet de compromis 
ne donne a ces devoirs que le caractere d'une 
obligation morale. Une convention .du genre de 
celle que l'on examine ne saurait aller plus loin, 
du moins a l'heure actuelle. Le comprornis pre
sente une solution heureuse, car ii essaie d'etablir 
une demarcation entre les devoirs du citoyen et 
ceux de l'Etat. Peut-etre un jour viendra-t-il 
ou les journalistes devront passer tm examen et 
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to eliminate the possibility of dictation by the 
State and to place the responsibility upon the 
correspondents, in accordance with the best tradi
tions of democracy. 

Mr. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Netherlands) 
said that in the view of the Netherlands delega
tion the problem of freedom was inseparable from 
the problem of responsibility. That applied to 
freedom of information as well as to any other 
freedom. 

In the course of the discussion three different 
conceptions of freedom of information had come 
to light. The first was that the Press should be 
entirely controlled by the Government. The second 
was that the Government should not interfere 
with the Press in any way. The third was that 
while there had to be freedom, that freedom was 
inseparably linked with responsibility. Between 
the first conception and the second there could 
be no bridge. For that reason the Netherlands 
delegation had been surprised to hear the repre
sentative of the USSR defend article XII, para
graph 8. 

He quoted a report from The New York Times 
based on news taken from the Soviet radio, 
according to which the Chief of the Department 
of Propaganda and Agitation, speaking to two 
thousand journalists, had outlined a code of 
obligations containing five points: relentlessly to 
expose the intrigues of international reaction 
and tear the mask from warmongers; to educate 
those who lagged behind; systematically to propa
gate the ideals of Leninism; to explain the foreign 
policy of the Soviet Union and the international 
situation to the people; and finally, to safeguard 
the Soviet Union against hostile and harmful 
ideologies. There was no reference to the prin
ciples outlined in article XII, paragraph 8. More
over, the USSR representative had abstained 
from voting on the Mexican amendment (202nd 
meeting), a fact which was still more surprising. 

\Vhile no compromise was possible between the 
first and the second conceptions of freedom of 
information, however, a compromise was possible 
between the second and the third, and that com
promise was represented by the joint proposal. 
The Nether lands delegation was happy that so 
much agreement had been reached, and hoped 
that still closer agreement might be reached in the 
future. 

He associated himself with the remarks made 
by the representatives of Mexico and the United 
Kingdom in ::eply to the Belgian representative, 
and pointed out that it was in the very nature of 
a compromise that it could not completely satisfy 
everybody. The compromise proposal satisfied the 
parties concerned to such an extent that they had 
been able to accept it; it was therefore a useful 
compromise, and the Netherlands delegation would 
support it. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
was glad th<!,t the Belgian representative would 
not oppose the compromise proposal, but would 
merely abstain from voting. He would therefore 
not press him to reconsider his vote. 

In the opinion of the United States delegation, 
the proposal was a genuine, valid and true corn-

observer la discipline imposee par un service gou
vernemental. Ce jour n'est pas encore arrive. Le 
texte de compromis s'efforce d'empecher l'Etat de 
donner des ordres aux journalistes et, conforme
ment aux meilleures traditions democratiques, 
laisse aux correspondants la responsabilite de leurs 
actions. 

M. VAN REUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) declare 
que, pour la delegation des Pays-Bas, le probleme 
de la liberte est inseparable du probleme de la 
responsabilite. Cela s'applique a la liberte de 
!'information comme a toute autre liberte. 

Au cours de la discussion, trois conceptions 
differentes de la liberte de l'information se sont 
fait jour. Selon la premiere, la presse doit etre 
entierement controlee par le gouvernement. Selan 
la <leuxieme, le gouvernement ne <loit aucunement 
intervenir en matiere de presse. Selon la 
troisieme, la liberte doit regner, mais cette liberte 
doit etre inseparablement liee a la responsabilite. 
Entre la premiere et la deuxieme conception, ii 
n'y a aucun point de contact. Aussi la delegation 
des Pays-Bas a-t-elle ete fort surprise de voir le 
representant de l'URSS defendre le paragraphe 8 
de !'article XII. 

L' orateur cite une information que le New York 
Times a reprise de la radio sovietique, et selon 
laquelle le directeur du Departement de la propa
gande et de !'agitation, parlant devant deux mille 
journalistes, a expose un code d'obligations pro
fessionnelles en cinq points qui sont Jes suivants: 
denoncer sans repit les intrigues de la reaction 
internationale et arracher le masque des fauteurs 
de guerre; faire !'education de ceux qui ne sont 
pas suffisamment eclaires; propager systematique
ment les ideaux du leninisme; expliquer aux lec
teurs la politique etrangere de l'Union sovietique 
et la situation internationale; enfin, preserver 
l'Union sovietique des ideologies hostiles et per
nicieuses. II n'etait fait aucune allusion aux 
principes mentionnes au paragraphe 8 de !'article 
XII. D'autre part, et cela est encore plus surpre
nant, le representant de l'URSS s'est abstenu de 
prendre part au vote sur l'amendement du 
};1exique (202eme seance). 

Alors qu'aucun compromis n'est possible entre 
la premiere et la deuxieme conception de la 
liberte de !'information, il est possible de concilier 
la deuxieme et la troisieme, et c'est exactement ce 
que la proposition commune s'efforce de faire. La 
delegation des Pays-Bas est heureuse de constater 
que !'on est alle deja aussi loin dans la voie de 
!'accord, et espere que l'on pourra faire encore 
mieux dans l'avenir. 

M. van Heuven Goedhart s'associe aux observa
tions qui ont ete faites par les representants du 
l'-ilexique et du Royaume-Gni en reponse au repre
sentant d~ la Belgique. II souligne que, par sa 
nature meme, un compromis ne saurait satisfaire 
completement tout le monde. Le compromis 
satisfait Jes parties interessees clans une mesure 
suffisante pour qu'elles puissent !'accepter. II est 
done util~ et la delegation des Pays-Bas lui donnera 
son apput. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) est 
heureux de voir que le representant de la Belgique 
se contentera de ne pas prendre part au vote sur 
le texte transactionnel et ne s'opposera pas a 
ce te~te. Aussi _n_e lui demandera-t-il pas de 
revemr sur sa pos1t10n. 

Aux yeux de la delegation des Etats-Unis la 
proposition constitue un compromis veritabl; et 
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promise. As the Netherlands representative had 
pointed out, there could be no compromise be
tween the views of a police State and those of a 
free democracy towards the Press. It would be 
impossible to introduce the principles of a police 
State into the principles the Committee was seek
ing to embody in the convention. 

A further examination of the report of the 
Sub-Commission on Freedom of Information and 
of the Press, which had been quoted by the repre
sentative of Czechoslovakia, would reveal that it 
called upon the American Press to manifest the 
very principles set forth in the opening para
graph of article IX. United States newspapers, 
broadly speaking, welcomed the wave of internal 
criticism which was under way, because they be
lieved that strength was created by the willingness 
to be self-critical. The strength of the democratic 
order was based upon the constant effort to im
prove and to test principles against experience. 
The two paragraphs, embodying the recognition of 
the right of free men to criticize themselves and 
to accept responsibility, were truly in the spirit 
of the majority conviction of the Committee and 
of the United Nations as a whole. 

He was glad to accept, in the name of his 
delegation as well as on his own behalf, the re
sponsibilities embodied in the two paragraphs. 
The Committee's most remarkable achievement 
was that it was not willing to compromise with 
the concept of the role of the Press held in police 
States or to accept force and coercion, which were 
the fate of the Press in some countries. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), in reply to the United States repre
sentative, pointed out that United States news
papers published attacks on new organizations 
which were considered to be subversive and which 
were listed with the FBI. More than a hundred 
organizations were so listed. It was difficult to 
see how freedom of expression could be said to 
exist in such circumstances. The defenders of the 
compromise proposal, who had referred to the 
professional responsibility of correspondents and 
information agencies, appeared to forget or ignore 
the fact that the correspondent was not free inas
much as he was compelled under pain of dismissal 
to follow the political line of his employer. In 
view of that fact it must be concluded that freedom 
of expression was in reality an empty word. 

The Netherlands representative had expressed 
surprise because the representative of the USSR 
had said he would abstain from voting on the 
compromise formula, especially since he had 
voted against the Mexican amendment. \,Vhen the 
latter had been put to the vote in the form in 
which it appeared in article XII, however, the 
USSR delegation had voted in favour of it (202nd 
meeting), and it would do so again were it not 
for the compromise amendment before the Com
mittee. He recalled that at the previous meeting 
he had pointed out that that text laid no obliga
tion whatsoever upon correspondents; it contained 
nothing but abstract concepts. 

In those circumstances he would be unable to 
support the compromise proposal and would ab
stain from voting. 

utile. Comme le representant des Pays-Bas l'a 
declare, ii ne saurait y avoir aucun compromis 
entre !'attitude qu'ont envers la presse un Etat 
policier et une democratie libre. I1 serait impos
sible d'introduire les conceptions d'un Etat policier 
clans les principes que la Commission s' efforce de 
formuler clans la convention. 

Si !'on examine plus en detail le rapport de la 
Sub-Commission on Freedom of Information and 
of the Press dont a fait etat le representant de la 
Tchecoslovaquie, on verra que ce rapport demande 
a la presse americaine de respecter les principes 
memes qui sont enonces clans les considerants de 
!'article IX. En general, les journaux des Etats
Unis accueillent favorablement les critiques qu'on 
leur adresse aux Etats-Unis memes, car ils esti
ment que le fait de se critiquer soi-meme est une 
preuve de force. L'ordre democratique tire sa 
force de son effort constant pour eprouver la 
valeur des principes a la lumiere de !'experience 
et pour les ameliorer. Les deux paragraphes, qui 
reconnaissent a tous les hommes libres le droit 
de se critiquer eux-memes et d'accepter les respon
sabilites qui leur incombent, sont reellement 
conformes clans leur esprit aux convictions de la 
majorite des membres de la Commission et de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies clans son 
ensemble. 

Au nom de sa delegation, ainsi qu'en son nom 
propre, M. Canham accepte volontiers Jes responsa
bilites qu'enoncent ces deux paragraphes. Le 
resultat le plus remarquable des travaux de la 
Commission est que celle-ci n'a voulu aucun 
compromis avec la conception du role de la presse 
qui prevaut clans Jes Etats policiers, et qu'elle 
n'a pas voulu accepter les methodes de contrainte 
et de coercition que l'on applique a la presse clans 
certains pays. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) repondant au representant 
des Etats-Unis, fait remarquer que les journaux 
des Etats-Unis publient des attaques contre les 
organisations qui sont considerees comme sub
versives et qui figurent sur une liste etablie par le 
FBI. Cette liste contient le nom de plus de cent 
organisations. Il est difficile de voir comment, 
clans ces conditions, !'on peut parler de liberte 
d'expression. Ceux qui defendent la proposition 
de compromis, et qui parlent de responsabilite 
professionnelle des correspondants et des entre
prises d'information, semblent oublier ou ne pas 
tenir compte du fait que le correspondant n' est 
pas libre tant qu'il est oblige, sous peine de renvoi, 
de suivre la ligne politique indiquee par son 
employeur. Ce fait oblige a conclure que la 
liberte d'expression n'est qu'un vain mot. 

Le representant des Pays-Bas a exprime sa 
surprise de ce que .le representant de I'URSS avait 
!'intention de s'abstenir de voter sur la formule de 
compromis, surprise accrue par le fait que !edit 
representant avait vote contre l'amendement du 
Mexique. Cependant, lorsque ce dernier amende
ment a ete mis aux voix clans la forme sous 
laquelle ii figure a !'article XII, la delegation de 
l'URSS a vote pour lui (202eme seance) et elle 
le ferait encore, n'etait l'amendement transaction
nel soumis a la Commission. L'orateur rappelle 
qu'il a fait observer a la seance precedente que 
le texte n'impose aucune obligation aux corres
pondants et qu'il ne contient que des notions 
abstraites. 

Dans ces circonstances, M. Tsarapkine ne peut 
appuyer la proposition de compromis et s'abstien
dra de prendre part au scrutin. 
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Mr. NoRlEGA (Mexico) observed that the 
compromise text for article IX went far towa~ds 
solving the essential problem that of ensuring 
that news material should be truthful. The moral 
responsibility for do!ng so was place~ on_ both t\1e 
writer and the publisher. The workmg JOUrnahst 
was well aware that his daily work consisted in 
seeking and expressing the truth. If a newspaper 
used that material to further its own political 
ends, it was clearly putting forward its own view 
of the truth and the discerning reader could judge 
for himself whether it corresponded to the facts. 

The fact that the reading public could and did 
exercise such discernment had been shown by the 
futility of the immense sums spent on govern
mental propaganda through the Press before the 
Second \V oriel \Var; when the moment to take 
a decision had come, the peoples of the world 
had at once decided on which side their real sym
pathies lay. 

Mr. Noriega took issue with the representa
tive of the USSR on the question of the freedom 
of the correspondent. In reality, no individual was 
wholly free to do whatever he wished. The corre
spondent, however, exercised his freedom of 
choice by accepting his employment with full 
knowledge of the limitations on his freedom 
which it might entail. In that connexion, Mr. 
Noriega wondered whether article XII, paragraph 
8 would have been fully implemented in certain 
countries - which he would not name - had it 
been adopted in its original form. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the joint com
promise text for article IX (A/C.3/502). 

That text was adopted by 32 votes to 1, with 
12 abstentions. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) said that he had abstained 
because his delegation was still in favour of the 
principle as it had been expressed in the original 
text. He conceded, however, that the compromise 
had been necessary in order to make it possible 
for a larger number of States to accede to the 
convention. 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) had, reluctantly, been 
the only representative to vote against the com
promise text. He could accept neither the principle 
nor many of the details. It might be true that 
moral obligations were, in some ways, more bind
ing than legal ones ; but they were out of place 
in an internc.tional convention. States could be 
bound only by legal obligations; any derogation 
from them should be liable to penalty. The text as 
it stood permitted States to evade obligations of 
any kind. That text, moreover, was inconsistent; 
it had been agreed that the right of correction was 
an essential one, yet States were being permitted 
to evade that obligation. 

Furthermore, the procedure for exercising the 
right of correction was excessively cumbersome. 
In the case of democratic States, at least, that 
right could best be implemented simply by send
ing a registered letter to the information agency 
concerned. 

He enumerated further defects from which he 
thought the compromise text suffered. Reports 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) fait remarquer que le 
texte transactionnel de !'article IX contribue pour 
beaucoup a resoudre le probleme essentiel, qui 
est de faire en sorte que l'in formation soit con
forme a la verite. II en rend moralernent responsa
ble a la fois cdui qui ecrit et celui qui publie. 
Le journaliste qui fait son metier sait bien que 
sa tache quotidienne consiste a rechercher et a 
exprimer la verite. Si un journaliste fait servir 
!'information a ses fins politiques, ii presente 
evidemment la verite d'un point de vue subjectif, 
et le lecteur a l'esprit critique se rend compte de 
lui-meme si ce qu'il lit correspond a la verite. 

Le grand public a pu exercer cette faculte 
critique et l'a effectivement exercee quand on 
songe aux sommes immenses que la propagande 
gouvernementale a consacrees en pure perte a la 
presse avant la deuxieme guerre mondiale: lorsque 
est venu le moment de prendre une decision, Jes 
peuples du monde ont immediatement decide de 
quel cote penchaient leurs sympathies. 

M. Noriega est en desaccord avec le representant 
de l'CRSS sur la question de la liberte du corres
pondant. En realite, personne n'est absolument 
libre de faire ce qui lui plait. Le correspondant 
exerce toutefois sa faculte de libre choix lorsqu'il 
accepte la tache qui Jui est confiee en se rendant 
parfaitement compte des limitations que cette 
acceptation peut entrainer pour sa liberte. A ce 
propos, M. Noriega se demande si le paragraphe 8 
de !'article XII, adopte sous sa forme primitive, 
aurait ete completement mis en reuvre dans certains 
pays, qu'il prefere ne pas nommer. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le texte transac
tionnel presente en commun pour !'article IX 
(A/C.3/502). 

Par 32 voix contre une, avec 12 abstentions, ce 
texte est adopte. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) declare qu'il s'est abstenu 
parce que Sa delegation continue a preferer la 
forme sous laquelle le principe avait ete expose 
dans le texte primitif. II reconnait toutefois que 
le compromis etait necessaire pour faire en sorte 
qu'un plus grand nombre d'Etats adherent a la 
convention. 

M. KAHAL I ( Syrie) declare que c' est a contre
cceur qu'il a ete le seul representant a voter contre 
le texte transactionnel. II ne peut en accepter ni 
le principe ni bien des details. II est peut-etre 
exact que les obligations morales ont, a certains 
points de vue, plus de force que Jes obligations 
juridiques, mais elles n'ont pas leur place clans 
une convention internationale. Les Etats ne 
peuvent etre lies que par des obligations 
juridiques; tout manquement a ces obligations doit 
etre passible d'une sanction. Le texte, tel qu'il 
est etabli, permet aux Etats de se derober a toutes 
obligations, quelles qu'elles soient. De plus, ce 
texte est illogique; on a reconnu que le droit de 
rectification etait un droit essentiel, or on permet 
maintenant aux Etats de se derober a !'obligation 
qui en decoule. 

En outre, la maniere dont est prevu l'exercice 
du droit de rectification est compliquee a l'exces. 
En ce qui concerne du moins les Etats demo
cratiques, le meilleur moyen d'exercer ce droit 
consisterait simplement en l'envoi d'une lettre 
recommanclee a l'entreprise d'information inte
ressee. 

i\'.L Kahali indique d'autres lacunes que pre
sente, a son avis, le texte transactionnel. Les 
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which contravened the purposes set out in the 
first paragraph, for example, might not be tr~ns
mitted by the correspondent himself but might 
be concocted at the agency's headquarters; no 
provision was included to prevent that prac
tice. No mention was made of telephoned reports; 
they could be equally harmful, yet, if they were 
included, the only possible result would be the 
permanent censorship of international t~Iephone 
lines. In brief, the text of the compromise pro
posal was incompatible with the purposes of the 
convention. 

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

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

Article X (A/C.3/502) 

The CHAIRM:AN called attention to the amend
ments to the compromise text for article X sub
mitted by the delegations of India (A/C.3/506) 
and Belgium (A/C.3/509/Rev.1). 

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

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
SECOND MEETING 

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

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSM:ISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION; REPORT OF SUB-COMM:ITTEE 5 
(A/C.3/496) (CONTINUED) 

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

informations qui vont a 1' encontre des buts enonces 
au premier paragraphe, par exemple, peuve1:t 
n'etre pas transmises par le correspondant lui
meine, mais etre inventees de toutes pieces au 
centre meme de l'entreprise d'inforrnation; le texte 
ne prevoit aucune disposition pour ernpecher cette 
pratique. II n'y est pas fait mention des informa
tions transmises par telephone, qui peuvent etre 
tout aussi dangereuses. II est a remarquer toute
fois que si elles etaient visees a cet article, la seule 
chose q~i puisse en resulter serait l'etablissement 
d'une censure permanente sur les lignes tele
phoniques internationales. En resume, le texte 
du projet de compromis est incompatible avec 
les fins de la convention. 

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

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

Article X (A/C.3/502) 

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

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

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 

DEUX CENT VINGT-DEUXIEME 
SEANCE 

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

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA TRANSMIS
SION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS ET 
AU DROIT DE RECTIFICATION: RAPPORT DE LA 

Sous-COMMISSION 5 (A/C.3/496) (smTE) 

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

Article X (A/C.3/502) (continued) 

Mrs. RAY (India) said that the Indian dele
gation had explained its position with regard to 
article X at length during the 220th meeting. She 
did not therefore think it necessary to repeat the 
reasons that had prompted her to submit her 
amendment (A/C.3/506). 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Article X (A/C.3/502) (suite) 

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

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

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

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

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

II fait rernarquer ensuite que le nouvel article X 
reprend textuellement le libelle du texte initial 
etabli par la Conference sur la liberte de l'informa
tion (E/Conf.6/79). Or il n'a jamais ete ques
tion a Geneve d'imposer aux gouvernements 
l'obligation de transmettre les communiques a 
chaque journal publie sur leurs territoires, comme 
le craint la delegation de l'Inde. Celle-ci a fait 
remarquer que ce serait la une obligation difficile 
a respecter et, au surplus, onereuse a mettre en 
pratique. Mais la garantie que recherche a cet 
egard la delegation de l'Inde est implicite dans le 
texte meme, puisqu'il prevoit que l'Etat transmet
tra le communique "par Jes voies qu'il utilise 
habituellement pour la transmission des informa
tions concernant Jes affaires internationales en vue 
de leur publication". II ne s'agit done pas de 
bouleverser la pratique en vigueur dans chaque 
pays, ni de demander aux gouvernements de 
prendre des engagements qu'ils ne pourraient pas 
tenir. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was so agreed. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

M. BAGDADI (Egypte) et M. NORIEGA 
(Mexique) se prononcent en faveur des modifi
cations de forme demandees par la delegation de 
!'Incle. 

Apres une courte discussion, Mme RAY (Incle) 
declare qu'elle n'insistera pas sur le remplacement 
du mot release par niake available. 

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

Jl en est ainsi decide. 

M. KAHALI ( Syrie) dit qu'il s'abstiendra de 
tout commentaire en ce qui concerne la redaction 
proprement dite de !'article X, mais qu'il presen
tera qttelques observations quant au fond. 
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Article X comprised two parts : the first indi
cated the procedure to be followed in exercising 
the right of correction; the second stated the 
penalties which might be applied to a Contracting 
State which failed to discharge its obligations 
under the article. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1 See 197th meeting (article C). 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) declare que des cri
tiques de fond comme celles que vient de presenter 
le representant de la Syrie ne semblent pas tout 
a fait appropriees a ce stade des travaux. I1 fait 
remarquer en outre, a propos du deuxieme para
graphe de !'article X, que le droit de rectification 
ne peut se fonder que sur le principe de la reci
procite. 

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

1 Voir la I97eme seance (article C). 



381 

Article X was adopted by 37 votes to none, 
'tvith 7 a-bstentions. 

Article XII, paragraph 8 (A/C.3/502) 
Mrs. R-w (India), in submitting her delega

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

' See 185th meeting. 

Par 37 voi:i: contre zero, avec 7 abstentions, 
l' article X est adopte. 

Article XII1 alinea 8 (A/C.3/502) 
Mme RAY (Inde), presentant l'amendement de 

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

; elle avait 
declare alors que ces difficultes pourraient rendre 
l'acceptation de la convention tres difficile pour 
certains pays. 

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

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

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

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

M. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) <lit que l'amende
ment presente par sa delegation (A/C.3/507) 
s'inspire du desir d' eviter toute discrimination 
quelle qu'elle soit. 

I1 signale que la definition donnee au mot 
"correspondant" pour les fins de la convention 
constitue une source de difficultes reelles et ii 
regrette que les avertissements donnes a cet egard 
par le representant de la Chine n'aient pas ete 
ecoutes. En proposant son amendement, la dele
gation de 1' Afghanistan a cherche a placer sur le 
meme pied les trois categories de correspondants, 
c'est-a-dire ceux qui exercent leur activite a 
l'etranger, ceux qui travaillent sur leur propre 
territoire et ceux qui, sur leur propre territoire, 
sont employes par une entreprise d'information 
etrangere. 

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

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

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

1Voir la 185eme seance. 
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tradicted the decision of principle the Committee 
had taken on the definition of the word "corre
spondent" in article I. It would be recalled that 
that definition had given rise to lengthy discus
sions. The Indian amendment would result in 
depriving some persons to whom the term "corre
spondent" applied, in accordance with the defi
nition, of the benefits of the convention. 

The Indian delegation's proposal was there
fore inadmissible. 

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

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

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

The United States representative's second re
mark was as follows : information agencies operat
ing abroad generally employed a considerable 
proportion of locally recruited personnel. The 
proportion was between 50 and 75 per cent. If the 
Indian an1endment were adopted, therefore, one
half or three-quarters of the total number of per
sons who "regularly engaged in the collection 
and reporting of news material" would be de
prived of the advantages of the convention. That 
would be an unjust and profoundly regrettable 
decision. 

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

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

' See 183rd meeting. 

I fait, la decision de principe prise par la Commis
sion en ce qui concerne la definition du mot "cor

[ respondant" clans !'article premier. Cette defini
tion, on s'en souvient, a donne lieu a de longues 
discussions. Or l'amendement de l'Inde aurait 
pour effet de soustraire du benefice de la conven
tion une partie des individus auxquels s'applique, 
conformement a cette definition, le terme "cor
respondant". 

La proposition de la delegation de !'Incle n'est 
done pas recevable. 

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

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

On peut evidemment remedier a ce premier 
defaut en modifiant le texte de l'amendement. 
Mais cela ne suffirait pas a en supprimer tous les 
defauts. M. Canham conteste notamment que le 
texte initial de la Conference sur la liberte de !'in
formation n'accordait la jouissance des privileges 
de la convention qu'aux seuls correspondants 
etrangers exen,ant leur activite en dehors de leur 
propre territoire. I1 n'a jamais ete question a 
Geneve de permettre la moindre discrimination, 
quelle qu'elle fut, a l'encontre des etrangers ou 
des ressortissants nationaux employes par une 
entreprise etrangere : car c' est la fonction de cor
respondants que la convention est appelee a prote
ger avant tout. Tel est le sens profond du texte 
commun etabli par les six delegations apres de 
tongues et minutieuses discussions. 

La seeonde observation du representant des 
Etats-Unis est la suivante: les entreprises d'infor
mation fonctionnant a l'etranger emploient genera

, lement une proportion importante de personnel 
\ recrute localement. Cette proportion est de I' ordre 

de 50 a 75 pour 100. Si done l'on adoptait 
l'amendement de l'lnde, on soustrairait du benefice 
de la convention la moitie ou Jes trois quarts du 
nombre total de personnes qui "font profession 
de recueillir des documents d'information et de 
les faire connaitre au public". Ce serait la une 
decision injuste et profondement regrettable. 

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

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

'Voir la 183eme seance. 
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graph 8 of article XII as it appeared in document 
A/C.3/502. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

' See 183rd meeting. 

de !'article XII tel qu'il figure au document 
A/C.3/502. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1 Voir la 183eme seance. 
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with the basic principles of international law 
which was against the granting to aliens of rights 
not enjoyed by the nationals of a country. There 
had then been an attempt to grant those same 
privileges to correspondents who were employed 
by a foreign information agency but were nationals 
of the country in which the agency was located, 
and thus c0 put those citizens out of the reach 
of national jurisdiction. Such a claim endangered 
the respect of a country's citizens for the laws 
and sovereignty of the State. The citizens of a 
State would be divided into two groups, one of 
which would benefit from the provisions of an 
international convention, and cease to be subject 
to the country's laws and might even appeal to 
foreign Governments for protection against those 
laws. 

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

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

Mr. BAGDADI (¾<rypt) thought the Belgian rep
resentative's argument against the admissibility 
of the Indian amendment unfounded. The Com
mittee had made a decision of principle on the 
definition of a correspondent. But there was 
nothing to prevent it from making subsequent 
exceptions to that definition. The new paragraph 
proposed by the six delegations in fact made an 
exception to the principle. The Indian amendment 
did no more than extend that exception. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) supported the 
Indian amendment (A/C.3/508). It would make 
it possible to prevent certain nationals from 
attempting to harm their countries under cover 
of the protection the convention gave correspond
ents. The convention might establish such immu
nity for correspondents that it would be too diffi
cult for a State to denounce the activities carried 
on by a national correspondent under the protec
tion of the provisions on freedom of information. 

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

It would therefore be wise to adopt the Indian 
amendment. 

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

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

M. VAN HEUVEN GoEDHART (Pays-Bas) fait 
observer que, en vertu de !'article premier, un 
correspondant peut etre un ressortissant du pays 
oi:1 se trouve l'entreprise d'information. Le nouvel 
alinea propose pour !'article XII ne fait que 
laisser a la discretion de l'Etat la faculte de con
siderer ses ressortissants comme correspondants 
clans l'acception definie par la convention. Selon 
l'amendement de l'Inde, au contraire, la convention 
n'est pas applicable aux ressortissants nationaux 
employes comme correspondants par une entre
prise d'information etrangere. Cet amendement 
contredit done !'article premier et necessite la 
remise en discussion de cet article. Par ailleurs, 
a son avis, le texte de l'alinea propose clans le 
document A/C.3/502 repond clans une large 
mesure aux preoccupations de I'Inde. 

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

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

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

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

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

L'amendement propose par I'Inde ne constitue 
pas, de l'avis de M. Azkoul, un elargissement de 
l'idee contenue clans cet alinea ; ii contient une 
idee opposee et contredit le principe adopte au 
de but de 1' examen de la convention par la Com
mission. Si, cependant, cet amendement etait 
juge recevable, l'on pourrait attenuer cette contra
diction en employant au debut une expression telle 
que: "Aucune des dispositions de la Convention 
ne peut obliger un Etat contractant a appliquer 
cette convention a un de ses ressortissants ... " 
D'autre part, pour tenir compte de la remarque 
du representant des Etats-Unis concemant 
l'equivoque creee par cet amendement, ii serait 
necessaire d'y ajouter les mots "operant sur son 
territoire" apres "entreprise d'information d'un 
autre Etat contractant". 
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If, however, the Indian amendment was declared 
to be out of order, the idea could be retained by 
requesting that the paragraph proposed by the 
six delegations, the first phrase of which was the 
same as the Indian amendment. should be voted 
on in parts. Mr. Azkoul added that he would 
reserve his right to suggest drafting changes in 
that paragraph. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Polish delegation therefore strongly 
opposed the provision. 

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

The Indian amendment therefore in fact 
br01;1ght paragraph 4 of article I under discussion 
agam. 

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

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

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

\Vithout wishing to go deeply into the reasons 
why he opposed the amendments submitted by 
the delegations of India and Afghanistan, he 
pointed out to their supporters that the amend
ments contradicted other articles of the conven
tion, and especially paragraph 4 of article XII. 
According to the provisions of that paragraph, 
nothing in the convention should be construed as 
prejudicing the adoption by a Contracting State 
of any legislation requiring that a portion of the 
staff employed by foreign enterprises operating in 
its territory should be composed of nationals of 
that State. It was now suggested that that national 
personnel should be deprived of the privileges 
granted to the foreign agency in which it was 
employed. 

The Syrian delegation could not subscribe to 
such discrimination. 

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

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

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

La delegation polonaise est done entierement 
opposee a cette disposition. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon), supported by Mrs. 
RAY (India), asked that the new paragraph pro
posed by the six delegations (A/C.3/502) should 
be put to the vote in parts, the first part from the 
beginning to the words "this Convention", and 
the second part from there to the end. 

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

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

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

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

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

Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, 
Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of 
South Africa, Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics, United Kingdom, United States of America, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, 
Argentina. Australia, Brazil, Burma, Byelorus
sian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Chile, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Ecuador, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Guatemala, 
Honduras. 

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

45 votes to .none, with 2 abstentions. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

M. AzKOUL (Liban), appuye par Mme RAY 
(Incle), demande que le nouvel alinea propose 
par les six delegations (A/C.3/502) soit mis 
aux voix par division, la premiere partie allant 
du debut aux mots "cette Convention," la seconde 
de ces mots a la fin. 

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

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie), 
M. KAYSER (France), M. NORIEGA (Mexique), 
M. ARAMBURU (Perou), M. RUNDALL 
(Royaume Uni) et M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis 
d' Amerique) acceptent la suggestion du represen-
tant du Liban. · 

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

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

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

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

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

premiere partie de l'alinea est adoptee. 

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

ll est procede au vote pair appel nominal. 
L'appel cotwmence par la Republique socialiste 

sovietique de Bielorussie, dont le n01n est tire au 
sort par le President. 

Vo tent pour: Canada, Colombie, C0sta-Rica, 
Cuba, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Equa
teur, France, Grece, Guatemala, Honduras, 
Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, 
Norvege, Panama, Perou, Philippines, Suede, 
Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis 
d' Amerique, Australie, Belgique, Bresil. 

Vo tent contre: Chili, Egypte, Inde, Irak, Li ban, 
Pakistan, Pologne, Arabie saoudite, Syrie, Re-

1 publique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union 
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ist Republics, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Burma. 

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

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

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

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

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

The meeting rose at 6.5 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
THIRD MEETING 

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

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

des Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yemen, 
Yougoslavie, Afghanistan, Argentine, Birmanie. 

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

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

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

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

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

La seance est levee a 18 h. 5. 

DEUX CENT VINGT-TROISIEME 
SEANCE 

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

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

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

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

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

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

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION; REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE 5 (A/ 
C.3/496 AND A/C.3/496/ADD.1) (CONTINUED) 

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

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

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

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

A l'unanimite, M. Noriega (Mexique) est elu 
Vice-President. 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA TRANSMIS
SION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS 
ET Au DROIT DE RECTIFICATION; RAPPORT DE LA 
Sous-COMMISSION 5 (A/C.3/496 ET A/C.3/ 
496/ ADD.1) (SUITE) 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a examiner 
en seconde lecture le projet de convention relatif 
a la transmission internationale des informations 
et au droit de rectification, tel qu'il figure clans le 
rapport de la Sous-Commission 5 (A/C.3/496, 
A/C.3/496/Add.1). I1 explique qu'il appartient a 
la Commission de decider si la Sous-Commission, 
contrairement a son mandat, n'a pas, clans un cas 
ou un autre, introduit des modifications de fond. 
La Commission peut faire tout changement de 
redaction qu'elle estimera necessaire; par contre, 
aucune discussion sur le fond ne sera permise. Les 
articles seront lus un a un et si aucune objection 
n'est presentee, ils seront consideres comme adop
tes. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques), appuye par les representants 
de l'INDE et de la BELGIQUE, demande qu'un vote 
formel intervienne sur chaque article. C'est la 
derniere fois que la Commission prend des deci
sions en ce qui concerne le projet de co~vention. 
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as relating to the substance of the articles. It 
was essential that the position of some delegations 
in relation to certain articles should be recorded 
in the Rapporteur's report. 

Mr. FEARNLEY (United Kingdom), supported 
by the representatives of NoRWAY, UNION OF 
SouTH AFRICA, LEBANON and FRANCE, under
stood that the Committee would take action only 
upon the drafting changes made by the Sub-Com
mittee, but not upon the substance of the articles. 

The CHAIRMAN ruled that the Committee would 
vote only on the form of the articles. In that case, 
the procedure which he had suggested would be 
found appropriate. ·with regard to the Rappor
teur's report, that officer would take into con
sideration the records of the entire discussion. 
The only vote taken on substance would be that 
on the convention as a whole, upon which the 
Committee had not yet taken action. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) withdrew his request in view of the 
Chairman's ruling. 
Title of the convention 

The title of the convention was adopted. 
Preamble to the convention 

The preamble was adopted. 

Article I 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) objected that to 
include in the terms of the definition in sub
paragraph 1 what was defined was not only redun
dant but a bad method of definition. That objec
tion applied particularly to the Spanish text. 

Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia), sup
ported by Mrs. FIGUEROA (Chile), explained that 
the Sub-Committee had taken that difficulty into 
consideration but had concluded that it would be 
preferable to make the Spanish text harmonize 
with the English and French texts even at the 
expense of style. 

Mr. MENilEZ (Philippines) thought that the 
difficulty might be met if the words "news mate
rial'' were taken out of quotation marks and the 
,vords "news material, whether of" were deleted. 
It was essential that the stvle should be as close 
to perfection as possible in the first convention of 
such a kind ever to be drafted. 

Miss HAMPTON ( New Zealand) suggested that 
the word "includes" might be substituted for the 
word "means''. 

Mr. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) agreed with the 
suggestion of the representative of the Philip
pines. If, however, that suggestion were not 
adopted, he would propose the deletion of the 
word "news" the second time that it occurred. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out with regard to the 
alternative suggestion made by the representative 
of Afghanistan, that the Committee had already 
come to a decision on that matter.1 

'See 187th meeting (article 1, paragraph 3). 

On peut done considerer que le vote a trait au 
contenu meme des articles. II est essentiel que la 
position de certaines delegations a l'egard de tel 
ou tel article soit mentionnee dans le rapport du 
Rapporteur. 

M. FEARNLEY (Royaume-Uni), appuye par les 
representants de la NoRVEGE, de l'UNION Suo
AFRICAINE, du LIBAN et de la FRANCE, dit qu'il 
avait cru comprendre que la Commission ne devait 
statuer que sur les changements de redaction 
apportes par la Sous-Commission, et n'avait pas 
a se prononcer sur le fond des articles. 

Le PRESIDENT decide que la Commission ne 
votera que sur la redaction des articles. La pro
cedure appropriee sera, clans ce cas, celle qu'il a 
proposee. En etablissant son rapport, le Rappor
teur tiendra compte de !'ensemble de la discussion. 
Le seul scrutin qui portera sur le fond du sujet 
sera celui qui aura lieu sur la convention clans son 
ensemble, point sur lequel la Commission n'a pas 
encore pris de decision. 

En raison de la decision prise par le President, 
M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) retire sa demande. 
Titre de la convention 

Le titre de la convention est adopte. 

Preambule de ta convention 
Le prcambule est adopte. 

Article premier 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) declare que c'est non 
seulement une repetition, mais encore une faute 
de methode que de faire figurer, comme c'est le 
cas, dans le texte du premier alinea, le terme defini 
clans le corps de la definition. Cette objection est 
plus particulierement justifiee pour ce qui est du 
texte espagnol. 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie), appuye 
par Mme FIGUEROA ( Chili), explique que la 
Sous-Commission a tenu compte de cette difficulte, 
mais qu'elle a fini par decider qu'il etait preferable 
de mettre le texte espagnol en harmonie avec les 
textes anglais et frarn;ais, meme si cela devait por
ter prejudice au style. 

.'.VI. MENDEZ (Philippines) pense que l'on pour
rait resoudre cette difficulte si les mots "docu
ments d'information" n'etaient pas guillemetes et 
si les mots "tous documents d'information -
qu'ils portent sur" etaient supprimes. 11 est tres 
important que la premiere convention qui ait 
jamais ete etablie dans ce domaine soit redigee 
dans un style aussi parfait que possible. 

Mlle HAMPTON (Nouvelle-Zelande) propose de 
remplacer "s'applique a" par "comprend". 

M. P AJW AK (Afghanistan) approuve la sugges
tion du representant des Philippines. Si toutefois 
la proposition de ce dernier n'etait pas adoptee, ii 
proposerait de supprimer Jes mots "d'information" 
lorsque ceux-ci apparaissent pour la seconde fois. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer, en ce qui con
cerne la variante proposee par le representant de 
l' Afghanistan, que la Commission a deja statue 
sur ce point1 . 

'Voir la 187eme seance (article premier, paragraphe 3). 
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Mr. AzKouL (Lebanon) observed that article 
I did not deal with definition in the sense used 
in formal logic, but with description for the pur
poses of the present Convention, as was clearly 
stated in the text. 

The operative word dominating the clause was 
"all". The New Zealand suggestion was too broad; 
it might be interpreted to mean that other material 
not mentioned in the text might also be subject 
to the provisions of the convention. 

The suggestion advanced by the representa
tive of Afghanistan was also too broad ; it might 
be interpreted to include books, for example. He 
therefore supported the Sub-Committee's text. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America), 
Mr. FEARNLEY (Gnited Kingdom) and Mr. 
NORIEGA (Mexico) agreed with the representa
tive of Lebanon that a description for the pur
poses of the convention had been intended rather 
than a formal definition. 

The CHAIRMAN ruled that all the amendments 
proposed had been substantive and therefore were 
not in order. 

He put to the vote the Sub-Committee's text 
of article I. 

That text of article I was adopted. 

Tille of the first section 
The title of the section was adapted. 

Article II 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) preferred the phrase 
Pour faciliter les deplacements, dans des con
ditions de liberte aussi grandes qae possible, des 
correspandants ... , used in the original French 
text of article 2 (A/C.3/486), to the formula 
adopted by the Sub-Committee. 

Mr. FEARNLEY (United Kingdom) explained 
that the point raised by the representative of 
Syria had been fully discussed by the Sub-Com
mittee and it had finally been decided, with the 
agreement of the representative of France, to 
amend the French text in order to bring it into 
line with the English. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) said that the original 
wording of the French text might have been 
taken to apply to the general conditions existing 
in a country, while the amended version was 
closer to the English and made it quite clear that 
freedom of movement was meant and not just 
freedom in general. 

Mr. KA HALI (Syria) maintained his preference 
for the original text. 

The CHAIR;\,IAN put to the vote the Syrian pro
posal that in the French text the original wording 
of article 2 (A/C.3/486) should be used. 

The proposal was rejected by 7 votes ta 1, with 
27 abstentions. 

Article I I was adapted. 

Articles III and IV 

Articles I II and IV were successively adopted. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) fait observer que l'article 
premier ne donne pas de definition dans le sens de 
la logique forrnelle, mais, comme le texte le spe
cifie clairement, definit certaines notions aux fins 
de la presente Convention. 

Le mot le plus important de toute la clause est 
"tous". La suggestion de la Nouvelle-Zelande est 
trop vaste ; on pourrait !'interpreter comme signi
fiant que les dispositions de la convention pour
raient egalement s'appliquer a des documents qui 
ne sont pas mentionnes clans le texte. 

La proposition presentee par le representant de 
I' Afghanistan est egalement trop vaste; on pour
rait !'interpreter comme signifiant que les Iivres, 
par exemple, devront egalement etre inclus. Aussi, 
le representant du Liban appuie-t-il le texte sou
mis par la Sous-Commission. 

M. CANHAM (Efats-Unis d'Amerique), 
M. FEARNLEY (Royaume-Uni) et M. NORIEGA 
( Mexique) sont d'accord avec le representant du 
Liban pour estimer que les definitions donnees 
n'ont pas un caractere formel et sont formulees aux 
fins de la convention. 

Le PRESIDENT decide que tous Jes amendements 
proposes portent sur le fond et sont par conse
quent irrecevables. 

II met aux voix le texte de }'article premier tel 
qu'il a ete soumis par la Sous-Commission. 

L'article premier est adapte. 

Titre de la premiere section 
Le titre de la section est adopte. 

Article II 

M. KAHALI ( Syrie) prefere a la redaction 
adoptee par la Sous-Commission le membre de 
phrase: "Pour faciliter les deplacements, dans des 
conditions de liberte aussi grandes que possible, 
des correspondants. . ." employe dans le texte 
frarn;ais initial de !'article 2 (A/C.3/486). 

M. FEARNLEY (Royaume-Uni) declare que le 
point souleve par le representant de la Syrie a ete 
pleinement discute par la Sous-Commission et 
qu'il a ete finalement decide, avec l'assentiment 
du representant de la France, d'amender le texte 
frarn;ais afin de le mettre en harmonie avec le 
texte anglais. 

M. AzKouL (Liban) declare que la premiere 
redaction du texte franc;ais aurait pu etre inter
pretee comme s'appliquant aux conditions gene
rales existant dans un pays, alors que la version 
amendee se rapproche davantage du texte anglais 
et indique clairement qu'il est question de liberte 
de mouvement et non de liberte en general. 

M. KAH ALI ( Syrie) declare qu'il n'en pref ere 
pas moins le texte primitif. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
la Syrie tendant a ce que l'on emploie dans le 
texte fram;ais le libelle initial de l'article 2 (A/ 
C.3/486). 

Par 7 voix contre une, avec 27 abstentions, la 
proposition est rejetee. 

L'article II est adopte. 

Articles III et IV 

Les articles III et IV sont successivement adop
tes. 
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Article V 
Mr. KAHALI (Syria) asked why the words 

"within the limits compatible with national secu
rity", which the Committee had originally 
adopted,1 had been altered to read "to the extent 
compatible with its national security" in the text 
submitted by the Sub-Committee. As far as the 
French text was concerned, he preferred the 
original wording. 

Mr. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) ex
plained that the Sub-Committee had made the 
alteration simply because it considered the new 
wording to be more in keeping with the context. 

Article V was adopted. 

Article VI 
Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 

stated that Sub-Committee S had wished to re
move the ambiguity it had discovered in the 
phrase in brackets in the English text of article 
6 adopted by the Committee (A/C.3/486). That 
phrase read : "including transmissions between 
the metropolitan territories of any State". In its 
endeavour to make the phrase clearer, the Sub
Committee had, however, introduced a substan
tive change, of which it had later become aware. 

Since the article had been clearly intended to 
permit egress of news from the territory of a 
Contracting State to any other territory, whether 
or not the latter was a party to the convention, 
by ensuring that transmission facilities were made 
available to correspondents and information agen
cies, he thought the phrase in question might be 
made quite clear by means of a slight drafting 
change, which did not involve a change of sub
stance. He therefore proposed the following text: 

"including transmissions from the metropolitan 
to the non-metropolitan territories of any State." 

Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) con
firmed the United States representative's state
ment with respect to the action of the Sub-Com
mittee, which, having realized its error, wished 
to withdraw its text of article VI. The situation 
had been explained in the addendum to the Sub
Committee's report (A/C.3/496/ Add.l, para
graph 4). It was for the Third Committee to 
decide whether it wished to maintain the original 
text of the article or to adopt the United States 
amendment, if it judged the latter to be merely 
a drafting change. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the original text 
of article 6 was consequently before the Com
mittee. 

Mr. FEARNLEY (United Kingdom) supported 
the United States amendment which in his opinion 
was not a change of substance and would make the 
text clearer. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) remarked that two 
points should be covered: transmission from 
metropolitan territories to all non-metropolitan 
territories, regardless of whether the convention 

1 See 190th meeting (article 3). 

Article V 
M. KAHAL! (Syrie) demande pourquoi les 

mots: "clans les limites compatibles avec sa secu
rite nationale", que la Commission avait tout 
d'abord adoptes1, ont ete clans le texte soumis par 
la Sous-Commission changes en: "clans la mesure 
compatible avec sa securite nationale". En ce qui 
concerne le texte frarn;ais, il prefere la redaction 
primitive. 

M. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) expli
que que la Sous-Commission n'a fait cette modifica
tion que parce qu'elle a estime que la nouvelle 
redaction s'accordait mieux avec le contexte. 

L'article V est adopte. 

Article VI 
M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) declare 

que la Sous-Commission S a voulu ecarter l'am
biguite qu'elle a decouverte dans le membre de 
phrase figurant entre parentheses clans le texte 
anglais de l'article 6 tel qu'il avait ete adopte par 
la Commission (A/C.3/486). En fram;ais, cette 
phrase se lisait comme suit: "Cette disposition 
s'appliquera a toute transmission effectuee d'un 
territoire metropolitain vers un territoire non 
metropolitain et inversement". Dans son desir de 
rendre cette phrase plus claire, la Sous-Commis
sion a introduit une modification de fond dont elle 
ne s'est apen;ue que plus tard. 

Cet article a nettement pour objet de permettre 
la sortie des informations du territoire d'un Etat 
contractant a destination de tout autre territoire, 
que ce dernier soit ou non partie a la convention, 
en assurant aux correspondants et aux entreprises 
d'information la liberte d'acces aux moyens de 
transmission. M. Canham pense que cette phrase 
pourrait etre rendue tout a fait claire au moyen 
d'un leger changement de redaction qui n'impli
que aucune modification de fond. I1 propose done 
d'adopter le texte suivant: 

"Cette disposition s'appliquera a toute trans
mission effectuee d'un territoire metropolitain vers 
le territoire non metropolitain de tout Etat." 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) confirme 
la declaration du representant des Etats-Unis a 
propos de ce qu'a fait la Sous-Commission. Cette 
derniere s' est rendu compte de son erreur et desire 
retirer le texte qu'elle a presente pour !'article VI. 
La situation a ete expliquee clans l'additif au rap
port de la Sous-Commission (A/C.3/496/Add.l, 
paragraphe 4). C'est a la Troisieme Commission 
qu'il appartient de decider si elle desire maintenir 
le texte primitif de cet article ou si elle entend 
adopter l'amendement des Etats-Unis en estimant 
que celui-ci ne constitue qu'une modification de 
redaction. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la Commission se 
trouve done saisie du texte initial de !'article 6. 

M. FEARNLEY (Royaume-Uni) appuie l'amen
dement des Etats-Unis qui, a son avis, ne consti
tue pas un changement de fond et rend le texte 
plus clair. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) fait remarquer que la dis
position doit porter sur deux points: la transmis
sion des informations des territoires metropoli
tains a tous les territoires non metropolitains, que 

1 Voir la 190eme seance ( article 3). 
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applied to them; and transmission from those 
non-metropolitan territories to which the conven
tion applied. The United States amendment dealt 
with the first point only. 

Mr. Azkoul therefore suggested that, to cover 
the second point, some such sentence as the. fol
lowing might be added at the end of. t~e article: 
"This provision shall apply to transm1ss1ons from 
any non-metropolitan territory to which this Con
vention applies." 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) remarked that he found 
the discussion of the article unprofitable, because 
the article itself was meaningless. It stated, in 
fact, that correspondents and · information agen
cies should have the same access to transmission 
facilities as the general public. The right of pay
ing customers to send letters or telegrams ~as 
universally recognized and was freely exercised 
in both metropolitan and non-metropolitan terri
tories. 

The article itself and the amendments to it 
therefore appeared equally superfluous. 

The meeting rose at 1. 15 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
FOURTH MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Tuesday, 10 May 1949, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION: REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE S(A/ 
C.3/496 AND A/C.3/496/ADD.1) (CONTINUED) 

Article VI (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Sub-Commit
tee had withdrawn the new text of article VI and 
had proposed that the Committee should revert 
to the original wording. 

The United States representative had then sug
gested a few slight changes to the original text, 
which were contained in the joint proposal of 
the delegations of Lebanon and the United States 
(A/C.3/512). That proposal could not be con
sidered without a two-thirds majority vote, un
less the Committee decided that it did not sub
stantially change the original article. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) ex
plained that in re-wording article VI together 
with the Lebanese delegation, he had endeav
oured, taking into consideration all the views ex
pressed during the discussion, to overcome the 
difficulty created by the reversion to the original 
text of the article, which was somewhat ambigu
ous. In his opinion the proposed new text merely 
expressed more clearly what the original text had 
been intended to say, without affecting the sub
stance. If the Committee considered that there 
had been the slightest alteration in substance, the 
United States delegation would not press for the 
adoption of the joint proposal. In that case the 

la convention s'applique ou non a ces derniers, et 
la transmission en provenance des territoires non 
metropolitains auxquels la convention s'applique. 
L'amendement des Etats-Unis ne porte que sur 
le premier point. 

Pour tenir compte du second point, M. Azkoul 
propose d'ajouter, a la fin de l'article, une phrase 
qui pourrait etre redigee comme suit: "Cette dis
position s'etendra a toute transmission effectuee 
de tout territoire non metropolitain auquel la pre
sente Convention s'applique". 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) est d'avis que la dis
cussion de cet article est sans interet, car celui-ci 
n ·a pas de sens. 11 prevoit, en effet, que Jes cor
respondants et les entreprises d'information auront 
le meme droit d'acces aux moyens de transmission 
que le public en general. Le droit des consomma
teurs payants a envoyer des lettres et des tele
grammes est universellement reconnu et est libre
ment exerce tant clans Jes territoires metropoli
tains que non metropolitains. 

L'article lui-meme et Jes amendements qu'on 
propose d'y apporter sont done superflus. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 15. 

DEUX CENT VINGT-QUATRIEME 
SEANCE 

Tem,e a Lake Success, New-York, 
le mardi 10 mai 1949, a 15 heures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

160. Liherte de l'information: rapport 
du Conseil economique et social 
(A/631) (suite) 

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA TRANSMIS
SION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS ET 
AU DROIT DE RECTIFICATION; RAPPORT DE LA 
Sous-COMMISSION 5 (A/C.3/4% ET A/C.3/ 
496/ ADD. l) (SUITE) 

Article VI (suite) 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que la Sous-Commission 
a retire le nouveau texte de l'article VI en propo
sant a la Commission de revenir a sa redaction 
initial e. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis a suggere alors 
quelques legeres modifications au texte primitif, 
qui ont ete mises au point par sa delegation et celle 
du Liban et qui font l'objet de leur proposition 
commune (A/C.3/512). Cette proposition ne 
pourra etre examinee sans un vote exigeant la ma
jorite des deux tiers que s'il est reconnu qu'elle 
n'altere pas le fond de !'article initial. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) expose 
qu'en procedant, d'accord avec la delegation du 
Liban, a une nouvelle redaction de l'article VI, ii 
a cherche, en tenant compte de toutes les opinions 
emises au cours de la discussion, a resoudre la dif
ficulte creee par le retour au texte initial de !'ar
ticle, qui presentait une certaine ambiguite. II 
pense que le nouveau texte propose demeure fidele 
aux intentions de la redaction primitive et que par 
consequent, ii ne touche pas au fond de la ~ues
tion, se bornant a rendre la redaction plus claire. 
Si toutefois la Commission devait y voir la moindre 
modification de fond, la delegation des Etats-Unis 
n'insisterait pas pour !'adoption de la proposition 
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original text, which was open to various inter
pretations, would have to be retained. 

Mr. Canham remarked that the word "such" 
appearing before the word "users" at the end 
of the English text of the joint proposal (A/C. 
3/512), should be deleted. 

Ylr. AzROUL (Lebanon) endorsed Mr. Can
ham's remarks. Without affecting the substance 
of article VI, the proposed text expressed in bet
ter terms the idea contained in the final phrase of 
the original text, which, though obscure, could 
only mean that any correspondent should have 
free access to all facilities for transmission, not 
only in the Contracting States, but also in the non
metropolitan territories, to which, of course, the 
convention applied. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) pointed out that 
the phrase "to which this Convention applies" 
had not formed part of the original text. The 
question therefore arose whether that addition 
constituted a change of substance; it would be for 
the Committee to decide on that point. 

The next text was clearer than the old one, 
but it was a redrafting of the Sub-Committee text 
rather than of the original text. 

Since under the terms of the convention States 
would undertake to take as soon as possible the 
necessary steps in order to extend its application 
to their non-metropolitan territories in that con
nexion Mr. Baroody recalled the United King
dom resolution to ensure the application of the 
convention in non-metropolitan areas (A/C.3/ 
495 )- there appeared to be no necessity to in
clude the restrictive formula "to which this Con
vention applies" ; the phrase might even be sus
pected of having some hidden purpose. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) ex
plained that the phrase had been taken from arti
cle VI of the text approved by the Sub-Com
mittee, which had been merely an attempt to 
clarify the original text, which was admittedly too 
vague. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) considered that the joint 
proposal substantially altered the original article. 

:Mr. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) agreed, and stated 
that if necessary he would ask for the deletion of 
the words "to which this Convention applies". 

Mrs. RAY (India) was also of the opinion that 
the proposal altered the substance of the article, 
and preferred the original text. 

Mr. FEARNLEY (United Kingdom) stated that 
if hidden meanings were to be divined beneath 
the new wording of article VI (A/C.3/512), he 
would be inclined to agree to the original text, 
although the last phrase was not in the least clear. 
It appeared obvious that it had not been intended 
to cover all non-metropolitan territories, but only 
those of the Contracting States. That was more 
clearly expressed in the new text. 

commune. II faudrait alors conserver le texte ini
tial avec ses possibilites d'interpretation diver
gente. 

D'autre part, M. Canham signale que le mot 
such, qui figure devant le mot users a la fin du 
texte anglais de la proposition commune, doit etre 
supprime. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) s'associe aux observations 
de M. Canham et precise que la proposition, sans 
modifier le fond de !'article VI, presente sous une 
forme plus heureuse l'idee contenue dans la der
niere phrase du texte primitif qui, bien qu'obscure, 
ne pouvait signifier autre chose sinon que tout 
correspondant aura la libre utilisation de tous Ies 
moyens de transmission non seulement dans les 
Etats contractants, mais aussi dans les territoires 
non metropolitains auxquels, bien entendu, la con
vention s'applique. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) fait observer 
que le membre de phrase "auquel cette Convention 
s'applique" ne figure pas dans le texte initial. La 
question est done de savoir si cette addition cons
titue une modification de fond : il appartient a la 
Commission de se prononcer sur ce point. 

Certes, le nouveau texte a l'avantage de la 
clarte sur l'ancien, mais le representant de I' Arabie 
saoudite Jui reproche de constituer une refonte 
redactionnelle du texte approuve par la Sous
Commission et non pas du texte initial. 

Des !'instant que, aux termes de la convention, 
les Etats s'engageront a prendre aussitot que pos
sible les mesures necessaires pour que la conven
tion s'applique a leurs territoires non metropoli
tains - et M. Baroody rappelle a cet egard la reso
lution proposee par le Royaume-Uni tendant a 
assurer !'application de la convention dans les ter
ritoires non metropolitains (A/C.3/495) -on ne 
voit pas la necessite d'inclure dans !'article la 
formule restrictive: "auquel cette Convention s'ap
plique", et l'on peut meme se demander si cette 
formule ne cache pas des intentions particulieres. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) rap
pelle que cette formule vient de !'article VI du 
texte approuve par la Sous-Commission, qui ne 
constituait lui-meme qu'une tentative d'apporter 
un peu de clarte dans le texte initial reconnu trop 
vague. 

M. SuLTA:-. (Egypte) estime que la proposition 
commune constitue une modification de fond de 
l' article primitif. 

M. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) partage ce point de 
vue et annonce qu'il demandera, le cas echeant, la 
suppression des mots "auquel cette Convention 
s'applique". 

Mme RAY (Inde) est egalement d'avis que la 
proposition modifie le fond de !'article et elle pre
fere le texte primitif de ce dernier. 

M. FEARNLEY (Royaume-Uni) declare que, si 
!'on devait voir des intentions cachees dans la nou
velle redaction de !'article VI (A/C.3/512), il 
serait dispose a accepter le texte initial, dont la 
derniere phrase pourtant manque totalement de 
clarte. Il semble evident que l'intention qui a pro
cede a sa redaction etait de viser non pas tous les 
territoires non metropolitains, mais uniquement 
ceux des Etats contractants. C'est cette intention 
que le nouveau texte traduit plus nettement. 
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Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) shared the anxiety of 
the other representatives of the Arab countries 
who would have liked to see the convention ex
tended automatically to all Non-Self-Governing 
Territories. But the task for the moment was to 
draw up a precise text which would not be in 
contradiction with the rest of the convention. The 
deletion of the formula "to which this Convention 
applies", would mean reverting to the ambiguity 
of the original text while at the same time leaving 
unchanged the obligations of States with regard 
to both their metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
territoires. Obviously only the Contracting States 
would be bound by the convention, and they 
would be bound by it only with regard to those 
non-metropolitan territories for which they had 
made the special notification of extension pro
vided for in article XVIII. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) noted that the conven
tion would obviously be res inter alios acta for 
non-contracting States and could not be in any 
way binding upon them. 

Mr. RIEMENS (Nether lands) thought that there 
had never been any question of extending the 
privileges accorded by the convention, whatever 
their practical value might be, to correspondents 
operating in territories which had not acceded to 
the convention. 

He would vote in favour of the joint proposal, 
the text of which was satisfactorily precise. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) also supported that 
text which, while not amending the substance, was 
clearer than the original text. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the new text in
volved a substantive amendment, since it con
tained a fundamental restriction not existing in 
the original article. It was true that if the inten
tions of the original article were analysed, it had 
to be recognized that by its very nature it could 
be applicable only to the Contracting States. "While 
not changing the spirit of the article in any way, 
the new proposal made it clearer and more logical 
in form. 

It was nevertheless true that there were good 
grounds for considering the restrictive formula 
included in that proposal to be a substantive 
amendment. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) endorsed the Chair
man's opinion and proposed that the Committee 
should vote on the advisability of reconsidering 
article VI so as to be able subsequently to take a 
decision on the new text. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that 
a two-thirds majority was necessary for such a 
decision. 

He put to the vote the proposal to reopen the 
discussion on article VI. 

The result of the vote was 27 votes in favour, 
none against and 15 abstentions. The proposal 
was adopted, having obtained the required two
thirds majority. 

The CHAIR1IAN announced that the Committee 
was now properly seized of the joint United 
States and Lebanese proposal (A/C.3/512) to 
substitute a new text for article VI of the draft 
convention. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) partage les preoccupations 
des autres representants des pays arabes qui 
auraient voulu voir la convention etendue auto
matiquement a tous Jes territoires non autonomes. 
Mais il s'agit pour le moment d'etablir un texte 
precis et qui ne soit pas en contradiction avec le 
reste de la convention. Or en supprimant la for
mule "auquel cette Convention s'applique", d'une 
part on reviendrait a l'ambiguite du texte primitif, 
d'autre part on ne changerait rien aux obligations 
des Etats tant pour leurs territoires metropolitains 
que non metropolitains. II est evident que seuls 
seront lies par la convention les Etats contrac
tants, et qu'ils ne le seront que pour Jes territoires 
non metropolitains a propos desquels ils auront 
fait la notification Speciale d'extension prevue a 
!'article XVIII. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) fait remarquer que, de 
toute evidence, pour Jes Etats non contractants, la 
convention sera res inter alios acta et ne saurait 
les lier en aucune maniere 

M. RIEME:Ns (Pays-Bas) pense qu'il n'a jamais 
pu etre question d'etendre les privileges accordes 
par la convention, quelle qu'en soit la valeur pra
tique, aux correspondants operant dans des ter
ritoires qui n'auraient pas adhere a la convention. 

II se prononce en faveur de la proposition com
mune dont le texte est satisfaisant par sa precision. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) appuie egalement ce 
texte qui, sans modifier le fond, est plus clair que 
le texte primitif. 

Le PRESIDENT estime que ce nouveau texte en
traine une modification de fond, car il contient une 
restriction fondamentale qui n'existait pas dans 
!'article initial. Certes, si l'on analyse Jes intentions 
contenues dans !'article primitif, on doit recon
naitre que, par sa nature meme, ii ne pouvait etre 
applicable qu'aux Etats contractants. La nouvelle 
proposition ne change rien a son esprit, tout en 
rendant !'article plus clair et plus logique dans sa 
forme. 

II n'en demeure pas moins que la formule restric
tive incluse dans cette proposition peut etre con
sideree a bon droit comme une modification de 
fond. 

M. PENTEADO (Bresil) s'associe a cette opinion 
et propose que la Commission se prononce sur l'op
portunite d'examiner a nouveau l'article VI de 
maniere a pouvoir ensuite se decider Sllr son nou
veau texte. 

Le PRE?IDENT rappelle que c'est a la majorite 
des deux tiers que cette decision doit etre prise. 

II met aux voix la proposition tendant a rouvrir 
la discussion sur !'article VI. 

Il :v a 2~ voix pour et 15 abstentions. ll n'y a 
aucune voix contre. Ayant obtenu la majorite 
requise des dcux tiers, la proposition est adoptee. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce que la Commission est 
maintenant regulierement saisie de la proposition 
commune des Etats-Unis et du Liban (A/C.3/ 
512) tendant a substituer un nouveau texte a !'ar
ticle VI du projet de convention. 
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Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia), who had ab
stained from voting in order to facilitate the Com
mittee's work, said he could not accept the pro
posed text, which contained new elements about 
which he felt certain doubts. If those doubts could 
be dispelled, he would be happy to consider only 
the indisput.able advantages of the new wording. 

Mr. FEARNLEY (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that his delegation could not be seeking any 
profit from the joint proposal since all the metro
politan and non-metropolitan territories of the 
United Kingdom already possessed reduced tele
graph rates for the Press, applicable to all news
paper correspondents. It was obvious, however, 
as the Netherlands representative had remarked, 
that the privileges recognized by the convention 
could not exist in territories to which the conven
tion did not apply. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) thought that the origi
nal article might perhaps have been interpreted 
as a partial nullification of the colonial clause in 
the restricted field of the use of transmission facili
ties for news material and of the rates for such 
facilities. The Mexican delegation, which had al
ways borne in mind the welfare of the inhabitants 
of Trust Territories and Non-Self-Governing Ter
ritories, would have welcomed such a renunciation 
on the part of the Powers concerned. As those 
Powers had insisted on the need for the colonial 
clause, the Mexican delegation would not lose 
hope of seeing those Powers, which had done so 
much to develop the free exchange of informa
tion throughout the world, open wide their non
metropolitan territories to the circulation of news 
and opinions in the near future. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) said he was ready to 
delete from the text of the joint proposal the fol
lowing phrase: "or in those non-metropolitan ter
ritories to which this Convention applies". 

It was obvious that the convention would 
apply to the Non-Self-Governing Territories for 
which the notification of extension was made. It 
was not necessary therefore to recall that fact 
in the article, particularly if the reminder per
turbed certain representatives. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
agreed to the deletion of that phrase, if the dele
tion would dispel the doubts expressed by Mr. 
Baroody. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) did not accept 
that deletion, the result of which would be to 
leave non-metropolitan territories quite unmen
tioned in the article. 

Mr. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) also wished to see 
the reference to those territories maintained in 
the article. He therefore proposed that the begin
ning of the article should be drafted as follows: 

"Correspondents and information agencies of 
a Contracting State operating in the metropolitan 
or non-metropolitan territories of other Contract
ing States shall have access ... " 

Mr. FEARNLEY (United Kingdom) pointed out 
that that text would lead either to the same am
biguity as did the original article or to a recon
sideration of the colonial clause in connexion with 
the transmission of news. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite), qui s'est abs
tenu au cours du precedent scrutin afin de faciliter 
le travail de la Commission, declare qu'il ne saurait 
accepter ce nouveau texte, qui apporte des ele
ments nouveaux au sujet desquels il eprouve cer
tains doutes. Si ces doutes pouvaient etre leves, 
il serait heureux de pouvoir n'envisager que les 
avantages indiscutables de cette nouvelle redaction. 

M. FEARNLEY (Royaume-Uni) souligne que sa 
delegation ne saurait rechercher aucun profit dans 
la proposition commune puisque, sur tous les ter
ritoires metropolitains et non metropolitains du 
Royaume-Uni, ii existe deja des tarifs reduits de 
communications telegraphiques pour la presse, ap
plicables a tous les correspondants de journaux. 
II est toutefois evident, comme l'a fait remarquer 
le representant des Pays-Bas, que les privileges 
reconnus par la convention ne sauraient jouer dans 
les territoires auxquels celle-ci ne s'applique pas. 

M. NORIEGA ( Mexique) estime que l'artide ini
tial aurait pu s'interpreter comme une annulation 
partielle de la clause coloniale dans le domaine 
restreint de !'utilisation des moyens de transmis
sion et de leurs tarifs en matiere d'information. La 
delegation du Mexique, qui a toujours tenu compte 
des interets des habitants des Territoires sous 
tutelle et des territoires non autonomes eut ac
cueilli favorablement pareille renonciation de la 
part des Puissances interessees. Celles-ci ayant in
siste sur la necessite de la clause coloniale, la dele
gation du Mexique ne perd cependant pas l'espoir 
de voir ces Puissances, qui ont tant milite pour 
developper le libre echange des informations clans 
le monde, ouvrir bientot largement leurs terri
toires non metropolitains a la circulation des nou
velles et des opinions. 

M. AzKOUL (Llban) se dit pret a supprimer 
du texte de la proposition commune le membre de 
phrase: "ou sur un territoire non metropolitain 
auquel cette Convention s'applique". 

En effet, il est evident que la convention s'ap
pliquera aux territoires non autonomes pour les
quels la notification d'extension aura ete faite: il 
n'est done pas indispensable de le rappeler clans 
cet article, surtout si ce rappel doit jeter le trouble 
clans !'esprit de certains representants. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) est d'ac
cord pour la suppression de cette phrase, si une 
telle suppresion doit lever les doutes exprimes par 
M. Baroody. 

M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite) n'accepte pas 
cette suppression, dont le resultat serait de passer 
completement sous silence, dans cet article, les ter
ritoires non metropolitains. 

M. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) desire egalement 
que la mention de ces territoires soit maintenue 
dans !'article. A cet effet, il propose de rediger 
comme suit le debut de !'article: 

"Les correspondants et les entreprises d'infor
mation d'un Etat contractant exer<;ant leur activite 
sur le territoire metropolitain ou non metropoli
tain d'un autre Etat c0ntractant auront acces ... " 

M. FEARNLEY (Royaume-Uni) fait remarquer 
que ce texte conduirait, soit a la meme ambiguite 
que !'article initial, soit a une remise en question 
de la clause coloniale en matiere de transmission 
des informations. 
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Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) added that if those ter
ritories were referred to in article VI, logically 
they would have to be mentioned in the other ar
ticles also and the principle of the optional appli
cation of the convention to Non-Self-Governing 
Territories expressed in article XVIII would thus 
be contradicted. 

The CHAIRMAN put the proposal of Afghanis
tan to the vote. 

The proposal was rejected by 18 votes to 3, 
1.vUh 21 abstentions. 

Mr. AzKoUL (Lebanon) had voted against that 
proposal because the fact that non-metropolitan 
territories were mentioned in only one article of 
the convention might have meant that the bene
fits of the other articles did not apply to them. 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote 
on the text of the joint proposal (A/C.3/512), 
from which the authors had deleted the phrase 
"or in those non-metropolitan territories to which 
this Convention applies" and the word "such" be
fore the word "users" at the end of the English 
text. 

The text of article VI, as amended, was adopted 
by 27 votes to 2, with 12 abstentions. 

Articles VII and VIII 

Articles VII and VIII were successively adopted. 

Title of the second section 

Mr. KAHALI (Syria) objected to the title "In
ternational right of correction". There was no: 
such thing as an international right of correction; 
the provisions in that section would be binding 
only on the Contracting States. It would be bet
ter to adopt the title "Right of correction in the 
international sphere". 

The CHAIRMAN assured the Syrian representa
tive that if that right was still non-existent, it 
would come into being after the convention had 
been ratified. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) thought the heading 
entirely justified as, after it had been ratified and 
had come into force, the convention itself would 
establish an international right of correction. 

Mr. KAH ALI (Syria) maintained his point of 
view. From a legal standpoint, that right could 
have no compulsory force in the international 
sphere. It could not, for example, be com
pared to the freedom of the seas, which every 
State was bound to respect; the right of correc
tion would be binding only on Contracting States. 

The title of the section was adopted. 
Article IX 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) and Mr. GON
ZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) made certain cor
rections to the Spanish text, which were ap
proved by the other Spanish-speaking represen
tatives. 

Article IX was adopted. 

Article X 
Mr. GoNzALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) and 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) suggested some 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) ajoute que, si mention 
de ces territoires etait faite dans !'article VI, la 
logique voudrait qu'il en fut de meme clans les 
autres articles, et l' on arriverait ainsi a contredire 
en fait le principe de l'application facultative de 
la convention aux territoires non autonomes, 
enonce dans !'article XVIII. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
l' Afghanistan. 

Par 18 voix contre 3, avec 21 abstentions, la pro
position est rejetee. 

M. AZKOUL (Liban) a vote contre cette propo
sition, car le fait de ne mentionner les territoires 
non metropolitains que clans un seul article de la 
convention aurait pu signifier qu'ils etaient exclus 
des avantages des autres articles. 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a se pro
noncer sur le texte de la proposition commune 
(A/C.3/512) dont les auteurs ont elimine le mem
bre de phrase suivant: "ou sur un territoire non 
metropolitain auquel cette Convention s'applique", 
ainsi que, a la fin du texte anglais, le mot such 
devant le mot users. 

Par 27 voix contre 2, avec 12 abstentions, le 
texte de l' article VI ainsi modi fie est adopte. 

Articles VII et VIII 

Les articles VII et VI II sont successivement 
adoptes. 

Titre de la deuxieme section 

M. KAHAL! ( Syrie) presente une objection au 
titre: "Droit international de rectification". A son 
sens, ii n' existe pas de droit international de rec
tification; les dispositions de cette section ne 
seront valables que pour les Etats contractants. 
II croit preferable d'adopter le titre: "Droit de 
rectification en matiere internationale". 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer au representant 
de la Syrie que, si ce droit n'existe pas encore, 
il existera apres la ratification de la convention. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) est d'avis que le titre 
est entierement justifie puisque, apres sa ratifica
tion et son entree en vigueur, la convention 
creera un droit de nature internationale sur la 
rectification. 

M. KAHALI ( Syrie) maintient son point de 
vue. II estime que, du point de vue juridique, 
ce droit ne saurait avoir force obligatoire sur le 
plan international. On ne saurait, par exemple, 
le comparer a celui de la liberte des mers, que 
tous les Etats sont tenus de respecter, tandis 
que le droit de rectification ne liera que les Etats 
contractants. 

Le titre de la section est adopte. 
Article IX 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) et M. GoN
ZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) mettent au point 
le texte espagnol. Leurs suggestions sont approu
vees par les autres representants de langue 
espagnole. 

L'article IX est adopte. 
Article X 

M. GoNZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) et 
M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) proposent quel-
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changes to the Spanish text in order to bring it 
into line with the English and French texts. Those 
changes were approved by the other Spani~h
speaking representatives. 

Article X was adopted. 

Article XI 

Article XI was adopted. 

Article XII 
The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Sub

Committee had changed the order of the various 
paragraphs of article XII without, however, 
changing the substance. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) and Mr. AzKOUL (Le
banon), Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) and Mr. GON
ZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) suggested some 
purely formal changes to improve the wording of 
the French and Spanish texts respectively. 

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) said also that the ex
pression reglements rendus publics, which had 
been used in paragraph 1 as it corresponded more 
closely to the English expression "public regula
tions" should be used in paragraph 2. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) said, in regard to para
graph 8, that the last part of the sentence should 
be worded to read: " ... except to the extent re
quired to enable that information agency fully 
to enjoy the benefits of this Convention''. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) supported the Lebanese 
and Belgian representatives' suggestions and pro
posed that the corresponding corrections should 
be made in the Spanish text. 

It was so agreed. 
Article XII was adopted. 

Articles XIII, XIV, XV and XVI 

Articles XIll, XIV, XV and XVI were suc
cessively adopted. 

Article XVII 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) pointed to a 
mistake in the Spanish text of article XVII. 
While the English and French texts used the 
conjunction or in the sentence "for each State 
which ratifies or accedes" the Spanish text read 
''which ratifies and accedes". 

:VIr. GONZALEZ FERN AN DEZ (Colombia) saw 
no reason to change the Spanish text since the 
end of the sentence was clear, as it read "ratifies 
or accedes''. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the three texts 
should agree. 

After hearing the views of the French and 
United States representatives, he said that the 
Spanish text should be corrected by substituting 
the conjunction or for and. 

Article XV II was adopted. 

Article XVIII 

The CHAIRM,\N drew attention to the amend
ments made to that article, which no longer en
tirely corresponded to the original article. In
deed paragraph ( c) of the original text no longer 

ques modifications au texte espagnol afin de le 
rendre conforme aux textes anglais et frarn:;ais. 
Ces modifications sont approuvees par les autres 
representants de langue espagnole. 

L'article X est adopt{:. 

Article XI 

L'article XI est adopte. 

Article XII 

Le PRESIDENT signale que la Sous-Commission 
a change l'ordre des divers paragraphes de !'ar
ticle XII sans y apporter de modifications de 
fond. 

M. KAYSER (France) et M. AZKOUL (Liban), 
M. NORIEGA (Mexique) et M. GONZALEZ FER
NANDEZ ( Colombie) suggerent quelques modifi
cations de forme pour ameliorer la redaction des 
textes frarn;ais et espagnol, respectivement. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) fait rernarquer en outre 
que !'expression "reglements rendus publics", em
ployee au paragraphe premier pour mieux corres
pondre a !'expression anglaise public regulations, 
devrait figurer egalement au paragraphe 2 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) souligne, en ce qui con
cerne le paragraphe 8, qu'il faudrait rediger le 
dernier membre de phrase comme suit: " ... si , 
ce n'est dans la mesure necessaire pour assurer 
integralement a cette entreprise d'information le 
benefice de la Convention". 

M. KAYSER (France) appuie les suggestions des 
representants du Liban et de la Belgique et pro
pose que les modifications correspondantes soient 
apportees au texte frarn;ais. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 
L'article XII est adopte. 

Articles XIII, XIV, XV et XVI 

Les articles XIII, XIV, XV et XVI sont suc
cessivement adoptes. 

Article XVII 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) signale une 
erreur dans le texte espagnol de l'article XVII. 
En effet, alors que les textes anglais et frarn;ais 
emploient la conjonction ou clans la phrase: "pour 
chacun des Etats qui la ratifieront ou y adhe
reront", le texte espagnol porte: "qui la ratifieront 
et y adhereront". 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) ne voit 
pas la necessite de rectifier le texte espagnol car, 
a son sens, la fin de la phrase ne laisse aucun 
doute possible puisqu'elle porte: "ratification ott 
adhesion". 

Le PRESIDENT estime que les trois textes doi
vent concorder. 

Apres avoir pris l'avis des representants de 
la France et des Etats-Unis, ii declare que le 
texte espagnol doit etre rectifie de fa1,;on a rem
placer la conjonction et par la conjonction ott. 

L'article XVII est adopte. 

Article XVIII 

Le PRESIDENT souligne les modifications appor
tees a la redaction de cet article, qui ne correspond 
plus entierement a !'article initial. En effet, le 
paragraphe c) du texte initial ne fait plus partie 
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formed part of article XVIII, having become 
paragraph 2 of article XIX. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) thought it would be 
logical to separate into two groups the articles 
containing substantive provisions and those deal
ing with the procedure for application. It would 
be noted that articles I to XIII of the draft con
vention belonged to the first category, while the 
rest should form part of the second. There was a 
substantive element in paragraph 2 of article 
XVIII, which dealt with the steps which each 
Contracting State should undertake to take in 
order to extend the application of the conven
tion to all the territories for the international re
lations of which it was responsible. 

That paragraph should therefore be made into 
a separate article, to come after article XIII, or if 
it were considered preferable not to make any new 
articles, the whole of article XVIII could come 
after article XIII. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) did not agree with the 
representative of Lebanon. He thought the order 
adopted by the Sub-Committee was perfectly 
logical. In his opinion, the provisions of article 
XVIII were not of a substantive nature. 

Mr. AzKoUL (Lebanon) stressed that the pro
visions of paragraph 2 of that article implied an 
undertaking on the part of the Contracting State. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
pointed out that if the Lebanese representative's 
proposal to make a separate article of paragraph 
2 of article XVIII were adopted, the wording of 
the paragraph would have to be amended. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) agreed that it would 
then be necessarv to delete the words "to such 
territories" and to insert the phrase "to the ter
ritories for the international relations of which it 
is responsible". 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first Leb
anese proposal to make a separate article of para
graph 2 of article XVIII and to place it after 
article XIII. 

That proposal was rejected by 16 votes to 6, 
with 19 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the Leb
anese proposal to place the whole of article XVIII 
after article XIII. 

That proposal was rejected by 19 votes to 5, 
ivith 18 abstentions. 

Article XVIII was adopted. 

Article XIX 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that article XIX 
reproduced the original article, with the addi
tion of a second paragraph taken from the for
mer article XVIII. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) asked that the word
ing of all the articles in which reference was 
made to paragraphs of other articles should be 
made uniform, following the model of article 
XIX, which used the formula: "article XVIII 
(l)". 

It was so decided. 

de l'article XVIII ; il constitue a present le 
paragraphe 2 de !'article XIX. 

M. AzKOt:L ( Liban) estime qu'il serait logique 
de separer en deux groupes les articles contenant 
des dispositions fondamentales et ceux qui ont 
trait aux modalites. On remarquera que les articles 
I a XIII du projet de convention se rangent dans 
la premiere categoric, tandis que le reste devrait 
faire partie de la seconde. Or !'article XVIII 
contient un element de caractere fondamental clans 
son paragraphe 2, qui a trait aux mesures que 
chaque Etat contractant s'engage a prendre afin 
d'aboutir a l'application de la convention a }'en
semble des territoires qu'il represente sur le plan 
international. 

II conviendrait done de faire de ce paragraphe 
Un article separe, qui se placerait apres !'article 
XIII, OU, si l'on prefere ne pas creer d'articles 
nouveaux, placer !'ensemble du present article 
XVIII apres !'article XIII. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) ne partage pas l'avis 
du representant du Liban. II estime que l'ordre 
ad~pte par la Sous-Commission est parfaitement 
logique. A son sens, les dispositions de !'article 
XVIII n'ont pas un caractere fondamental. 

M .. Azi:::?UL ( Li ban) insiste sur le fait que 
les d1spos1t10ns du paragraphe 2 de cet article 
impliquent un engagement de la part de l'Etat 
contractant. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) fait re
marquer que, si la proposition du representant 
du !-,iban tendant a faire du paragraphe 2 de 
!'article XVIII un article separe etait adoptee 
ii faudrait modifier la redaction du paragraphe. ' 

. M. AzKOUL ( Li ban) convient qu'il y aurait 
heu alors de remplacer les mots: "auxdits terri
toires" par !'expression: "aux territoires qu'il 
represente sur le plan international". 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la premiere propo
sition ~u Liban tendant a faire du paragraphe 2 
de l'art1cle XVIII un article separe et a le placer 
apres !'article XIII. 

Par 16 voix contre 6, avec 19 abstentions, 
cette proposition est rejetee. 

. ~ PRESII_>ENT met ensuite aux voix la propo
s1t10n du L1ban tendant a placer l'ensemble de 
l'article XVIII apres !'article XIII. 

Par 19 voix contre 5, avec 18 abstentions cette . . . ~ ,, 
proposition est re1etee. 

L'article XVIII est adopte. 

Article XIX 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que cet article 
reproduit l'article initial avec addition d'un second 
paragraphe detache de l'ancien article XVIII. 

M. KAYSER (France) demande que la redaction 
de tous les articles contenant une reference a 
des paragraphes d'autres articles soit unifiee sur 
le modele de !'article XIX, ou l'on trouve la 
formule: "article XVIII, paragraphe l". 

It en est ainsi decide. 
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Mr. KAHALI (Syria) thought the wording "by 
notification to the Secretary-General" at the be
ginning of the article was vague. He would 
prefer the expression "by notification of denun
ciation", which was used in the original article 
and which, at the cost of a repetition which was 
perfectly correct in a legal text, was much 
clearer. 

Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) said 
the Sub-Committee had decided in favour of the 
former of those two formulas in order to avoid 
unnecessary repetition and because there could 
be no doubt concerning the subject of the noti
fication in question. 

Article XIX was adopted. 

Article XX 

Article XX was adopted. 

Article XXI 

Mr. RIEMENS (Netherlands) pointed out that 
that article spoke of the "Secretary-General" 
without adding the words "of the United Na
tions", which were used in the other articles. He 
suggested that those words be added. 

It was so agreed. 
Article XXI as amended was adopted. 

Article XXII 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) thought that in sub
paragraph (a) it might be well to say "notifica
tions" instead of "information". 

Mr. KAYSER (France) pointed out that the 
Sub-Committee had intentionally chosen the 
noun corresponding to the verb used in article 
XIII. However, to satisfy the representative of 
Lebanon, it might be made clear that the refer
ence was to information received "in accordance 
with article XIII, paragraph 2". 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) suggested that refer
ences to the United Nations should be made uni
form in the French text, which sometimes used 
the full name Organisation des Nations Unies 
and sometimes only Nations Unies. 

The Committee decided that in the French 
text the name Nations Unies should be used 
throitghout the convention to refer to the Or
ganization. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) proposed that for 
purposes of simplification, all the notifications 
referred to in sub-paragraphs ( d), ( e) and (g) 
should be grouped into a single sub-paragraph, 
to read: 

" ( d) Notifications received in accordance with 
article XVIII, article XIX, paragraphs 1 and 2, 
and article XXI." 

The CHAIRMAN put that proposal to the vote. 
The proposal was rejected by 12 votes to 6, 

with 19 abstentions. 

Mr. KAHALI ( Syria) suggested that the 
French text of sub-paragraph (a) should be 
made less cumbersome by substituting the ex
pression les informations ret;ues for the words 
les informations qu'il a ret;ues. 

It was so decided. 
Article XXII, as amended, was adopted. 

M. KAHAL! ( Syrie) juge vague la formule: 
"par une notification adressee au Secretaire gene
ral", qui se trouve au debut de l'article. 11 lui 
prefererait !'expression: "en notifiant cette denon
ciation au Secretaire general", qui figure clans 
!'article initial et qui, au prix d'une repetition 
parfaitement correcte clans un texte juridique, est 
beaucoup plus claire. 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) precise 
que la Sous-Commission a opte pour la premiere 
de ces deux formules afin d'eviter une repetition 
inutile et parce qu'aucun doute n'est possible 
sur l'objet de la notification en question. 

L'article XIX est adopte. 

Article XX 

L'article XX est adopte. 

Article XXI 

M. RIEMENS (Pays-Bas) fait remarquer que 
cet article parle du "Secretaire general" sans 
ajouter, comme font les autres articles, la mention: 
"des Nations Unies". 11 suggere de reparer cette 
omission. 

It en est ainsi decide. 
L'article XXI ainsi modifie est adopte. 

Article XXII 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) estime que dans l'alinea a) 
le mot "notifications" pourrait etre avantageuse
ment substitue a "informations". 

M. KAYSER (France) fait observer que la 
Sous-Commission a choisi intentionnellement le 
substantif correspondant au verbe employe a !'ar
ticle XIII. Toutefois, pour donner satisfaction 
au representant du Liban, on pourrait preciser 
qu'il s'agit d'informations re<;ues "en vertu de 
l'article XIII, paragraphe 2". 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. KAYSER (France) suggere que soit unifiee 
dans le texte fran<;ais de tous les articles la 
mention de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, qui 
figure tantot au complet, tantot sous la forme : 
"Nations Unies". 

La Commission decide que !'Organisation sera 
mentionnee, dans le texte franrais de toute la 
convention, sous le titre "Nations Unies". 

:tvL AzKOUL (Liban) propose que, clans un 
but de simplification, toutes les notifications des 
alineas d), e) et g) soient groupees sous un seul 
alinea ainsi con<;U : 

"d) Les notifications qui lui ont ete adressees 
en vertu de l'article XVIII, de !'article XIX, 
paragraphes 1 et 2, et de !'article XXI." 

Le PRESIDENT met cette proposition aux voix. 
Par 12 voix contre 6, avec 19 abstentions, la 

proposition. est rejetee. 

:.1. KAH ALI ( Syrie) suggere d'alleger le texte 
fran<;ais de l'alinea a) en substituant !'expression: 
''les informations re<;ues" aux mots: "les infor
mations qu'il a re<;ues". 

It en est ainsi decide. 
L'article XXII ainsi modifie est adopte. 
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Article XXIII 
Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) asked that in para

graph 3 of that article the reference to the Sec
retariat should be followed by the words "of the 
United Nations". 

It was so agreed. 
Article XXIII, as amended, was adopted. 

Vote on the draft convention as a whole 

Before voting on the draft convention as a 
whole, Mr. FouRIE (Union of South Africa) 
wished to explain his Government's position. 

The Third Committee had made important 
changes in the texts drawn up at Geneva by the 
Conference on Freedom of Information (E/ 
Conf.6/79). The draft convention as it stood 
was doubtless the best compromise that could be 
hoped for; nevertheless, it contained new ele
ments and therefore required fresh study on the 
part of Governments. The South African dele
gation fully reserved its Government's rights in 
that respect. For the time being, however, it 
would vote in favour of the draft as a whole, 
thus marking its adherence to the principle of 
freedom of information. 

Mr. RIEMENS (Netherlands) congratulated the 
Chairman on his able conduct of the discussion. 
He conveyed to the Committee Mr. van Reuven 
Goedhart's regret at his inability to take part in 
the final stage of the Committee's work. 

Mr. KAYSER (France) associated himself with 
the tribute paid to the Chairman and also ex
pressed his thanks to Mr. Hessel, Secretary of the 
Committee, and to the members of the Secretariat. 

He emphasized that in voting in favour of the 
various provisions of the convention, the French 
delegation had shown not so much its approval 
of each article as its desire to make a positive 
contribution to the common task. The conven
tion was certainly far from perfect. Journalists 
would doubtless criticize it for not making full 
provision for their rights; jurists would blame 
it for its innovations and even heresies; diplo
mats would object to its style; and statesmen 
might fear the difficulties to which its implemen
tation would give rise. 

Be that as it might, the French delegation 
would vote for its adoption, first, because its re
jection might be interpreted as an admission of 
weakness on the part of the United Nations, and 
secondly, to show that France was prepared to 
forge ahead and was fully confident that com
plete freedom of information could be achieved 
on the international level. 

Mrs. RAY (India) explained that her delega
tion would abstain in the vote on the draft con
vention as a whole because it was unable to agree 
to certain provisions that were in entire contra
diction with the very purpose of the convention. 
For example, she could not accept the definition 
of the word "correspondent" given in the draft 
convention, as under that definition a case might 
arise in ,vhich a national of a country could 
claim the protection of an international conven
tion in order to defy his own Government. The 

Article XXIII 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) demande que, au 
paragraphe 3 de cet article, le mot: "Secretariat" 
soit suivi des mots: "des Nations Unies". 

Il en est ainsi decide. 
L'article XXIII ainsi modifie est adopte. 

Vote sur l' ensemble du pro jet de convention 

M. FouRIE (Union Sud-Africaine) desire, avant 
de participer au vote sur !'ensemble du projet de 
convention, exposer la position de son gouverne
ment. 

La Troisieme Commission a apporte des modi
fications importantes aux textes etablis a Geneve 
par la Conference sur la liberte de !'information 
(E/Conf.6/79). Le projet de convention, sous 
sa forme actuelle, constitue sans doute le meil
leur compromis que l'on puisse esperer realiser· 
il n'en reste pas moins qu'il comporte des ele~ 
ments nouveaux et qu'il appelle done une nou
velle etude de la part des gouvernements. La 
delegation de l'Union Sud-Africaine reserve tous 
Jes droits de son gouvernement a cet egard. 
Cependant, et pour l'immediat, elle accordera son 
vote affirmatif a !'ensemble du projet afin de 
marquer son attachement au principe meme de 
la liberte de !'information. 

M. RIE.MENS (Pays-Bas) felicite le President 
de la maitrise avec laquelle ii a conduit Jes debats 
et exprime les regrets de M. van Reuven Goed
hart de ne pouvoir participer au dernier stade 
des travaux de la Commission. 

M. KAYSER (France) s'associe a l'hommage 
rendu au President; il adresse egalement ses 
remerciements a M. Hessel, Secretaire de la Com
mission, et aux autres membres du Secretariat. 

I1 souligne que la delegation frarn;aise, en votant 
pour ]'adoption des differentes dispositions de 
la convention, a indique moins son approbation 
de chaque article que son desir de contribuer de 
maniere positive a l'ceuvre commune. La con
vention est certes loin d'etre parfaite. Elle sou
levera sans doute les critiques des journalistes, 
dont elle ne satisfera pas entierement les droits 
des juristes, qui lui reprocheront des innovation~ 
et meme des heresies, des diplomates, qui s'eleve
ront contre son style, et des hommes d'Etat, qui 
pourront craindre qu'elle ne souleve des diffi
cultes d'application. 

Quoi qu'il en soit, la delegation frarn;aise votera 
en faveur de son adoption, d'une part pour eviter 
que l'on ne puisse interpreter son rejet comme un 
aveu d'impuissance de la part de l'Organisation 
des Nations Unies, d'autre part pour montrer que 
la France est prete a aller de l'avant et qu'elle 
garde toute confiance en la possibilite de realiser 
la liberte complete de l'information sur · le plan 
international. 

M~1e RAY (Incle) explique que sa delegation 
s'abst1endr~ lors du :vote sur. l'ensemble du projet 
de convent10n, car 11 ne Im est pas possible de 
donner son adh~si?n a certaines dispositions qui 
sont en contradiction absolue avec le but meme 
de la convention. C'est ainsi qu'elle ne peut 
accepter la definition que le projet de convention 
donne au. terme "correspondant", definition qui 
permettra1t a un ressortissant, le cas echeant de 
se reclamer de la protection d'une convention 
internationale pour tenir tete a son propre gou-
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Government of India could not accept such a 
possibility. The provision relating to censorship, 
in article XII, and the inclusion of ''national 
defence" as one of the grounds on which censor
ship could be justified in peacetime were all rea
sons why the Government of India would with
hold its approval of the new document. 

The Indian delegation would, however, con
tinue its efforts to correct those defects and 
hoped it would b~ possible to reach a real com
promise which would enable the great majority 
of Governments to sign, without reservations, the 
convention on the international transmission of 
news and the right of correction whenever the 
second convention, on freedom of information, 
was submitted to them for approval. 

Mr. SuLTAN (Egypt) pointed out that the 
basic problem was the necessity to ensure the 
widest possible exercise of freedom of informa
tion, without thereby infringing the requirements 
of the national sovereignty of States. 

In that respect the draft convention did not 
provide sufficient guarantees. For that reason, 
the Egyptian Government had decided to abstain 
in the vote on the draft as a whole. 

Mr. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombia) re
called that his country, in which a free and inde
pendent Press was traditional, had made every 
effort in the Committee to extend to the inter
national field the application of the principle of 
freedom tempered by responsibility, recognized 
by its Constitution in matters of information and 
the Press. 

Many delegations had expressed their dissatis
faction with the existing situation with regard to 
international news. The Colombian delegation un
derstood and shared their feeling. It hoped that the 
representatives of countries whose agencies con
trolled to a great extent the international trans
mission of news would bear in mind the complaints 
that had been made in that respect by the repre
sentatives of small nations. The dignified and re
strained statement made by the representative of 
Saudi Arabia at the 220th meeting would surely 
find support. Mr. Baroody's appeal to the repre
sentatives of those countries where the Press had 
reached a very high stage of development strength
ened the Colombian delegation's conviction that 
moral values were more effective than legal obli
gations in achieving authenticity and trustworthi
ness in news. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) stated that when the 
vote was taken his delegation would maintain the 
attitude it had adopted throughout the discussion. 

He saw no purpose in stressing again that, in 
principle, Belgium was entirely in favour of free
dom of information and of the recognition of the 
right of correction on the international level. The 
Belgian Constitution guaranteed freedom of in
formation unreservedly: it would be desirable that 
the principles observed in that respect in Belgium 
should become universally applicable. Those who 
were trying to apply those principles on the inter
national level therefore had the Belgian delega
tion's full support. 

vernement c'est la une eventualite que le Gou
vernement de l'lnde se refuse a accepter. D'autre 
part, la clause relative a la censure qui figure a 
!'article XII et !'inclusion de la "defense nationale" 
dans les motifs qui peuvent etre invoques pour 
justifier la censure en temps de paix sont autant 
de raisons qui amenent le Gouvernement de l'lnde 
a reserver son approbation du nouvel instrument. 

La delegation de !'Incle n'abandonnera cepen
dant pas ses efforts en vue de remedier a ces 
clefauts, et elle espere qu'il sera possible d'arriver 
a un compromis veritable qui permettra a la 
grande majorite des gouvernements de signer 
sans reserve la convention relative a la transmis
sion internationale des informations et au droit 
de rectification au moment ou la seconde con
vention, relative a la liberte de !'information, 
sera soumise a leur approbation. 

M. SULTAN (Egypte) fait remarquer que le 
probleme fondamental reside clans la necessite 
d'assurer l'exercice de la Iiberte de !'information 
clans la mesure la plus large, sans pour cela 
porter atteinte aux exigences de la souverainete 
nationale des Etats. 

Le projet de convention n'offre pas, a cet 
egard, des garanties suffisantes. C'est pourquoi le 
Gouvernement egyptien a decide de s'abstenir lors 
du vote sur l'ensemble de ce projet. 

M. GONZALEZ FERNANDEZ (Colombie) rappelle 
que son pays, qui jouit traditionnellement d'une 
presse independante et libre, n'a epargne aucun 
effort au sein de la Commission pour etendre au 
domaine international l'application du principe de 
la liberte temperee par la responsabilite, principe 
qui inspire sa Constitution en matiere d'informa
tion et de presse. 

De nombreuses delegations ont exprime leur 
mecontentement de l'etat actuel des chases dans 
le domaine de }'information internationale. La 
delegation de la Colombie comprend et partage 
leurs sentiments. Elle espere que les representants 
des pays dont les entreprises controlent dans une 
grande mesure la transmission internationale des 
inforn1ations voudront bien se souvenir des griefs 
qui ont ete formules a cet egard par les repre
sentants des petites nations; la declaration digne 
et mesuree faite par le representant de l' Arabie 
saoudite a la 220eme seance ne restera surement 
pas sans echo. L'appel adresse a cette occasion 
par M. Baroody aux representants des pays dont 
la presse a atteint un degre de developpement tres 
eleve prouve le bien-fonde de la these chere a la 
delegation de la Colombie, a savoir que, lorsqu'il 
s'agit d'assurer aux informations un caractere 
veridique et loyal, les valeurs morales ont plus 
de poids que les obligations juridiques. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) declare que sa delega
tion restera fidele, au moment du vote, a !'attitude 
qu'elle a observee tout au long des debats. 

11 lui semble inutile de souligner a nouveau 
que la Belgique est entierement favorable, en 
principe, a la liberte de l'information et a la 
consecration du droit de rectification sur le plan 
international. La Constitution beige garantit sans 
reserve la liberte de l'inforrnation: on ne pour
rait que souhaiter que les principes qui regnent 
a cet egard en Belgique trouvent une application 
universelle. La delegation de la Belgique est done 
en entiere sympathie avec ceux qui essaient de 
transposer ces principes clans le domaine inter
national. 
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His delegation doubted, however, that the draft 
convention was likely to lead to such a result. In 
its existing form, it combined a number of empty 
formulae which were devoid of any new juridical 
significance, were often emphatic and useless, as 
in the case of the preamble and of articles II, IV, 
V, VI, VII and VIII, or even unacceptable, as in 
the case of article IX. 

In the circumstances, the Belgian delegation 
would abstain from voting on the draft convention 
as a whole without thereby prejudicing the posi
tion its Government might adopt when the draft 
was submitted to the General Assembly for ap
proval. 

Mr. KAHAL! (Syria) said that his delegation's 
consistent opposition to the various provisions of 
the draft convention was due to its defects of form 
and of substance. 

It would be far too lengthy a process to enum
erate all the criticisms that could be made about 
the draft; he would, however, summarize them by 
stating that, according to his delegation, the 
text was unworthy of a convention drafted by the 
United Nations. 

Mr. CHA (China) wished to associate himself 
with the thanks which had been addressed to the 
Chairman as well as to all members of the Secre
tariat who had rendered assistance to the Com
mittee. 

The Chinese delegation could not, however, vote 
in favour of that draft on account of the difficulties 
which had arisen as a result of the Committee's 
definition of the word "correspondent". Mr. Cha 
pointed out that the Third Committee had given 
that word an entirely different meaning from that 
agreed upon at Geneva. Consequently, the Chinese 
delegation found not only the first section of the 
convention unacceptable, but also the second sec
tion, concerning the right of correction, with 
which, however, it agreed in principle. 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) said that in between the 
positions of extreme optimism and extreme pessi
mism which were being adopted with regard to the 
convention, his delegation would choose a third 
position: that of objectivity. 

In fact, it considered that in drafting the text of 
the first convention, the Third Committee had un
dertaken a most useful task and one which it was 
to be hoped would be most fruitful for the future 
of the United Nations and the world. Yet, it had 
to be recognized that, besides its merits and possi
bilities, the convention contained many defects. 

Mr. Noriega stressed the fact that the conven
tion was meeting an indisputable need, that it was 
a symptom of a political phenomenon, the devel
opment of which could not be opposed, which con
sisted in the interpenetration of ideas across fron
tiers in a world reduced and unified as a result of 
scientific and technical progress. 

The Mexican delegation had always sought to 
reconcile the interests of those peoples who were 
anxious to defend their individuality with that ir
resistible tendency towards internationalization 
which was apparent in the modern world. The aim 
of each of its amendments had been not to restrict 

Elle doute cependant que le projet de convention 
soit de nature a conduire a un tel resultat. Sous 
sa forme actuelle, ii groupe un ensemble de 
forrnules creuses, depourvues de tout caractere 
juridique novateur, souvent emphatiques et inu
tiles - comme c'est le cas pour le preambule et 
pour les articles II, IV, V, VI, VII et VIII 
ou meme inacceptables - comme c' est le cas 
pour !'article IX. 

Dans ces conditions, la delegation de la Belgique 
s'abstiendra lors du vote sur l'ensemble du projet 
de convention, sans prejuger pour cela la position 
que pourra adopter son gouvernement lorsque le 
projet sera soumis a !'approbation de I'Assemblee 
generale. 

M. KAHAL! ( Syrie) <lit que !'opposition que 
Sa delegation a manifestee de maniere constante 
aux differentes dispositions de la convention se 
fonde a la fois sur les vices de forme et sur les 
defauts de fond que presente le projet. 

M. Kahali declare qu'il serait trop long d'enu
merer tousles reproches que l'on pourrait adresser 
a ce projet: ii les resumera en disant que, de 
l'avis de Sa delegation, ce texte est indigne d'une 
convention elaboree par !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. 

M. CHA (Chine) voudrait s'associer aux remer
ciements qui ont ete adresses au President ainsi 
qu'a tous les membres du Secretariat qui ont 
prete leur concours aux travaux de la Commission. 

La delegation de la Chine ne pourra cependant 
donner sa voix a ce projet en raison des diffi
cultes soulevees par la definition donnee par la 
Commission au terme "correspondant". M. Cha 
fait remarquer que la Troisieme Commission a 
donne a ce terme une acception entierement diffe
rente de celle qui avait ete convenue a Geneve. 
Les difficultes ainsi creees rendent inacceptables 
pour la delegation chinoise non seulement la pre
miere section de la convention, mais egalement 
la deuxieme section, relative au droit de rectifica
ti_on, auquel elle est cependant favorable en prin
c1pe. 

M. NORIEGA ( Mexique) dit qu' entre les posi
tions d'optimisme et de pessimisme extremes 
adoptees a l'egard de la convention, la delegation 
du Mexique choisit une troisieme position, celle 
de l'objectivite. 

Elle estime en effet que la Troisieme Commis
sion, en redigeant le texte de la convention, a 
accompli une tache des plus utiles et, on peut 
l'esperer, des plus fructueuses pour I'avenir de 
l'Organisation des Nations Unies et du monde. 
Cela n'empeche pas la delegation mexicaine de 
reconnaitre que la convention comporte de nom
breux defauts ; rnais celle-ci n' en a pas moins des 
vertus et possibilites. 

M. Noriega souligne que la convention repond 
a un besoin ineluctable, qu'elle est l'indice d'un 
phenomene politique au developpement duquel on 
ne saurait s'opposer et qui consiste dans l'inter
penetration des idees, par-dessus les frontieres, 
clans un monde reduit et unifie par les progres de 
la science et de la technique. 

La delegation du Mexique a toujours cherche 
a concilier les interets des peuples qui ont a cceur 
de defendre le11r individualite avec cette tendance 
irresistible a !'internationalisation que l'on cons
tate clans le monde moderne. Chacun de ses 
amendements avait pour but, non de limiter la 
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freedom of information, as might have been be
lieved, but on the contrary to provide essential 
guarantees against any misuse of that freedom. 
The members of the Committee who had voted in 
favour of most of its proposals had clearly under
stood that fact. 

Mr. Noriega stated in conclusion that the M1txi
can delegation would vote in favour of the draft 
convention as a whole, while reserving its final 
position with regard to article V and to the sec
ond part of article II. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) said that his dele
gation believed in absolute freedom of informa
tion. His country had suffered too much during 
the occupation of its territory not to appreciate 
fully the enjoyment of that freedom. 

He understood the doubts and criticism ex
pressed by certain small nations but he pointed 
out that the convention which it was proposed to 
adopt should have a universal value and should 
not reflect the grievances of a minority. That was 
the aim of the text drawn up by the Committee 
and that was why his delegation would vote in 
its favour in spite of undeniable imperfections. 

Mr. ZoNov (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics) recalled that during the debate the USSR 
delegation had repeatedly condemned the serious 
defects and omissions in the draft convention. It 
did not include any of the essential provisions 
which ought to figure in a convention on the inter
national transmission of news and the right of 
correction. Nothing in it provided for the authen
ticity and objectivity of news, without which there 
could be no understanding among the peoples of 
the world. Nothing imposed upon correspondents 
the obligation to combat warmongers, or even to 
contribute to the ultimate aims of the United 
Nations, that is to say, to the maintenance of inter
national peace and security. Moreover, the Com
mittee had deemed it advisable to remove from the 
preamble the only reference in the text to the ne
cessity of combating nazi and fascist propaganda. 

On the contrary, the majority of the provisions 
of the conventions would have the sole effect of 
safeguarding the interests of the big agencies 
which held the monopoly of world news. The con
vention would not protect the small nations which 
were without adequate means to defend them
selves against seizure by the monopolies. In gen
eral, it was directed against the interests of the 
people of the world to the advantage of those few 
Powers which had the monopolies. 

The USSR delegation, therefore, true to the 
attitude it had maintained from the beginning of 
the work of the Committee, would vote against the 
adoption of the draft convention. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the draft con
vention as a whole (A/C.3/496 and A/C.3/ 
496/ Add.I), as amended. 

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

man, was called upon to ~,ote first. 
In favour: Haiti, Honduras, Lebanon, Liberia, 

Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Sweden, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, United States of 

liberte de !'information ainsi qu'on a pu le croire, 
mais, au contraire, d'assurer les garanties essen
tielles contre tout abus de cette liberte. Les 
membres de la Commission l'ont tres bien com
pris, qui ont accorde leurs suffrages a la plupart 
de ses propositions. 

M. Noriega annonce, en conclusion, que la 
delegation du Mexique votera pour l'ensemble du 
projet de convention, tout en reservant son attitude 
definitive a l'egard de l'article V et de la seconde 
partie de !'article II. 

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) <lit que sa delega
tion croit en la liberte absolue de !'information. 
La Republique des Philippines a trop souffert 
pendant !'occupation de son territoire pour ne pas 
apprecier a sa pleine valeur la jouissance de 
cette liberte. 

M. Mendez comprend les craintes et les re
proches exprimes par certaines petites nations, 
mais il fait remarquer que la convention que l'on 
se propose d'adopter doit avoir une valeur uni
verselle et non pas refieter les griefs d'une mino
rite. Le texte etabli par la Commission cherche 
a atteindre ce but: c'est pourquoi la delegation 
des Philippines votera en sa fa veur malgre ses 
indeniables imperfections. 

M. ZoNov (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) rappelle que la delegation de l'URSS 
n'a cesse de denoncer, au cours des debats, les 
graves defauts et les lacunes du projet de conven
tion. Ce projet ne comporte en effet aucune des 
dispositions essentielles qui devraient figurer clans 
une convention relative a la transmission inter
nationale des informations et au droit de recti
fication. Rien n'assure aux informations le carac
tere veridique et l'objectivite sans lesquels ii 
ne saurait y avoir d'entente entre les peuples. 
Rien, par ailleurs, n'impose aux correspondants 
}'obligation de lutter contre les fauteurs de guerre, 
ni meme de contribuer par Ieurs activites au fins 
ultimes de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
c'est-a-dire au maintien de la paix et de la securite 
internationales. La Commission a juge bon, au 
surplus, de supprimer du preambule la seule allu
sion a la necessite de !utter contre la propagande 
nazie et fasciste qui figuriit clans le texte. 

Au contraire, la plupart des dispositions de la 
convention auront pour seul effet de sauvegarder 
les interets des grandes entreprises qui detiennent 
le monopole des informations clans le monde. 
La convention ne protegera pas les petites nations 
depourvues de moyens adequats pour se defendre 
contre la mainmise des monopoles. Elle est, d'une 
maniere generale, dirigee contre Jes interets des 
peuples du monde, au profit des quelques Puis
sances a qui appartiennent ces monopoles. 

La delegation de l'URSS, fidele a la position 
qu'elle a defendue depuis le debut des travaux 
de la Commission, votera done contre le projet 
de convention. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix !'ensemble du 
projet de convention (A/C.3/496 et A/C.3/496/ 
Add. I) tel qu'il a ete amende. 

ll est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L' appel commence par la Grece, dont le nom 

est tire au sort par le President. 
V otent pour: Hai'ti, Honduras, Liban, Liberia 

Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Norvege: 
Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Suede, Union Sud
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
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America, Venezuela, Australia, Brazil, Canada, 
Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Re
public, Ecuador, Ethiopia, France. 

Against: Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic. 

Abstaining: Guatemala, India, Iran, Saudi 
Arabia, Siam, Syria, Afghanistan, Argentina, Bel
gium, Burma, China, Egypt. 

The draft convention, as amended, was adopted 
in its English, French and Spanish texts, by 27 
votes to 4, with 12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN thanked the members of Sub
Committee 5 and particularly its Chairman, Mr. 
van Heuven Goedhart, for their large share in 
carrying out the work of the Committee. He also 
expressed his gratitude to the six delegations 
which had spared no effort to improve the text 
of the convention and make it acceptable to the 
majority of the Committee. 

The meeting rose at 7.20 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY-FIFTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Wednesday, 11 May 1949, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION (CONTINUED) 

Mr. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) regretted that he 
had been obliged to abstain from voting on the 
draft convention as a whole, not because he dis
agreed in any way with its underlying principles, 
but because he felt that it had not taken the diffi
culties of small countries sufficiently into account. 
He pointed out that the convention in its final 
form had not achieved its object of being generally 
acceptable to all the peoples of the world, since the 
delegations which had abstained, together with 
those which had voted against the final text, repre
sented between them the largest part of the 
world's population. 

Mr. OTANO VILANOVA (Argentina) said that 
his delegation was fully in favour of the principles 
of freedom of information, which were already 
guaranteed in the Constitution of Argentina. His 
country had, in fact, gone further in some respects 
in guaranteeing the status of correspondents than 
the draft convention itself. He was glad that the 
principles already recognized in his country had 
been embodied in an international convention, but, 
from the practical viewpoint, it hardly seemed 
necessary for his country to ratify such a con
vention, as it would simply be a repetition of al
ready existing legislation. It had been for that 
reason and not because he was opposed to its prin
ciples that he had abstained from voting on the 
final text of the draft convention. Moreover, many 
alterations had been made to the basic text during 
the session and his Government would require 

Venezuela, Australie, Bresil, Canada, Chili, Co
lombie, Cuba, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, 
Equateur, Ethiopie, France. 

V otent contre : Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes so
vietiques, Y ougoslavie, Republique socialiste sovie~ 
tique de Bielorussie. 

S' abstiennent: Guatemala, Inde, Iran, Arabie 
saoudite, Siam, Syrie, Afghanistan, Argentine, 
Belgique, Birmanie, Chine, Egypte. 

Par 27 voix contre 4, avec 12 abstentions, le 
projet de convention tel qu'il a ete amende est 
adopte, dans les textes anglais, fran,ais et espagnol. 

Le PRESIDENT remercie les membres de la 
Sous-Commission 5 et tout particulierement leur 
President, M. van Heuven Goedhart, pour la 
grande part qu'ils ont prise clans l'accomplissement 
des travaux de la Commission. Sa gratitude s'etend 
egalement aux six delegations qui n'ont epargne 
aucun effort pour ameliorer le texte de la conven
tion et le rendre acceptable a la majorite de la 
Commission. 

La seance est levee a 19 h. 20. 

DEUX CENT VINGT-CINQUIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le 1nercredi 11 mai 1949 a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

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

PROJET DE CONVENTION RELATIF A LA TRANSMIS
SION INTERNATIONALE DES INFORMATIONS ET 
AG DROIT DE RECTIFICATION (SUITE) 

M. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) a du s'abstenir au 
moment du vote sur !'ensemble du projet de con
vention, non pas qu'il eut a faire la moindre 
reserve sur ses principes fondamentaux, mais parce 
qu'il avait le sentiment que ce texte ne tenait pas 
suffisamment compte des difficultes rencontrees 
par les petits pays. La convention, clans sa forme 
definitive, n'atteint pas le but vise qui etait d'etablir 
un texte acceptable, d'une fa<;on generale, pour 
tous les peuples du monde : en effet, les delegations 
qui se sont abstenues et celles qui ont vote contre 
representent la plus grande partie de la population 
mondiale. 

M. OTANO VrLANOVA (Argentine) declare que 
sa delegation approuve entierement les principes 
de la liberte de !'information, qui sont du reste 
deja garantis clans la Constitution de I' Argentine. 
En fait, son pays est alle, a certains points de vue, 
beaucoup plus loin que le projet de convention lui
meme pour garantir' le statut des correspondants. 
M. Otano Vilanova se rejouit de constater que les 
principes deja reconnus clans son pays ont ete 
introduits clans une convention internationale ; 
toutefois, du point de vue pratique, il semble 
superflu que son pays ratifie cette convention, car 
il ne ferait alors qu'adopter une seconde fois une 
legislation deja existante. C'est pour cette raison 
qu'il s'est abstenu lors du vote sur le texte defi
nitif du projet de convention, et non pas parce 
qu'il etait oppose a ses principes. De plus, on a 
apporte tant de modifications au texte primitif de 
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some time to consider these alterations before ex
pressing its final attitude towards the draft con
vention. 

Mr. MENESES PALLARES (Ecuador) stressed 
the great importance of the draft convention that 
had just been completed. At a time when disputes 
and tension abounded, the dissemination of accu
rate information offered the only hope of sur
mounting the difficulties. The Press should not be 
controlled, either by commercial or governmental 
interests, but journalists should always be com
pletely objective. He had voted in favour of the 
draft convention in its final form because it guar
anteed freedom for the interchange of information, 
which was so important to cultural development, 
and provided for an international right of correc
tion. It also contained useful provisions about the 
high standards which journalists should set them
selves in the exercise of their functions. Freedom 
of expression was one of the fundamental rights 
guaranteed in his country's Constitution and he 
therefore welcomed the draft convention which, in 
spite of certain defects, would help to promote 
general recognition of some very important prin
ciples. 

Mr. LARSSON (Sweden) said that he had voted 
in favour of the final text of the draft convention 
in spite of the fact that he had raised objections, 
in the course of the discussion, to several points, 
including the amalgamation of two draft conven
tions which had originally been separate, and the 
wording of articles IX, X and XII. 

The document could not have much practical 
effect in Sweden, since its principles were already 
fully guaranteed in the domestic legislation. Never
theless, in the interests of international co-opera
tion, he had felt it his duty to vote in favour of 
the convention as a whole. 

Mr. RUNDALL (United Kingdom) reserved his 
delegation's right to explain its attitude towards 
the draft convention fullv when it came before 
the General Assembly at ~ plenary meeting. 

In his opinion, the adoption of the draft con
vention marked a great step forward in interna
tional relations. It was the first time that the 
nations of the world had agreed to codify the 
facilities they were prepared to grant to journal
ists. It was the first time that the right of correc
tion had been established on an international level 
and the countries of the United Nations had for 
the first time stated what they considered the re
sponsibilities of journalists to be. 

la convention au cours de la session qu'il faudra un 
certain temps a son gouvernement pour les etudier 
avant de pouvoir exprimer son opinion definitive 
a J'egard du projet de convention. 

M. xviENESEs PALLARES ( Equateur) souligne la 
grande importance du projet de convention qui 
vient d'etre adopte. Dans la periode actuelle de 
tension et de controverses, le seul moyen de venir 
a bout des difficultes est d'assurer la diffusion 
d'inf0rmations exactes. II ne faut pas que la presse 
soit contr6lee par des inten~ts commerciaux ou 
gouvernementaux. Il faut, au contraire, que les 
journalistes demeurent toujours completement ob-

1 jectifs. M. Meneses Pallares a vote pour le projet 
1 de convention sous sa forn1e definitive parce qu'il 

garantit la liberte des echanges d'informations, 
condition importante du progres culture!, et aussi 
parce qu'il prevoit, sur le plan international, le 
droit de rectification. La convention contient egale
ment des dispositions utiles en ce qui concerne 
!'ideal auquel doivent viser les journalistes clans 
l'exercice de leurs fonctions. La liberte d'expres
sion est l'un des droits fondamentaux garantis par 
la Constitution de son pays ; M. Meneses Pallares 
est done satisfait de !'adoption du projet de con
vention qui, en depit de certaines lacunes, contri
buera a faire reconnaitre certains principes tres 
importants. 

M. LARSSON (Suede) declare qu'il a vote pour 
le texte definitif du projet de convention bien que, 
au cours du debat, ii ait souleve des objections sur 
certains points, notamment sur la fusion de deux 
projets de convention qui constituaient a l'origine 
des textes distincts, et sur la redaction des articles 
IX, X et XII. 

Le document ne saurait avoir beaucoup d'effets 
pratiques en Suede, car le respect des principes 
qu'il contient est deja pleinement garanti par la 
legislation du pays. Toutefois, M. Larsson a estime 
de son devoir de voter pour !'adoption de !'en
semble de la convention, afin de favoriser la coope
ration intemationale. 

M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) declare que sa 
delegation se reserve le droit d'expliquer plus lon
guement son attitude a l'egard du projet de con
vention lorsque I' Assemblee generale sera appelee 
a statuer en seance pleniere. 

L'adoption de ce projet constitue une etape 
importante dans le progres des relations inter
nationales. C'est la premiere fois que les nations 
du monde se sont mises d'accord pour definir, par 

· ecrit, les facilites qu'elles etaient disposees a accor
der aux journalistes. C'est la premiere fois que le 
droit de rectification est proclame sur le plan 
international, et c' est egalement la premiere fois 
que les Membres des Nations Unies ont defini les 
responsabilites des journalistes. 

The representative of Saudi Arabia had indi- i 

cated ( 220th meeting) the very real problems of 
the smaller countries, but 1fr. Rundall did not 
agree with the representative of Poland that the 
solution of those problems lay in strict govern
mental control of the Press. In his opinion, such 
control would be the very reverse of freedom of 
information. 

Le representant de l'Arabie saoudite a fort bien 
expose ( 220eme seance) les problemes tres reels 
qui se posent pour les petits pays. Toutefois, 
M. Rundall ne s'associe pas a !'opinion du repre
sentant de la Pologne, suivant laquelle le moyen de 
resoudre ces problemes consiste en un controle 
severe de la presse par le gouvernement. A son 
avis, un tel controle serait la negation meme de la 
liberte de !'information. 

The representative of Mexico had stated that 
moral obligations were often more powerful than 
legal ones ; the inclusion of a statement of the re-

Le representant du Mexique a declare que les 
obligations morales ont souvent plus de poids que 
les obligations juridiques: l'introduction dans le 
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sponsibilities of journalists in the draft convention 
was a further sign of progress. 

The draft convention was not entirely satisfac
tory to any delegation. For example, the United 
Kingdom delegation considered some of the 
escape clauses in article XII to be too wide. 
Nevertheless, it did represent the best possible 
compromise. Several new points had been inserted 
in the text of the convention and his Government 
would have to consider those points carefully be
fore taking a final decision. 

Mr. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopia) said that he had 
voted in favour of the draft convention as a whole, 
not because all the articles were entirely satisfac
tory to his delegation, but in order to show his 
agreement with the general principles it set forth. 
As a small country, Ethiopia welcomed any at
tempt to promote international co-operation and 
understanding and to maintain international peace 
and security. 

The draft convention contained many defects and 
he would have preferred the Committee to have 
adopted a more moderate and careful approach to 
the subject. It had been in that spirit that he had 
supported the original Mexican amendment to the 
former article 9.1 

Nevertheless, he considered the draft convention 
to be a step forward in international relations and 
for that reason had voted in favour of the final 
text. The various documents drafted by the 
United Nations, such as the l;niversal Declara
tion of Human Rights and the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Geno
cide, were valuable innovations in the field of 
international relations. He hoped that the draft 
convention just completed would also make a 
valuable contribution. 

Mr. CANHAM (l7nited States of America) said 
that his delegation would explain its position more 
fully before the General Assembly. He was grate
ful for the general desire to reach agreement 
which had been apparent throughout the Commit
tee's discussions. 

With regard to the problems that had been 
raised by some delegations, he was convinced that 
there was nothing in the convention which would 
enable the national of one Contracting State to 
flout his own Government. Such action would un
doubtedly be a flagrant abuse of the provisions of 
the convention. 

Commenting on the remarks made by the repre
sentatives of Saudi Arabia (220th meeting) and 
Colombia (224th meeting), Mr. Canham said that 

_the United States Press was aware of the problems 
and responsibilities confronting it, as was shown 
by the fact that the American Society of News
paper Editors had recently invited Mr. Alberto 
Lleras to speak on the very problems mentioned 
by the representative of Colombia. 

The task of the Press was to find out what was 
happening in the world and to report the facts as 
objectively as possible. The duty of journalists 
was towards the people of the world rather than 
towards newspaper proprietors, and they should 

1 See 202nd meeting. 

projet de convention d'un enonce des responsa
bilites des journalistes constitue un autre signe de 
progres. 

Le projet de convention ne satisfait entierement 
aucune delegation. La delegation du Royaume
Uni, par exemple, estime que certaines des clauses 
d'exception de !'article XII sont d'une portee trop 
large. II n'empeche que la convention represente 
la meilleure solution de compromis. Plusieurs ele
ments nouveaux ont ete ajoutes au texte de la 
convention; le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni 
devra Jes etudier de pres avant de prendre une 
decision definitive. 

M. ALMAYEHOU (Ethiopie) declare que s'il 
a vote pour !'ensemble du projet de convention, ce 
n'est pas parce que tous ses articles donnent pleine
ment satisfaction a sa delegation, mais pour mon
trer qu'il etait d'accord sur les principes generaux 
enonces. En tant que petits pays, l'Ethiopie ac
cueille avec plaisir toute tentative en vue de favo
riser la cooperation et la bonne entente inter
nationales et de maintenir la paix et la securite 
internationales. 

Le projet de convention est loin d'etre parfait, 
et M. Almayehou aurait prefere que la Commis
sion abordat le probleme avec plus de moderation 
et de prudence. C'est dans cet esprit qu'il a appuye 
l'amendement primitivement propose par le 
Mexique a l'ancien article 91• 

Il considere toutefois que le projet de convention 
marque un progres dans les relations internatio
nales, et c'est pour cette raison qu'il a vote pour le 
texte definitif. Les divers documents etablis par 
l'Organisation des Nations Unies, tels que la 
Declaration universelle des droits de l'homme et 
la Convention pour la prevention et la repression 
du crime de genocide, sont des innovations utiles 
dans le domaine des relations internationales. 
M. Almayehou espere que le projet de convention 
qui vient d'etre adopte contribuera, lui aussi, au 
progres de ces relations. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Gnis d'Amerique) indique 
que sa delegation exposera plus longuement sa 
position a l'Assemblee generale. II est heureux de 
constater que, d'une maniere generale, les mem
bres de la Commission ont montre au cours des 
debats leur desir d'aboutir a un accord. 

En ce qui concerne les problemes souleves par 
certaines delegations, il a la conviction que la con
vention ne contient rien qui permette a un ressor
tissant d'un Etat contractant de narguer le gou
vernement de son pays. Ce serait la, en effet, un 
abus flagrant des dispositions de la convention. 

Rappelant les observations formulees par les 
representants de 1' Arabie saoudite ( 220eme 
seance) et de la Colombie ( 224eme seance), 
r.1. Canham declare que la presse americaine a 
pleine conscience des problemes qu'elle doit resou
dre et des responsabilites qui lui incombent. La 
preuve en est que !'American Society of News
paper Editors a recemment invite M. Alberto 
Lleras a faire une conference sur les divers pro
blemes auxquels a fait allusion le representant de 
la Colombie. 

La presse a pour tache de savoir ce qui se passe 
clans le monde et d'en rendre compte aussi objecti
vement que possible. Les journalistes ont des 
devoirs bien plus a l'egard des peuples du monde 
qu'envers les proprietaires de journaux, et ils 

'Voir la 202eme seance. 
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seek to give a true statement of facts, as far as was 
possible in an imperfect world. 

He recognized that the draft convention was 
not perfect, but it did represent the widest possible 
range of agreement. It was quite true that the 
Press had its shortcomings, but the state of affairs 
would have been infinitely worse if the Committee 
had incorporated any provisions in the convention 
which might have led to totalitarian control of the 
means of information. He sincerely hoped that the 
draft convention would contribute to the peace and 
stability of the world. 

Mr. MORGAN (Liberia) said that freedom of the 
Press was fully guaranteed in his country. The 
provisions of the draft convention were not all en
tirely satisfactory, but he had voted in favour of 
the final text in a spirit of compromise. He was 
glad that the moral obligations of correspondents 
had been set forth in article XII, since his country 
had not escaped from the evils of false and dis
torted reports in the past. 

His country did not possess any really effective 
means for gathering and disseminating informa
tion and would not, therefore, be able to enjoy the 
full benefits of the convention in the same way as 
other more fortunate countries. He hoped, how
ever, that the convention would have a beneficial 
effect and would contribute towards international 
understanding and the maintenance of peace and 
security. He reminded the Committee that the 
draft convention just completed was only the first 
step towards the achievement of general recogni
tion for the principles of freedom of information. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) wished to exercise the 
newly instituted right of correction. At the 204th 
meeting he had made a reference to the material, 
physical, economic, social, climatic and other dif
ferences existing between the various regions of 
the globe such as the Arctic region and Yucatan, 
Times Square and the Belgian Congo and had 
stated that, in view of those differences, the same 
legislation could not be automatically applied 
throughout the world. That reference had been 
misinterpreted by newspapermen as an expression 
of disdain or hostility towards the inhabitants of 
some regions. Mr. Lebeau earnestly assured the 
Committee that nothing had been further from 
his intention and that the attitude of the Belgian 
delegation was, in fact, one of friendliness and 
esteem towards all human beings everywhere. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) remarked that he had 
never doubted the Belgian representative's good
will ; he thanked him for the explanation, which 
would serve to dispel any possible misunder
standing. 

Mr. RrnMENS (Netherlands) remarked that the 
convention on the international transmission of 
news and the right of correction represented an 
important piece of work, on which the Committee 
was to be congratulated. 

Reference had been made at the previous meet
ing to attitudes of extreme optimism and extreme 
pessimism; in his view, it would be more proper to 
speak of a constructive and a destructive attitude 
and of an attitude of aloofness which lay between 
those two extremes. The attitude of aloofness 

doivent s'efforcer de rendre compte des evene
ments aussi exactement qu'ils peuvent le faire clans 
un monde imparfait. 

Certes, le texte du projet de convention n'est 
pas un texte ideal, mais il a permis de realiser 
!'accord clans toute la mesure realisable. I1 est par
faitement exact que la presse ait ses defauts, mais 
la situation eut ete bien pire si la Commission 
avait introduit clans la convention des dispositions 
de nature a aboutir a un controle totalitaire des 
moyens d'information. M. Canham a le ferme 
espoir que le projet de convention contribuera a la 
paix et a la stabilite du monde. 

M. l\foRGAN (Liberia) declare que la liberte de 
la presse est pleinement garantie clans son pays. 
Les dispositions du projet de convention ne sont 
pas toutes entierement satisfaisantes. I1 a tcmte
fois vote pour le texte definitif par esprit de com
promis. II est heureux que l'article XII enonce les 
obligations morales des correspondants, parce que 
son pays n'a pas toujours pu echapper, clans le 
passe, aux consequences nefastes de la diffusion de 
nouvelles erronees et deformees. 

Son pays ne dispose pas de moyens vraiment 
efficaces d'acces aux informations et de diffusion 
des nouvelles et, a la difference d'autres pays 
mieux partages, il ne pourra done pas beneficier 
entierement des avantages de la convention. M. 
Morgan espere toutefois que la convention aura des . 
effets salutaires et contribuera a la bonne entente 
internationale et au maintien de la paix et de la. 
securite. I1 rappelle a la Commission que le projet 
de convention qui vient d'etre vote n'est que le 
premier pas vers la reconnaissance generale des 
principes de la liberte de !'information. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) demande a se prevaloir 
du droit de rectification si recemment proclame. 
II a parle, a la 204eme seance, des differences ma
terielles, physiques, economiques, sociales, clima
tiques et autres existant entre Jes diverses regions 
du globe par exemple la region arctique et le 
Yucatan, Times Square et le Congo belge -
ajoutant que, en raison de ces differences, on ne 
saurait appliquer automatiquement la meme legis
lation dans le monde entier. Certains journalistes. 
ont, a tort, interprete cette declaration comme une 
manifestation de mepris OU d'hostilite a l'egard, 
des habitants de certaines regions. M. Lebeau 
assure a la Commission que cela n'etait nullement 
clans ses intentions et que la delegation de la Bel
gique a une attitude amicale et professe la plus 
grande estime a l'egard de tous les etres humains,. 
en quelque region qu'ils se trouvent. 

M. NoRIEGA (Mexique) declare qu'il n'a jamais. 
mis en doute les bonnes dispositions du represen
tant de la Belgique; il le remercie de son explica-· 
tion, qui dissipera toute possibilite de malentendu .. 

M. RrEMENS (Pays-Bas) considere que la con
vention relative a la transmission internationale
des informations et au droit de rectification est 
une ceuvre importante, dont il y a lieu de feliciter 
la Commission. 

On a parle a la seance precedente de certaines, 
attitudes qui temoignaient d'un optimisme ou d'un 
pessimisme outranciers. II serait plus exact de 
parler d'attitudes constructives et destructives et 
d'une certaine attitude de detachement qui se situe 
entre ces deux extremes. On ne saurait justifier-
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could be justified neither by the incontestable fact 
that the convention was not perfect - since it 
represented a first step in the right direction and 
could be improved in the future-nor by the claim 
that it was a revised draft which Governments 
had not been able to study, since those Govern
ments would have full opportunity to do so before 
deciding whether or not they wished to accede 
to it. 

The destructive attitude was equally unjusti
fiable. It was the duty of the United Nations to 
aid in the development of international law, and 
the attempt to do so which the convention repre
sented was therefore entirely in order. 

Mr. Riemens hoped that more delegations would 
adopt the constructive attitude and that when the 
vote was taken in the General Assembly the con
vention would gain new supporters. 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) remarked that, 
although his delegation did not agree with some 
of the provisions of the convention, it had, in a 
spirit of co-operation, cast a favourable vote. That 
vote would not, of course, prejudge the action of 
the Venezuelan Government when the convention 
was opened for signature. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) associated him
self with the remarks made by the Colombian 
representative at the previous meeting. 

He compared the convention which had resulted 
from the Committee's joint labour to a garment, 
made of a material woven by the United Kingdom, 
designed by France, cut and fitted by the United 
States and ornamented and embroidered by a 
number of other countries. Unfortunately, in spite 
of the valiant efforts made by Mexico to adjust it 
to fit some of the smaller nations, the garment was 
too loose for them, as it was for the Soviet Union. 

Although the United States and the United 
Kingdom delegations themselves had admitted 
that the convention was not perfect, it undoubtedly 
represented some progress on the part of those 
countries. The Saudi Arabian delegation had no 
wish to put a spoke in the wheel of that progress ; 
it fervently hoped, however, that the countries 
with highly developed media of information would 
soon initiate international or domestic conferences 
of correspondents, publishers and information 
agencies at which a code of ethics for the profes
sion might be established. When such a code was 
in operation, and when the small nations them
selves were in a better position, they might be 
able to adhere to the convention. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) observed that when he 
had asked his Government for specific instruct
tions with respect to the convention, he had been 
allowed full freedom to use his own judgment. 
He had done that to the best of his ability ; since 
in his judgment, the convention represented a step 
forward, he had voted for it. 

Mr. CHAUVET (Haiti) said that he had voted 
in favour of the convention in a spirit of optimism. 
DRAFT RESOLUTION ON RESOLUTIONS OF THE 

UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE ON FREEDOM 
OF INFORMATION (A/C.3/511) 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) in
troducing his draft resolution, stated that, upon 

une attitude de detachement en pretendant - fait 
incontestable - que la convention n'est pas par
faite, car elle n'est qu'un premier pas clans la bonne 
direction et peut etre amelioree plus tard. On ne 
peut non plus justifier une telle attitude en pre
tendant qu'il s'agit d'un texte revise que les gou
vernements n'ont pu etudier: en effet, ces gouver
nements auront toute latitude pour le faire avant 
de decider OU non d'y adherer. 

On ne saurait non plus justifier !'attitude des
tructive. L'Organisation des Nations Unies a le 
devoir d'aider a developper le droit international. 
II est done normal qu'on ait essaye de le faire 
clans la convention. 

M. Riemens espere qu'un plus grand nombre de 
delegations adopteront une attitude constructive et 
que la convention aura de nouveaux defenseurs au 
moment du vote a l' Assemblee generate. 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) fait remarquer 
que, bien que sa delegation n'approuve pas cer
taines des dispositions de la convention, elle a 
vote en sa faveur par esprit de cooperation. Ce 
vote affirmatif ne saurait evidemment prejuger la 
decision du Gouvernement du Venezuela lorsque 
la convention sera ouverte a la signature. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) s'associe aux 
observations presentees par le representant de la 
Colombie a la seance precedente. 

II compare la convention a laquelle ont abouti 
les travaux de la Commission a un vetement dont 
l'etoffe aurait ete tissee par le Royaume-Uni, le 
patron fourni par la France, la coupe et les 
retouches effectuees par les Etats-Unis et les gar
nitures et les broderies executees par un certain 
nombre d'autres pays. Malheureusement, en depit 
des efforts faits par le Mexique pour l'ajuster a 
la taille des petits pays, ce vetement est beaucoup 
trop grand pour eux, comme il l'est du reste pour 
l'Union sovietique. 

Bien que les delegations des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni aient admis elles-memes que la con
vention etait imparfaite, celle-ci represente sans 
aucun doute un pas en avant de la part de ces pays. 
La delegation de l' Arabie saoudite ne voudrait 
nullement entraver la marche de ce progres. Elle 
a toutefois le fervent espoir que les pays qui dis
posent de moyens d'information tres developpes 
prendront bientot !'initiative de reunir des confe
rences internationales ou nationales de correspon
dants, de proprietaires de journaux, et d'entre
prises d'information, ou l'on pourra etablir un code 
de morale professionnelle du journalisme. Lors
qu'un tel code sera en vigueur et que les petits 
pays seront clans une situation meilleure, ceux-ci 
pourront peut-etre adherer a la convention. 

l\1. PENTEADO (Bresil) fait remarquer que, lors
qu'il a demande a son gouvernement des instruc
tions precises au sujet de la convention, on lui a 
laisse toute discretion. Il a done fait ce qu'il a pu. 
A son avis, la convention constitue un pas en avant : 
il a done vote en sa faveur. 

M. CHAUVET (Haiti) indique que c'est par 
optimisme qu'il a vote pour la convention. 

PROJET DE RESOLUTION RELATIF AUX RESOLUTIONS 
DE LA CONFERENCE DES NATIONS UNIES SUR LA 
LIBERTE DE L'INFORMATION (A/C.3/511) 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique), presen
tant son projet de resolution, declare que, apres 
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examining the forty-three resolutions adopted by 
the United Nations Conference on Freedom of 
Information and transmitted to the General As
sembly by the Economic and Social Council, he 
had come to the conclusion that most of them fell 
in two definite categories: those which required 
action by the Economic and Social Council, and 
those which did not call for action either by the 
Council or by the General Assembly and of which 
it was sufficient to take note. The last two para
graphs of his draft resolution therefore indicated 
which resolutions were referred to the Council, 
and which were taken note of by the General 
Assembly. That appeared to be the simplest and 
most logical way to deal with the matter. 

The United States representative pointed out 
that his list did not include resolution 9, 1 

which was dealt with separately in document 
A/C.3/497; resolution 39,2 which related to the 
Sub-Commission on Freedom of Information and 
the Press and upon which action had already been 
taken by the Economic and Social Council by its 
resolution 197 (VIII), and resolutions 41,3 424 

and 43,4 which were purely procedural. 

Mr. RECHENDORFF (Denmark) said that he 
would vote in favour of the United States reso
lution. His Government wished, however, to re
peat the reservation it had made at the Conference 
with respect to resolutions 37,5 386 and 40 ;7 the 
first two dealt with subjects - the social security 
and salaries of news personnel - which were a 
matter for domestic regulation rather than inter
national resolutions; while the last proposed the 
institution of a Day of Friendship and Mutual 
Understanding in the Press - ideals at which the 
Press should aim throughout the year. 

Mr. R1.,;NDALL (United Kingdom) supported 
the United States resolution, the provisions of 
which closely corresponded with the Secretariat 
analysis of the action called for by the various 
resolutions (A/C.3/485). Since the Committee 
was unable to devote to some of those resolutions 
the time they deserved, it would be well to have 
them fully discussed by the Economic and Social 
Council. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia), in reply to a remark 
by Mr. LEBEA1.,; (Belgium), said that, although 
resolution 2 was a statement of general principles, 
it should be referred to the Economic and Social 
Council because it complemented resolution 3,8 

which called for action by the Council. 

He supported the United States draft resolu
tion. 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) also supported 
that draft resolution. He inquired, however, why 
resolution 11,9 which in the opinion of the Secre
tariat did not call for action by the Economic 

1 See Fina! Act of the United Nations Conference on 
Freedom o_f ln_formation, annex C. page 26. 

2 Ibid., page 39. 
• Ibid., page 40. 
• Ibid., page 41. 
"Ibid., page 37. 
• Ibid., page 38. 
• Ibid., page 40. 
'Ibid., page 23. 
• Ibid., page 27. 

avoir examine les quarante-trois resolutions adop
tees par la Conference des Nations Unies sur la 
liberte de !'information et transmises a I' Assem
blee generale par le Conseil economique et social, 
i1 en est venu a la conclusion que la plupart se 
rangeaient dans deux categories distinctes : celles 
auxquelles le Conseil economique et social pour
rait donner suite et celles qui n'appellent aucune 
action de la part du Conseil ou de l' Assemblee 
generale et dont il suffit de prendre note. Les deux 
derniers paragraphes de son projet de resolution 
indiquent quelles sont les resolutions a renvoyer au 
Conseil et quelles sont celles dont l' Assemblee 
generale doit prendre note. Il semble que ce soit 
la la fa<;on la plus simple et la plus logique de 
traiter de la question. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis fait remarquer 
qu'il n'a pas inclus dans sa liste la resolution 
91, traitee a part clans le document A/C.3/497, ni 
la resolution 392, qui interesse la Sous-Commission 
de la liberte de !'information et de la presse et a 
laquelle le Conseil economique et social a deja 
donne suite par sa resolution 197 (VIII) ; il en va 
de meme des resolutions 4l3, 424 et 434 qui ne 
traitent que de questions de procedure. 

M. REcHENDORFF (Danemark) declare qu'il 
votera pour la resolution presentee par les Etats- . 
Unis. Son gouvernement tient toutefois a formuler 
a nouveau la reserve qu'il a faite a la Conference 
sur les resolutions 375 , 385 et 403• En effet, les 
deux premieres de ces resolutions traitent de la 
securite sociale et des salaires du personnel de 
!'information, questions qui doivent etre reglees 
par des dispositions d'ordre interieur plutot que 
par des resolutions adoptees sur le plan inter
national. La derniere de ces resolutions propose 
d'instituer une J ournee de l'amitie et de la com
prehension mutuelle dans la presse. Or c'est la un 
ideal auquel la presse doit viser toute I'annee. 

::VL R1.,;NDALL (Royaurne-Uni) appuie la reso
lution presentee par les Etats-Unis, dont les dis
positions correspondent de tres pres a !'analyse 
faite par le Secretariat des mesures necessitees 
par les diverses resolutions (A/C.3/485). Puis
que la Commission n'est pas a meme de consacrer 
a certaines de ces resolutions tout le temps qu'elles 
meritent, il vaudrait mieux qu'elles soient discutees 
tout au long par le Conseil economique et social. 

::VI. J OCKEL ( Australie)' repondant a une re
marque de M. LEBEAG (Belgique), declare que, 
bien que la resolution 26 soit un enonce de prin
cipes generaux, ii convient de la renvoyer au Con
seil economique et social, puisqu'elle complete la 
resolution 37, qui appelle des mesures de la part du 
Conseil. 

Il appuie le projet de resolution presente par les 
Etats-U nis. 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) appuie egale
rnent ce projet de resolution. Il demande toutefois 
pourquoi la resolution 118 qui, de l'avis du Secre
tariat, n'appelle aucune mesure de la part du Con-

1 Voir l'Acte final de la Conference des Nations Unies 
sur la liberte de ['information, annexe C, page 28. 

'Ibid., page 41. 
• Ibid., page 43. 
• Ibid., page 44. 
• Ibid., page 40. 
• Ibid., page 24. 
'Ibid., page 25. 
'Ibid ... page 29. 
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:and Social Council, was being referred to that 
organ in the United States draft resolution. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) re
plied that, whenever there had been any doubt in 
his mind whether a resolution required further 
action, he had listed it among those to be referred 
to the Economic and Social Council which could 
then, at its discretion, decide what action, if any, 
should be taken. It was a safeguard against omis
sions. In the particular case in question, resolu
tion 11 had been included because it contained 
a reference to the Fiscal Commission, which was 
one of the Council's subsidiary organs. 

He fully agreed with Mr. Jockel's remarks with 
respect to resolutions 2 an 3; the two were 
inseparable, as the second was intended to imple
ment the first. 

With reference to the statement of the Danish 
representative, he said that by referring some of 
the resolutions to the Economic and Social Council 
"'for appropriate action, at the Council's discre
tion" as the United States draft resolution sug
gested, the Committee would not in any way 
pre-judge that action and would not be voting on 
the substance of any of the resolutions. 

The CHAIRMAN put the United States draft 
resolution ( A/C.3/511) to the vote. 

The draft resolution was adopted by 32 votes 
to none, uiith 5 abstentions. 

DRAFT RESOLUTION (A/C.3/497) ON RESOLU
TION 9 OF THE UNITED NATIONS CONFER
ENCE ON FREEDOM OF INFORMATION 

The CHAIRMAN called upon the Committee to 
:act on a draft resolution on resolution 9 of the 
United Nations Conference on Freedom of In
formation, submitted by the Secretariat (A/C.3/ 
497). 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) objected that it was 
not clear what countries were referred to in sub
paragraph (a). The United States, Switzerland, 
Canada and France had made agreements with the 
United Nations or its specialized agencies, but, 
since those agreements would function in any case, 
it was unnecessary to mention them. 

Moreover, in the opening operative paragraph, 
the words "free access" could have no meaning 
in existing circumstances. Access was conditioned 
by national and international regulations. 

Mr. J OCKEL (Australia) agreed with the repre
sentative of Belgium. Sub-paragraph (a) appeared 
to urge Governments to comply with agreements 
which they had made with the United Nations; 
that might give the undesirable impression that 
they were not doing so. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) did 
not interpret the text of sub-paragraph (a) in the 
same manner as the Belgian and Australian repre
sentatives had done. In his view, it merely meant 
that when the United Nations or its specialized 
agencies held meetings in countries other than those 
which had agreements with those organizations -
as well as in those which had - the Press should 
have access to such meetings in accordance with 

seil economique et social, est renvoyee a cet organe 
clans le projet de resolution des Etats-Unis. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) repond 
que lorsqu'il n'etait pas sur qu'une resolution ap
pelait des mesures, ii l'avait inscrite sur la liste 
de celles qui devaient etre renvoyees au Conseil 
economique et social qui pourrait alors decider 
comme ii l'entend de la suite qu'elle comportait. 
C'est la un moyen d'eviter des omissions. Dans le 

I cas particulier dont ii s'agit, ii fait etat de la reso
lution 11 parce qu' elle se ref ere a la Commis
sion fiscale qui est l'un des organes subsidiaires du 
Conseil. 

II s'associe entierement aux observations de 
M. Jockel sur les resolutions 2 et 3. Ces resolutions 
sont en effet inseparables, la seconde ayant pour 
but de mettre en reuvre la premiere. 

Rappelant les paroles du representant du Dane
mark, ii indique que la Commission, en renvoyant 
certaines des resolutions au Conseil economique 
et social "pour qu'il prenne les mesures qu'il jugera 
utiles", ainsi qu'il est suggere dans le projet de 
resolution des Etats-Unis, ne prejugerait nulle
ment les mesures en question et ne prendrait de 
decision sur le fond d'aucune de ces resolutions. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le projet de resolu
tion des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/511 ). 

Par 32 voix contre zero, avec 5 abstentions, le 
projet de resolution est adopte. 

PROJET DE RESOLUTION (A/C.3/497) RELATIF A 
LA RESOLT..7TION 9 DE LA CONFERENCE DES NA
TIONS UNIES SUR LALIBERTE DE L'INFORMATION 

Le PRESIDENT demande a la Commission de 
prendre une decision sur un projet de resolution 
relatif a la resolution 9 de la Conference des 
Nations Unies sur la liberte de !'information, dont 
le texte est presente par le Secretariat (A/C.3/ 
497). 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) fait obesrver qu'on ne 
voit pas tres bien de quels pays il s'agit a l'alinea 
a). Les Etats-Unis, la Suisse, le Canada et la 
France ont evidemment conclu des accords avec 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies ou ses institu
tions specialisees, mais ii est inutile d'en faire etat, 
puisque lesdits accords joueront en tout etat de 
cause. 

De plus, les mots "libre acces" qui figurent au 
premier paragraphe du dispositif sont denues de 
sens dans les circonstances actuelles. La question 
d'acces depend des reglements nationaux et inter
nationaux. 

M. J OCKEL ( Australie) est d'accord avec le 
representant de la Belgique. II semble que l'alinea 
a) invite clairement les gouvernements a se con
former aux accords qu'ils ont conclus avec !'Or
ganisation des Nations Unies, ce qui risque de 
donner !'impression facheuse qu'ils ne le font 
pas. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) n'inter
prete pas le texte de l'alinea a) de la meme maniere 
que les representants de la Belgique et de l'Aus
tralie. Pour lui, ce texte signifie simplement que, 
lorsque !'Organisation des Nations Unies ou ses 
institutions specialisees tiennent des reunions clans 
avec ces organisations - il en est de meme lors
qu'il s'agit de pays qui en ont conclus - la presse 
des pays autres que ceux qui ont conclu des accords 
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the terms and conditions applied in countries 
where such agreements were in force. It was de
sirable that the General Assembly should reaffirm 
the great importance of the free access of the 
Press to meetings of the United Nations. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) said that he might be 
prepared to accept the interpretation advanced by 
the United States representative, but the text most 
definitely did not convey that meaning. He would 
be prepared to accept an amended text which ex
pressed the idea that if meetings of the United 
Nations or its specialized agencies were held on 
the territory of countries which did not have 
agreements with them, those countries should base 
their action on the principles laid down in such 
agreements as had already been concluded. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the words "such 
countries" in sub-paragraph (a) had caused some 
confusion. He therefore proposed that the words 
"certain Governments" should be substituted for 
the words "the Governments of such countries" 
at the end of that sub-paragraph. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) supported the Chair
man's proposal. Furthermore, the words "by 
them" in the same sub-paragraph might be am
biguous ; the words "by those organizations" 
should be substituted for them. 

Mr. STEPANENKO (Byelorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic) said that specific mention should be 
made in sub-paragraph (a) of the countries which 
had concluded agreements with the United Na
tions. That mention was essential because there 
had been cases in which those agreements had 
been contravened. The United States, for example, 
had placed difficulties in the way of representa
tives of the Byelorussian and Ukrainian SSR ac
credited to the third session of the Commission on 
Human Rights1 - difficulties which had been re
moved only after representations had been made. 
A number of representatives had stated that there 
had been other cases of that kind. If Government 
representatives had encountered such difficulties, 
correspondents and the representatives of informa
tion agencies might expect even worse treatment. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) said 
that he had no objection to a reference such as 
that proposed by the Byelorussian representative. 
His country had no wish to avoid its commitments. 

Mr. RUNDALL (United Kingdom) objected to 
the drafting of sub-paragraph ( b). The phrase "to 
all sources of information connected with such 
meetings" seemed too wide in its implications. 
The sub-paragraph, in his opinion, was intended 
to mean merely that there should be no discrimi
nation between journalists of different countries in 
regard to access to United Nations meetings. He 
therefore suggested that the words "to informa
tion services" should be substituted for the words 
''to all sources of information". 

Mr. NORIEGA (Mexico) disagreed with the 
United Kingdom amendment. A correspondent 
might enter the country concerned for other pur
poses besides that of attending a United Nations 

'See document E/CN.4/SR46. 

doit avoir acces a ces reunions dans les conditions 
prevues pour les pays oi:t ces accords sont en 
vigueur. II y a interet a ce que l'Assemblee gene
rale affirme a nouveau qu'il importe que la presse 
ait libre acces aux reunions tenues par }'Organi
sation des Nations Unies. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) voudrait pouvoir ac
cepter l'interpretation proposee par le represen
tant des Etats-Unis. Malheureusement, cette inter
pretation ne ressort nullement du texte. II serait 
pret a accepter un texte modifie exprimant l'idee 
que, si des reunions de l'Organisation ou de ses 
institutions specialisees avaient lieu sur le terri
toire de pays qui n'ont pas conclu d'accords avec 
elles, ces pays devraient s'inspirer, clans leur ac
tion, des principes definis clans les accords deja 
conclus. 

Le PRESIDENT pense que les mots "aux pays" 
qui figurent a l'alinea a) ont cree une certaine 
confusion. 11 propose done de remplacer, a la fin 
de l'alinea, la formule "les gouvernements des 
pays en question" par les mots "certains gouver
nements". 

M. J OCKEL ( Australie) appuie la proposition 
du President. II fait de plus remarquer que, dans 
le rnerne alinea, !'expression: "par elles" est un peu 
ambigue. II conviendrait de la remplacer par les 
mots: "par ces organisations". 

M. STEPANENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique de Bielorussie) estime qu'il faut parter ex
pressement a l'alinea a) des pays qui ont conclu 
des accords avec !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
Cela est essentiel parce qu'il s'est trouve des cas 
OU ces accords ont ete violes. C'est ainsi que les 
Etats-Unis ont suscite des difficultes aux repre
sentants de la RSS de Bielorussie et de la RSS 
d'Ukraine accredites a la troisieme session de la 
Commission des droits de l'hornme1, difficultes 
qui n'ont ete ecartees qu'apres des representations 
des gouvernements des pays en question. Un cer
tain nombre de representants ont dit qu'il existe 
d'autres exemples du meme genre. Si Ies repre
sentants de gouvernements ont rencontre de telles 
difficultes, les correspondants et les representants 
d'entreprises d'information peuvent s'attendre a 
etre traites encore plus mal. 

M. CANHAM ( Etats-Unis d' Amerique) ne voit 
pas d'objections a la proposition du representant 
de la RSS de Bielorussie, car son pays n'a nul 
desir de se derober a ses engagements. 

M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) critique le texte 
de l'alinea b). La formule: "a toutes les sources 
d'information au sujet de ces reunions" parait 
avoir des repercussions beaucoup trop larges. A 
son avis, cet alinea veut dire simplement qu'il ne 
doit pas y avoir de discrimination entre les journa
listes des divers pays en ce qui concerne l'acces 
aux reunions de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
II propose done de remplacer l'expression: "a tou
tes les sources d'inforrnation" par les mots: "aux 
services donnant des informations". 

M. NORIEGA (Mexique) n'approuve pas l'amen
dement propose par le Royaume-Uni. Un corres
pondant pourrait fort bien entrer dans le pays en 
question pour d'autres motifs que celui d'assister 

1 Voir E/CN.4/SR.46. 
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meeting and might avail himself of the resolution 
to demand access to governmental sources in that 
country. That objection could be met by the dele
tion of the words "all sources of information con
nected with" from the original text. 

The Belgian representative's objection to the 
words "free access" could be met by the deletion 
of the word "free". 

Mr. RUNDALL (United Kingdom) accepted the 
Mexican proposal and withdrew his own. 

Mr. RAo (India) felt that there might be some 
objection to the Mexican amendment. Access to 
meetings was not at all the same thing as access 
to sources of information. The Mexican argument 
might be met by the insertion of the word "di
rectly" before the word "connected" in the original 
text. 

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) observed that cor
respondents would need access to sources of in
formation set up and maintained in connexion 
with meetings besides access to the sources di
rectly connected with the meeting itself. He 
therefore suggested the addition, at the end of 
sub-paragraph ( b), of the words "and to such in
formation services as may be maintained in con
nexion with these meetings". 

Mr. KAYSER (France) said that the provision 
in su~-paragraph ( b) was totally incompatible 
with the usual practice. It was precisely when 
meetings were held in private that information 
sources were essential and, in fact, it was always 
customary to issue bulletins about meetings from 
which the Press had been excluded. 

With regard to the opening operative para• 
graph, the word entreprises should be substi
tuted in the French text for the word organes 
to conform to the terminology of the draft con
vention. 

Mr. Kayser felt that drafting difficulties had 
become so great that it would be advisable to 
refer resolution 9 to the Economic and Social 
Council together with the others mentioned in 
document A/C.3/511. 

Mr. RIEMENS (Netherlands) and Mr. RUNDALL 
(United Kingdom) supported the French repre
sentative's proposal to refer resolution 9 to the 
Economic and Social Council. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) felt 
that it might still be possible for the Third Com
mittee to work out an acceptable draft. 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) agreed with 
the representative of France. He himself did not 
know the nature of the facilities accorded to cor
respondents under the terms of the agreements 
with the United Nations. The whole matter re
quired further study. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) agreed with the repre
sentatives of France and Venezuela. The terms of 
the agreements might differ as between the United 
Nations and certain countries and as between the 

a une reunion de l'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
et pourrait se prevaloir de cette resolution p~ur 
exiger l'acces aux sources gouvernementales d'm
formation de ce pays. On pourrait remedier a cet 
inconvenient en supprimant dans le texte primitif 
les mots "toutes les sources d'information au sujet 
de". 

L'objection formulee par le representant de la 
Belgique en ce qui concerne les mots "libre acces" 
pourrait etre resolue par la suppression du mat 
"libre". 

M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) accepte la pro
position mexicaine et retire la sienne. 

M. RAo (Inde) trouve a redire a l'amendement 
propose par le Mexique. Qui dit acces aux reu
nions ne dit pas necessairement acces aux sources 
d'information. On pourrait resoudre !'objection 
soulevee par le Mexique en remplai;ant dans le 
texte primitif Jes mots: "au sujet de ces reunions" 
par Jes mots: "se rapportant directement a ces 
reunions". 

M. M"ENDEZ (Philippines) fait remarquer qu'il 
conviendrait que les correspondants aient acces 
aux sources d'information creees et maintenues 
a !'occasion des reunions et non pas simplement 
acces aux sources d'information qui se rapportent 
directement a la seance. II propose done d'ajouter 
a la fin de l'alinea b) les mots: "et a tous les 
services d'information qui peuvent etre maintenus 
a l'occasion de ces reunions". 

M. KAYSER (France) considere que la dispo
sition de l'alinea b) est totalement incompatible 
avec les pratiques habituelles. C'est precisement 
lorsque les reunions sont tenues a huis dos qu'il 
est essentiel de disposer de sources d'infonnation. 
En fait, il est d'usage de publier des communiques 
au su jet des seances dont la presse elle-meme a 
ete exclue. 

En ce qui concerne le premier paragraphe du 
dispositif, ii conviendrait de substituer clans le 
texte frani;ais le mot "entreprises" au mot "or
ganes" pour rendre le texte conforme a la termi
nologie du projet de convention. 

Les difficultes de redaction sont devenues si 
grandes qu'il serait souhaitable de renvoyer la 
resolution 9 au Conseil economique et social en 
meme temps que les autres resolutions citees clans 
le document A/C.3/511. 

M. RIEMENS (Pays-Bas) et M. RUNDALL 
(Royaume-Uni) appuient la proposition du repre
sentant de la France tendant a renvoyer la resolu
tion 9 au Conseil economique et social. 

M. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) pense 
que la Troisieme Commission peut encore mettre 
au point un texte acceptable. 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) est d'accord 
avec le representant de la France. II 'ignore, pour 
sa part, la nature des facilites accordees aux cor
respondants en vertu des accords conclus avec 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. Il faudrait etu
dier toute la question plus avant. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) est d'accord avec les 
representants de la France et du Venezuela. Les 
dispositions des accords passes d'une part entre 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies et un pays donne 
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specialized agencies and the same or other coun
tries. The United Nations agreement with the 
United States might speak of correspondents, 
whereas the International Labour Organisation's 
agreement with Switzerland contained no such 
reference. If the resolution were adopted in its 
existing form, a country would not know what 
terms and conditions it would be expected to 
apply. 

The Economic and Social Council should make 
a more thorough study of that resolution; to assist 
the Council in that study, the records of the dis
cussion should be transmitted to it together with 
resolution 9. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the French and 
Belgian representatives' objections could best be 
met by the insertion of the words "as well as 
resolution 9 together with the debates thereon in 
the Third Committee" after the number "40" 
in the operative part of the United States draft 
resolution (A/C.3/511), which had been adopted 
in the course of the meeting. 

That suggestion was adopted by 31 votes to 
none, 'lvith 7 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY-SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Wednesday, 11 A1ay 1949, at 2.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. Raul N 01uEGA (Mexico). 

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

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSMISSION OF NEWS AND THE RIGHT OF 
CORRECTION ( CO:'.'l'TINl::"ED) 

Draft resolution submitted by the United Kingdom 
delegation (A/C.3/495/Rev.1) 

Mr. RcNDALL (United Kingdom) explained 
that his delegation was submitting a revision of 
a draft resolution with regard to article XVIII 1 

of the draft convention on the international trans
mission of news and the right of correction. The 
resolution in question was almost a verbatim 
copy of the operative part of the colonial appli
cation clauses in the Protocol to the Convention 
on narcotic drugs (resolution 211 (III) of the 
General Assembly) and he hoped that it would 
be found acceptable. 

et celles des accords passes entre les institutions 
specialisees et le pays en question ou d'autres pays 
peuvent varier. II se peut, par exemple, que l'accord 
existant entre !'Organisation et les Etats-Unis 
parle des correspondants, alors que !'accord passe 
par l'Organisation internationale du Travail et la 
Suisse Jes passe sous silence. Si la resolution est 
adoptee sous sa forme actuelle, Jes pays ne sauront 
pas quelles dispositions ils sont censes appliquer. 

II conviendrait que le Conseil economique et 
social fasse une etude plus approfondie de cette 
resolution et qu'on lui transmette, pour lui faciliter 
cette etude, le compte rendu des debats en meme 
temps que la resolution 9. 

Le PRESIDENT estime que le meilleur moyen de 
repondre aux objections des representants de la 
France et de la Belgique serait d'ajouter Jes mots: 
"ainsi que la resolution 9 accompagnee du compte 
rendu des discussions tenues sur ce sujet par la 
Troisieme Commission'' avant les mots : "au Con
seil economique et social" clans le dispositif du 
projet de resolution des Etats-Unis (A/C.3/511), 
qui a ete adopte au cours de la seance. 

Par 31 voix contre zero, avec 7 abstentions, 
cette suggestion est adoptee. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 15. 

DEUX CENT VINGT-SIXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake .S'uccess, N e7.v-Y ark, 
le mercredi 11 mai 1949, a 14 h. 30. 

President: M. Raul NORIEGA ( .Mexique). 

162. Liherte 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 RECTIFICATION (SUITE) 

Projet de resolution presente par la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/495/Rev.1) 
M. RuNDALL (Royaume-Uni) explique que sa 

delegation presente un texte revise d'un projet de 
resolution relatif a !'article XVIII1 du projet de 
convention relatif a la transmission internationale 
des informations et au droit de rectification. Cette 
resolution reproduit presque integralement le dis
positif des clauses d'application aux colonies du 
Protocole relatif a la Convention sur Jes stupe
fiants (resolution 211 (III) de l'Assemblee gene
rale). Le representant du Royaume-Uni espere 
que la Commission accueillera favorablement ce 
texte revise. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) reminded the Committee 
that the Egyptian amendment to article XVIII 
had been withdrawn on the understanding that 
the United Kingdom and United States delega
tions would submit a resolution containing pro
visions referring to the application of the con
vention to Non-Self-Governing Territories, analo
gous to those contained in the Protocol to the 
Convention on narcotic drugs. 1 

He welcomed the draft resolution, but wished 
to propose certain drafting changes. He suggested 
that in the French text the third, fourth and 

M. St:LTAK (Egypte) rappelle a la Commission 
que sa delegation a retire son amendement a l'ar
ticle XVIII a condition que Jes delegations des 
Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni soumettent un 
projet de resolution contenant, en ce qui concerne 
!'application de la convention aux territoires non 
autonomes, des dispositions analogues a celles du 
Protocole relatif a la Convention sur les stu
pefiants 1 . 

I II accueille avec satisfaction le projet de reso-
lution, mais desirerait proposer certaines modifi
cations de forme. Dans le texte fram;ais, il propose 

1 See 205th meeting. 'Voir la 20Seme seance. 
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fifth paragraphs should begin respectively : re
commande, reco1n1nande instamment, and recom--
1nande instamn.zent; and that the expression in 
the fifth and last paragraph a comm-uniquer au 
Sccretaire general should be changed to de faire 
communiquer au Secretaire general. 

The only amendments necessary in the English 
text would be in the last paragraph, where the 
word "requests" should be changed to read 
"urges", and the expression "to communicate to 
the Secretary-General" should be changed to 
"shall communicate to the Secretary-General". 

\Vith those changes, his delegation would sup
port the resolution, and he hoped that other 
members' sence of justice would prompt them to 
adopt it unanimously. 

Mr. J ocKEL (Australia) considered that the 
draft resolution reflected much credit on the 
United Kingdom delegation. He thought, how
ever, that six months was too short a time to 
allow for the procedure necessary for the applica
tion of the convention in States which had a 
less highly-developed public service system than 
the United Kingdom, and suggested that the 
time limit should be extended to twelve or 
eighteen months. 

Mr. RUNDALL ("Cnited Kingdom) accepted the 
first amendment to the English text proposed by 
the Egyptian representative, but hoped that that 
representative would not press his second change, 
as it would complicate the grammatical construc
tion of the sentence without affecting its sub
stance. 

\Vith regard to the Australian proposal, he 
would agree to extending the time limit, if the 
Egyptian representative had no objection to the 
change. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) agreed not to press his 
second drafting amendment, and suggested that 
the time limit should be extended onlv to twelve 
months. , 

It was so decided. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) pointed out that the 
final paragraph of the United Kingdom draft 
resolution appeared to be in contradiction with 
the provisions of article XVIII, paragraph 1 of 
the draft convention, for it seemed to extend 
the obligation upon a metropolitan State with 
regard to the application of the convention to 
territories for which it had international respon
sibility, and therefore went further than article 
XVIII. 

Mr. RuNDALL (United Kingdom) explained 
that while article XVIII, paragraph 1, provided 
that a metropolitan State should inform the Secre
tary-General when the convention extended to a 
given territory for the international relations of 
which it was responsible, the draft resolution pro
vided that a metropolitan State should inform 
the Secretary-General, twelve months after the 
opening of the convention for signature, of the 
names of such territories for which no declara
tion of application had been made, and why it had 
not been made. The reason in most cases would 
probably be delay due to constitutional formalities, 
and as the resolution had been modelled on simi
lar provisions in the Protocol to the Convention 

de commencer les troisieme, quatrieme et cinquie
me paragraphes respectivement par les mots : 
"recommande", "recommande instamment" et 
"recommande instamment". Au cinquieme et der
nier paragraphe, il propose de remplacer l'expres
sion: "a communiquer au Secretaire general" par: 
"de faire communiquer au Secretaire general". 

Quant au texte anglais, c'est seulement au 
dernier paragraphe que des modifications sont ne
cessaires. M. Sultan propose de remplacer le mot 
requests par itrges, et !'expression to communicate 
to the Secretary-General par shall com1nunicate to 
the Secretary-General. 

Si ces modifications sont acceptees, la delega
tion de l'Egypte appuiera la resolution et espere 
que le sens d'equite des autres membres les incitera 
a !'adopter a l'unanimite. 

M. J ocKEL ( Australie) pense que le pro jet de 
resolution fait honneur a la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni; toutefois, il estime qu'un delai de 
six mois est trop court pour permettre aux Etats 
qui n'ont pas une administration aussi developpee 
que celle du Royaume-Uni de prendre Jes mesures 
necessaires en vue de !'application de la conven
tion chez eux. Par consequent, i1 propose que le 
delai soit porte a douze OU a dix-huit mois. 

M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) accepte le pre
mier amendement propose par le representant de 
l'Egypte au texte anglais ; i1 espere cependant que 
ce dernier n'insistera pas pour maintenir la seconde 
modification, car cela compliquerait la construction 
grammaticale de la phrase sans toutefois en affecter 
le fond. 

En ce qui concerne la proposition de 1' Australie, 
il est d'accord pour prolonger le delai si le repre
sentant de l'Egypte n'y voit pas d'inconvenient. 

M. SuLTAN (Egypte) consent a ne pas insister 
sur son second changement de redaction ; i1 pro
pose d'autre part que le delai soit porte a douze 
mois seulement. 

It en est ainsi decide. 

l\L LEBEAU (Belgique) fait remarquer que le 
dernier alinea du projet de resolution du Royaume
Uni semble contredire les dispositions du para
graphe 1 de !'article XVIII du projet de conven
tion, car il semble etendre l'obligation d'un Etat 
metropolitain en ce qui concerne !'application de 
la convention aux territoires dont il assure les 
relations internationales. Cet alinea va done plus 
loin que !'article XVIII. 

M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) explique que, 
alors que !'article XVIII, paragraphe 1, stipule 
qu'un Etat metropolitain doit informer le Secre
taire general quand la convention est etendue a un 
territoire dont il assure Jes relations internatio
nales, le projet de resolution stipule qu'un Etat 
metropolitain doit communiquer au Secretaire 
general, dans les douze mois qui suivront la date a 
laquelle cette convention aura ete ouverte a la 
signature, le nom de tous les territoires pour les
quels ils n'ont pas fait de declaration, en en indi
quant les raisons. Dans la plupart des cas, la raison 
donnee sera probablement le delai exige par les 
formalites constitutionnelles. Etant donne, d'autre 
part, que la resolution a ete copiee sur les dispo-
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on narcotic drugs, it might perhaps be accepted 
without further change. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) asked whether 
the last paragraph of the resolution provided in 
any way for rene·wing a negative declaration. 

Mr. RUNDALL (United Kingdom) said that 
neither in the third paragraph, whicl1 related to 
sovereign States, nor in the last paragraph, which 
related to non-metropolitan territories, was there 
any obligation to continue informing the Secretary
General as to the measures taken or not taken 
to extend the application of the convention to the 
territory in question. The provision that reasons 
for not making a declaration were to be given 
twelve months after the opening of the conven
tion for signature would ensure a publicity which 
would constitute a sanction against States which 
had not taken measures to extend the application 
of the convention to non-metropolitan territories. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the General 
Assembly was free at any time to adopt a resolu
tion calling upon States which had not yet acceded 
to the convention to do so. 

In reply to a further question by Mr. BAROODY 
(Saudi Arabia), Mr. RUNDALL (United King
dom) said that what was desired was the adher
ence of Non-Self-Governing Territories to the 
convention, and not a series of declarations why 
they had not done so. If the local situation changed 
and a non-metropolitan territory was able to 
accede to the convention, then the metropolitan 
State would simply inform the Secretary-General, 
in accordance with the fourth paragraph of the 
resolution. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
emphasized that the binding force of the conven.,
tion lay in article XVIII, paragraph 2, on which 
the Lebanese representative had previously laid 
stress (224th meeting). There was no limit to 
the time during which a Contracting State under
took to extend the application of the convention 
to territories for which it was responsible; the 
obligation was continuous and never ceased. There 
was no need to stress the point in the draft reso
lution. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) reiterated his objec
tion to the increased burden which the final 
paragraph of the draft resolution placed upon 
metropolitan States, and for which no justification 
was to be found in article XVIII of the draft 
convention. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) agreed with the Bel
gian representative that Contracting States which 
made no statement regarding the application of 
the convention to non-metropolitan territories 
would not be violating the convention, but he 
pointed out that they would be violating it if 
they made no effort to ensure the extension of 
its application to territories for which they were 
responsible. In his view therefore the last para
graph of the resolution referred to the substance 

sitions similaires du Protocole relatif a la Conven
tion sur les stupefiants, le representant du 
Royaume-Uni pense qu'elle pourrait peut-etre 
etre adoptee sans autre changement. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) demande si le 
dernier paragraphe de la resolution contient des 
dispositions prevoyant, d'une fac;on ou d'une autre, 
le renouvellement d'une declaration negative. 

M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) indique que ni le 
troisieme paragraphe, concernant les Etats sou
verains, ni le dernier alinea, relatif aux territoires 
non metropolitains, n'impliquent !'obligation de 
continuer de communiquer au Secretaire general 
les mesures - ou !'absence de mesures - prises 
pour etendre !'application des dispositions de la 
convention aux territoires en question. La dispo
sition stipulant que les raisons pour lesquelles la 
declaration n'a pas ete faite doivent etre indiquees 
dans les douze mois qui suivront la date a laquelle 
la convention aura ete ouverte a la signature, 
garantit une certaine publicite qui constituera une 
sanction contre Jes Etats qui n'auront pas pris de 
mesures pour etendre !'application de la conven
tion aux territoires non metropolitains. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que I' Assemblee 
generate est en droit, en tout temps, d'adopter une 
resolution appelant les Etats qui n'ont pas encore 
adhere a la convention a le faire. 

En reponse a une autre question posee par 
M. BAROODY (Arabie saoudite), M. RUNDALL 
(Royaume-Uni) precise que le but de la resolution 
est !'adhesion des territoires nou autonomes a la 
convention et non pas une serie de declarations 
donnant les raisons pour lesquelles ces territoires 
n'y ont pas adhere. Si la situation locale change et 
si un territoire non autonome est a meme d'adherer 
a la convention, l'Etat metropolitain en infor
merait simplement le Secretaire general conforme
ment au quatrieme paragraphe de la resolution. 

::\1. CANHAM (Etats-Unis d' Amerique) fait 
ressortir que les dispositions de la convention qui 
entrainent des obligations se trouvent au para
graphe 2 de !'article XVIII, sur lequel le repre
sentant du Liban a deja attire !'attention (224eme 
seance). On ne fixe aucune limite a la periode 
pendant laquelle un Etat contractant prend !'en
gagement d'etendre les dispositions de la conven
tion aux territoires dont ii assure les relations 
internationales; cette obligation a un caractere per
manent. I! n'y a pas lieu d'insister sur ce point 
dans le projet de resolution. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) s'eleve a nouveau 
contre !'obligation supplementaire que le dernier 
paragraphe du projet de resolution impose aux 
Etats metropolitains, obligation que l'article XVIII 
du projet de convention ne justifie aucunement. 

M. AzKouL (Liban) pense, comme le represen
tant de la Belgique, que le fait pour un Etat con
tractant de ne pas declarer l'application de cette 
convention aux territoires non metropolitains ne 
constituerait pas une violation de la convention, 
mais il fait remarquer qu'il y aurait violation de 
leur part si ces Etats ne s'attachaient pas a etendre 
l'application de ce document aux territoires dont 
ils assurent les relations internationales. II estime 
done que le dernier paragraphe du projet de 
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of article XVIII, paragraph 2, rather than of 
article XVIII, paragraph 1. 

He suggested that the objection raised by the 
Saudi Arabian representative might be met if 
some such phrase as "as well as the further steps, 
if any, it intends to take" were added to the fifth 
paragraph of the resolution. 

Mr. RUNDALL (United Kingdom) agreed to 
add that phrase to the last paragraph, provided 
it were also added to the third, to preserve tbe 
equality of the obligations upon sovereign States 
and upon non-metropolitan territories. 

In reply to the Belgian representative's state
ment, he agreed that his draft resolution did 
entail an additional obligation upon metropolitan 
States, which his own country would gladly under
take. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon), supported by Mr. 
BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia), saw no necessity to 
add to the third paragraph as well as to the fifth 
paragraph the phrase he had proposed, but agreed 
to accept the addition if the United Kingdom 
representative pressed it. 

Mr. RIEMENS (Netherlands) explained that 
his Government would be reluctant to make addi
tional efforts to urge autonomous countries for 
which it was internationally responsible to ex
tend the app!icati,,n of the convention to their 
territory. Such action would be in the nature of 
an infringement upon their autonomy. There 
would certainly not be any "further steps" to be 
communicated to the Secretary-General, if the 
contingency provided for in the fifth paragraph 
arose. He suggested therefore that the proposed 
addition should not be adopted. 

Mr. FouRIE (Union of South Africa) urged that 
the debate, which had been closed a week earlier 
by the undertaking of the United Kingdom and 
United States representatives to submit the draft 
resolution then under discussion, should not be 
reopened. The principle desired by the Egyptian 
delegation was included, and further discussion 
on a point of detail would be untimely. 

He proposed that the Committee should accept 
the draft resolution without the addition proposed 
by· the Lebanese representative. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) and Mr. BAROODY 
( Saudi Arabia) agreed to accept the addition to 
the third paragraph as well as to the fifth. 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) pointed out that the 
words "for constitutional reasons" in the English 
text were not reproduced in the French version. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the omission would 
be corrected, · and asked the Secretary of the 
Committee to read out the draft resolution in 
English and French. 

resolution a trait au fond du paragraphe 2 de 
!'article XVIII, bien plus qu'au paragraphe 1 de 
ce meme article. 

M. Azkoul pense qu'on pourrait repondre a 
!'objection du representant de l' Arabie saoudite en 
ajoutant, au cinquieme paragraphe du projet de 
resolution, un membre de phrase comme celui-ci: 
"et Jes mesures ulterieures, s'il y a lieu, qu'ils se 
proposent de prendre". 

M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) accepte !'addi
tion de cette phrase au dernier paragraphe du pro
j et de resolution, a condition qu'on I'ajoute egale
ment au troisieme paragraphe, de fai;on a garantir 
que les obligations seront les memes pour les Etats 
souverains et pour les territoires non autonomes. 

A propos de la declaration du representant de 
la Belgique, M. Rundall reconnait que le projet 
de resolution du Royaume-Uni impose une obli
gation snpplementaire aux Etats metropolitains, 
obligation que son gouvernement accepterait vo
lontiers. 

M. AZKOUL (Liban), appuye par M. BAROODY 
(Arabie saoudite), ne voit pas la necessite d'ajou
ter au troisieme paragraphe, ainsi qu'au cinquieme 
paragraphe, le membre de phrase qu'il a propose. 
Cependant, i1 est dispose a accepter cette addition 
si le representant du Royaume-Uni insiste. 

M. RrnMENS (Pays-Bas) indique que son gou
vernement hesiterait a faire pression sur les pays 
autonomes qu'il represente sur le plan international 
pour que ces derniers etendent a leurs territoires 
!'application de la convention. Cela equivaudrait a 
porter atteinte a leur autonomie. Si l'eventualite 
prevue au cinquieme paragraphe se produisait, il 
n'y aurait certainement pas de "mesures comple
mentaires" a communiquer au Secretaire general. 
M. Riemens estime done que le membre de 
phrase propose ne devrait pas etre ajoute. 

M. FouRIE (Union Sud-Africaine) demande 
instamment que l'on ne rouvre pas le debat dont 
la cloture a ete prononcee ii y a une semaine, a la 
suite de !'engagement qu'ont pris les representants 
du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis de soumettre 
le projet de resolution dont la Commission est 
saisie. Le principe que le representant de l'Egypte 
desirait voir figurer dans la convention y a ete 
inclus ; i1 ne conviendrait pas de poursuivre la 
discussion sur un point de detail. 

M. Fourie propose d'adopter le projet de reso
lution, sans y ajouter le membre de phrase qu'a 
suggere le representant du Liban. 

:VI. AzKOUL (Liban) et M. BAROODY (Arabie 
saoudite) acceptent que l'on ajoute les mots en 
question au troisieme paragraphe, ainsi qu'au 
cinquieme paragraphe. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) fait remarquer que les 
mots : for constitutional reasons du texte anglais 
ne figurent pas dans le texte frarn;ais. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que cette omission sera 
rectifiee et prie le Secretaire de la Commission de 
donner lecture, en frarn;ais et en anglais, du pro
jet de resolution. 
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Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) requested that the 
words "of the United Nations" should be inserted 
after "Secretary-General" in the third and fifth 
paragraphs. 

It was so agreed. 

Mr. BAROODY ( Saudi Arabia) requested a vote 
by parts, taking the first three paragraphs to
gether first, and then the last two. 

Mr. DEMCHENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) requested that each paragraph should 
be voted upon separately. 

Mr. SULTAN (Egypt) requested a roll-call vote 
on the last two paragraphs. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first para
graph of the United Kingdom draft resolution 
( A/C.3/495/Rev.l). 

The first paragraph was adopted by 33 votes 
to none, with 6 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second 
paragraph of the United Kingdom draft resolu
tion. 

The second paragraph was adopted by 28 votes 
to 4, ·with 5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the third para
graph of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

The third paragraph was adopted by 25 votes 
to no11e., with 11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the fourth 
paragraph of the United Kingdom draft resolu
tion. 

The vote was taken by roll-call as follows: 
Guate1nala, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, was called upon to vote first. 
In favour: Guatemala, India, Lebanon, Mexico, 

Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Saudi Arabia. 
Sweden, Turkey, Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom, United States of America, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Afghanistan, Australia, Ilelgium, 
Brazil, Burma, Canada, Colombia, Cuba, Den
mark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador. Egypt, 
Ethiopia, France, Greece. 

Against: L'krainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Y ngoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic. 

Abstaining: Peru, China. 
The fourth paragraph was adopted by 34 votes 

to 4 with 2 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the fifth para
graph of the United Kingdom draft resolution. 

The vote was taken by roll-call as follows: 
Nica.ragua, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairnum, was called upon to vote first. 
In favour : Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, 

Panama, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, 
Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
United States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Afghanistan, Australia, Brazil, Burma, Canada, 
Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Guate-

M. MENDEZ (Philippines) demande que l'on 
ajoute Jes mots: "des Nations Unies" apres: 
"Secretaire general", aux troisierne et cinquieme 
paragraphes. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) demande que 
la resolution soit mise aux voix par division, en 
groupant Jes trois premiers paragraphes pour le 
premier vote et les deux derniers pour le second. 

M. DEMTCHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Gkraine) demande qu'il soit procede au 
vote paragraphe par paragraphe. 

:M. SULTAN (Egypte) demande qu'il soit pro
cede au vote par appel nominal sur les deux 
derniers paragraphes. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le premier para
graphe du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni 
(A/C.3/495/Rev.1 ). 

Par 33 voix contre zero, avec 6 abstentions, le 
premier paragraphe est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le deuxieme para
graphe du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Par 28 voix contre 4, avec 5 abstentions, le 
deu.xiente paragraphe est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le troisieme para
graphe du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Par 25 voi.x contre zero, avec 11 abstentions, 
le troisienie paragraphe est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le quatrieme para
graphe du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par le Guatemala, dont le 

nom est tire au sort par le President. 
V otent pour: Guatemala, Incle, Liban, Mexique, 

Pays-Ilas, N ouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, N orvege, 
Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, 
Suede, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Vene
zuela, Afghanistan, Australie, Ilelgique, Bresil, 
Birmanie, Canada, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, Egypte, 
Ethiopie, France, Grece. 

Votent contre: Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Y ougoslavie, Republique socialiste 
sovietique de Bielorussie. 

S'abstiennent: Perou, Chine. 
Par 34 voi.x- contre 4, avec 2 abstentions, le 

quatrieme paragraphe est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le cinquieme para
graphe du projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni. 

Il est procede au vote par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par le Nicaragua, dont le 

110111 est tire au sort par le President. 
V otent pour: Nicaragua, N orvege, Pakistan, 

Panama, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, Suede, Tur
quie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats
Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Venezuela, Afghanis
tan, Australie, Bresil, Birmanie, Canada, Colombie, 
Cuba, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Equa
teur, Egypte, Ethiopie, France, Grece, Guatemala, 
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mala, India, Lebanon, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand. 

Abstaining: Peru, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Yugoslavia, Belgium, Byelorussian Soviet So
cialist Republic, Chile, China. 

The fifth paragraph was adopted by 33 votes to 
none, U/ith 8 absten,tions. 

The CHAIRMAN put the United Kingdom draft 
resolution (A/C.3/495/Rev.l), as a whole, as 
amended, to the vote. 

The draft resolution, as an.ended, was adopted 
by 27 votes to 4, with 7 abstentions. 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) explained that 
he had voted in favour of the last two paragraphs, 
but on the resolution as a whole he had had no 
choice but to abstain. 

163. Chapter III of the report of the 
Economic and Social Council 
( A/ 625) ( continued) 1 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to pro
ceed to the consideration of chapter III of the 
report of the Economic and Social Council (A/ 
625). 2 He recalled that certain draft resolutions 
submitted by France (A/C.3/290) and Lebanon 
( A/C.3/408/Rev.1) at the first part of the third 
session had been left in abeyance.1 

Draft resolutions subm-itted by the delegation of 
France (A/C.3/290) 

Mr. HAUCK (France) said that at the first 
par~ of the third session his delegation had sub
!!'iitted two draft resolutions (A/~/290) dealing 
with the convention adopted on (<5; July 1948 by 
the International Labour Conference at San 
Francisco. 

The Council had referred the question of neces
sary international machinery for safeguarding 
trade union rights, together with the pertinent 
representations by the \Vorld Federation of Trade 
Unions and the American Federation of Labor, 
to the International Labour Organisation for 
consideration.3 The Governing Body of the Inter
national Labour Office had considered the matter 
and in a report to the thirty-first session of the 
International Labour Conference at San Francisco 
in June 1948, had pointed out that it might be 
advantageous to elaborate some machinery in 
consultation with the United Nations, in addition 
to the machinery provided in the International 
Labour Organisation Constitution. 

The French delegation was prepared to with
draw its second draft resolution ( A/C.3/290), 
calling upon the Council actively to pursue con
sultation concerning international machinery for 
safeguarding trade union rights and freedom of 
association in view of the action to that end taken 
by the Council at its eighth session. 

The French delegation would, however, press 
for adoption of the first draft resolution. In the 

1 See Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Part I, Third Committee, 179th and 180th 
meetings. 

• See Official Records of the third session of the Gen
eral Assembly, Supplement No. 3. 

• See Resolutions adopted by the Eco11,omic and Social 
CouncU at its fourth session, No. 52 (IV). 

Incle, Liban, Mexique, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle
Zelande. 

S' abstiennent : Perou, Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques so
cialistes sovietiques, Y ougoslavie, Belgique, Re
publique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Chili, 
Chine. 

Par 33 voix contre zero, avec 8 abstentions, le 
cinquieme paragraphe est adopte. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix )'ensemble du pro
jet de resolution du Royaume-Uni (A/C.3/495/ 
Rev.l), tel qu'il a ete amende. 

Par 27 voix contre 4, avec 7 abstentions, le 
projet de resolution, tel qu'il a ete amende, est 
adopte. 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) explique qu'il 
a vote en faveur de !'adoption des deux derniers 
paragraphes, mais qu'il n'a pu que s'abstenir sur 
!'ensemble du projet de resolution. 

163. Chapitre III du rapport du Conseil 
economique et social (A/625) 
(suite) 1 

Le PRESIDENT invite la Commission a passer 
a l'examen du chapitre III du rapport du Conseil 
economique et social (A/625) 2• II rappelle que 
deux projets de resolution, l'un soumis par la 
France (A/C.3/290) et l'autre par le Liban (A/ 
C.3/408/Rev.1 )ont ete laisses en suspens !ors de 
la premiere partie de la troisieme session1 • 

Pro jets de resolution presentes par la deMgation de 
la France (A/C.3/290) 
M. HAUCK (France) rappelle que sa delegation 

a soumis, a la premiere partie de la troisieme ses
sion, deux projets de resolution ( A/C.3/290), 
relatifs a la convention adoptee a San-Francisco 
le '6 \juillet 1948 par la Conference internationale 
du Travail. 

Le Conseil a renvoye a !'Organisation interna
tionale du Travail, pour examen, la question d'un 
organisme international necessaire pour proteger 
les droits syndicaux, ainsi que les observations 
presentees a ce sujet par la Federation syndicale 
mondiale et la Federation americaine du Travail3 • 

Le Conseil d'administration du Bureau interna
tional du Travail en a discute et, clans un rapport 
a la trente et unieme session de la Conference 
internationale du Travail a San-Francisco en juin 
1948, a fait remarquer qu'il pourrait etre avan
tageux d' envisager la creation d'un organisme 
d'accord avec !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
en plus des dispositifs prevus clans la Constitution 
de l'OIT. 

En raison des mesures prises a ce sujet par le 
Conseil a sa huitieme session, la delegation fran
<,;aise est disposee a retirer son second projet de 
resolution (A/C.3/290), qui invite le Conseil a 
poursuivre activement ses consultations en vue 
de l'etablissement d'un organisme international 
de sauvegarde des droits syndicaux et de la liberte 
syndical e. 

En ce qui concerne son premier projet de reso
lution, cependant, la delegation fran<,;aise insistera 

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session dr 
l' Assemblee generale, tremiere partie, Troisieme Com
mission, 179eme et 180eme seances. 

• Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session de 
l'Assemblee generate, Supplement No 3. 

• Voir les Resolutions adoptees par le C onseil economi
que et social pendant sa quatrieme session, No 52 (IV). 
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light of the frequent violation,; of trade union 
rights it was of the utmost importance that the 
United Nations should assist in the speedy and 
universal ratification of the ILO Convention on 
Freedom of Association and Protection of the 
Right to Organize by calling upon its Members 
promptly to take appropriate action. By adopting 
a resolution to that effect the General Assembly 
would show the close and active collaboration in 
the protection of a basic human right between 
the supreme organs of the ILO and the United 
Nations. It was only proper that the United 
Nations should urge the ratification of a conven
tion dealing with a question which had originated 
in its Economic and Social Council. 

Mr. Hauck expressed the hope that the draft 
resolution would find unanimous support. His 
delegation would not object to drafting changes. 

l\fr. M .\ YRAKD (Canada) would gladly support 
the French draft resolution hut wished to make 
clear that by doing so he would not pre-judge his 
Government's action in accordance with the pro
visions of the Canadian Constitution. 

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) agreed entirely with 
the French representative on the substance of the 
proposal. Belgium had actively supported the 
convention at the International Labour Confer
ence at San Francisco, and had instituted the 
necessary constitutional action for its ratification. 

As regards the draft resolution, however, Mr. 
Lebeau questioned whether it was advisable for 
the United Nations to single out a convention 
ado~ted by one of its specialized agencies for 
special recommendation to Member Governments. 

Mr. KHOMUSKO (Byelorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic) stated that his delegation was op
posed to the French draft resolution which was 
designed to encourage ratification of a convention 
which, in the view of his delegation, was unaccept
~tb!e and was actually intended to safeguard the 
mterests of employers rather than those of trade 
unions. 

The ILO convention established equality be
tween labour unions and employers' unions, and 
while safeguarding the already secure interests 
of the latter, it afforded no protection to labour. 

Noting that the ILO had maintained contact 
with Hitler's allies during the Second \Vorld 
\Var, the Byelorussian representative failed to 
see how an organization, which was primarily 
concerned with the interests of employers, could 
possibly adopt an instrument providing real pro
tection for workers' rights. Under the Constitu
tion of the ILO, delegates to its conferences had 
to be approved by their respective Governments, a 
provision which could be used by Governments to 
interfere with trade union interests. Thus, at the 
thirtieth session of the International Labour Con
ference. the delegation sent by the Government 
of Tran had not included a single representative 
of the Central Union of Trade Unions which had 
300.000 members. Furthermore, at the Asian 
Regional Conferenc.e of 1947, the ILO had 
accepted France and the Netherlands as repre-

pour qu'il soit adopte. En raison des frequentes 
violations des droits syndicaux, il est extreme
ment important que !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies contribue a une ratification rapide et gene
rale de la Convention sur la liberte syndicale et 
la protection du droit syndical, en invitant ses 
.Membres a prendre sans tarder les mesures qui 
s'imposent. L'adoption d'une resolution a cet effet 
par l'Assemblee generale serait le signe d'une col
laboration intime et active entre les organismes 
dirigeants de l'OIT et l?Organisation des Nations 
Unies en vue de la defense d'un droit fondamental 
de l'homme. II ne serait que juste que !'Organisa
tion des Nations Unies insiste pour la ratification 
d\me convention dont le sujet est issu du Con
seil economique et social. 

M. Hauck exprime l'espoir que le projet de 
resolution rencontrera une approbation unanime. 
Sa delegation ne soulevera pas d'objection aux 
modifications de redaction. 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) appuiera volontiers le 
projet de resolution de la France, mais desire faire 
remarquer que, ce faisant, ii ne prejuge en rien 
les mesures que prendrait son gouvernement con
formement aux dispositions de la Constitution 
canadienne. 

M. LEBEAU (Belgique) est entierement d'accord 
a vec le representant de la France quant au fond 
de sa proposition. La Belgique a energiquement 
appuye la convention a la Conference internatio
nale du Travail, tenue a San-Francisco, et elle a 
pris les mesures constitutionnelles necessaires 
pour sa ratification. 

Cependant, en ce qui concerne le projet de reso
lution, :M. Lebeau se demande s'il serait judicieux 
pour }'Organisation des Nations Unies de choisir 
une convention adoptee par l'une de ses institu
tions specialisees pour la recommander speciale
ment aux gouvernements Membres. 

M. KHOMOUSSKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique de Bielorussie) declare que sa delegation 
s'oppose au projet de resolution de la France, 
car ce projet a pour but d'encourager la ratifica
tion d'une convention qui, selon sa delegation, est 
inacceptable et cherche en fait a sauvegarder les 
inten~ts des employeurs plutot que ceux des syn
dicats. 

La convention de l'OIT place sur le meme pied 
les syndicats ouvriers et les syndicats patronaux; 
tout en defendant les interets deja assures de 
ce~x-ci, elle n'accorde aucune protection a l'ou
vner. 

N otant que l'OIT a maintenu ses relations avec 
les allies d'Hitler durant la deuxieme guerre mon
diale, le representant de la RSS de Bielorussie 
ne voit pas comment une organisation devouee 
surtout aux interets des employeurs pourrait 
adopter un instrument de nature a proteger effi
cacement les droits des travailleurs. D'apres la 
Constitution de l'OIT, les delegues aux confe
rences de l'OIT doivent etre munis de !'approba
tion de leur gouvernements respectifs ; cette dispo
sition peut servir aux gouvernements pour s'in
gerer dans les interets syndicaux. C'est ainsi que, 
a la trentieme session de la Conference interna
tionale du Travail, la delegation envoyee par le 
Gouvernement de !'Iran ne comprenait aucun 
representant des 300.000 membres de !'Union 
centrale des syndicats. En outre, a la Conference 
regionale preparatoire asienne, en 1947, l'OIT a 
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senting Viet-Nam. That procedure had called 
forth protests from a Viet-Nam leader. 

Referring to the violations of trade union 
rights in a number of countries as shown in a 
memorandum submitted by the World Federation 
of Trade Unions to the Secretary-General in 
1947,1 Mr. Khomusko stated that the ILO had 
taken no action to defend those rights, but had 
been concerned with the interests of employers. 
That attitude was reflected in the ineffectual ILO 
convention of 6 July 1948. 

His delegation would therefore vote against 
the French draft resolution. 

Mr. THEODOROPOULOS (Greece) objected to the 
reference to a political matter in his country made 
by the Byelorussian representative. 

Mr. RUNDALL (United Kingdom) shared the 
Belgian representative's doubts concerning the 
advisability of singling out a convention for 
special mention. 

In view, however, of the special importance of 
that ILO convention, which marked a milestone 
in the history of organized labour, his delegation 
would support the French representative's pro
posal on the understanding that adoption of such 
a resolution would neither set a precedent, nor 
imply that other conventions not so recommended, 
were unimportant. 

In conclusion he suggested that in the last 
paragraph, the words "Calls upon Governments 
to take" should be replaced by the words "Ex
presses the earnest hope that the Governments 
will take". 

Mr. HAUCK (France) accepted the United 
Kingdom amendment. 

Mr. JovANOVIC (Yugoslavia) recalled that the 
question of trade union rights had been on the 
agenda of the Economic and Social Council and 
of the General Assembly since 1947, when the 
WFTU had brought the question to the Council's 
attention, 1 describing the violations and limita
tions of trade union rights in a number of coun
tries, and requesting that a committee of the 
Council should be set up to investigate the matter. 
That proposal had, however, been disregarded 
by the Council. 

It was gratuitous to say that trade union rights 
were covered by the right of free association; 
such an attitude served only to give added strength 
to those fighting against trade unions. Was there 
any need to ensure the rights of employers' unions? 
Had any employer ever exposed himself to perse
cution by joining an employers' union? Em
ployers' unions had the most power in capitalist 
countries; the position of trade unions, however, 
was frequently in jeopardy and should therefore 
be protected against recurrent attacks by em
ployers' unions. In view of those facts, the WFTU 
proposal had been entirely justified. 

1 See Official Records of the Economic and Social 
Council, second year, fourth session, annex 31, page 333. 

accepte que la France et les Pays-Bas represen
tent respectivement le Viet-Nam et la Republique 
d'Indonesie. Ce procede a souleve des protesta
tions de la part d'un dirigeant du Viet-Nam. 

Faisant allusion aux violations des droits syndi
caux en de nombreux pays, violations exposees 
clans un memorandum soumis par la Federation 
syndicale mondiale au Secretaire general en 19471, 
M. Khomoussko declare que l'OIT n'a pris aucune 
mesure pour defendre ces droits, mais s'est occu
pee en revanche des interets des employeurs. La 
meme attitude apparait clans l'inefficace conven
t ion de l'OIT en date du 6 juillet 1948. 

La delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie votera 
done contre le projet de resolution de la France. 

M. THEODOROPOULOS ( Grece) s' eleve contre 
!'allusion a une question politique concernant son 
pays_ faite par le representant de la RSS de Bielo
russ1e. 

M. RUNDALL (Royaume-Uni) partage les 
doutes exprimes par le representant de la Belgique 
et ne croit pas non plus qu'il soit judicieux de 
choisir une convention pour en faire l'ohjet d'une 
recommandation speciale. 

Cependant, en vue de l'importance particuliere 
de la convention de l'OIT, qui marque un jalon 
clans l'histoire du travail organise, sa delegation 
appuiera la proposition du representant de la 
France, etant entendu que l'adoption d'une reso
lution de ce genre ne creera pas un precedent et 
ne signifiera pas que d'autres conventions n'ont 
pas d'importance parce qu'elles ne sont pas recom
mandees. 

Il propose enfin de remplacer, au dernier para
graphe du projet de resolution, les mots: "Invite 
les gouvernements a prendre" par les mots : 
"Exprime le sincere espoir que les gouvernements 
prendront". 

M. HAUCK (France) accepte l'amenclement du 
Royaume-Uni. 

M. J 0VAN0vrc (Yougoslavie) rappelle que la 
question des droits syndicaux figure a l'ordre du 
jour du Conseil economique et social et de l'As
semblee generale depuis 1947, epoque Otl la FSM 
l'a portee a l'attention du Conseil1, decrivant les 
violations et les limitations des droits syndicaux 
clans nombre de pays, et demandant que soit 
creee une commission du Conseil chargee de pro
ceder a une enquete sur cette question. Cependant, 
le Conseil n'a pas tenu compte de cette proposition. 

L'affirmation selon laquelle les droits syndi
caux rentrent clans le cadre du droit de libre asso
ciation est purement gratuite; une telle attitude 
ne sert qu'a renforcer la position de ceux qui 
combattent les syndicats. Est-il le moins du monde 
necessaire de garantir les droits des syndicats 
d'employeurs? Un employeur s'est-il jamais ex
pose a des persecutions en adherant a un syndicat 
d'employeurs? C'est clans les pays capitalistes que 
les syndicats d'employeurs ont le plus de puis
sance; la position des syndicats ouvriers, au con
traire, se trouve frequemment compromise et doit 
done etre protegee contres les attaques repetees 
des syndicats d'employeurs. En raison de ces faits, 
la proposition de la FSM etait parfaitement 
fondee. 

'Voir Jes Proces-verbaitx officiels du Conseil ecoJ1n111i
que et sorial, deuxieme annee, quatrieme session, annexe 
3 I, page 333. 



422 

The Council, at its eighth session, had con
sidered the charges of violations of trade union 
rights brought by the WFTU against a number 
of countries including the majority of the mem
bers of the Council.1 Unable to dear themselves 
of the charges, the Governments concerned had 
tried to confuse the issue by making counter
charges and slanderous statements about the 
\:VFTU. There were numerous examples, how
ever, of flagrant violations of trade union rights 
in different countries, such as the action taken 
by the French Government during the miners' 
strike, the United Kingdom Government's attitude 
during the dockers' strike and the nefarious Taft
Hartley labour law passed in the United States. 

In the people's democracies the situation was 
different, as all power belonged to the people. In 
Yugoslavia, for instance, the trade unions, which 
before the war had been persecuted by the Govern
ment, were not only enjoying complete freedom, 
but participating in the settlement of labour and 
production problems and had the full support of 
the State. 

The ILO, however, instead of seeking to pro
tect trade union rights, had supported their 
enemies. Thus, when the Economic and Social 
Council at its sixth session had referred the ques
tion of equal pay for equal work for men and 
women workers to the ILO,2 the latter had 
decided not to examine the matter until 1950, 
which meant that it would not come before the 
Council until 1951. Such an attitude would further 
endanger trade union rights and was reprehen
sible. 

The Yugoslav delegation consequently could not 
support the French draft resolution calling for 
the prompt ratification of the ILO convention. 

Mr. CANHAM (United States of America) 
stated that his Government had always favoured 
and had actively worked for the achievement of 
a convention on freedom of association and pro
tection of the right to organize, but he would 
agree with the representatives of Belgium and 
the United Kingdom that the Committee should 
be consistent in procedural matters. It was not 
appropriate for that Committee of the General 
Assembly to urge approval of the actions of 
another international body, and since that prin
ciple would affect many similar cases arising with
in the United Nations, the United States delega
tion would vote against the French proposal in 
order to avoid establishing what it considered to 
be an undesirable precedent. 

Mr. HAUCK (France) had felt it would be 
possible to obtain the Committee's unanimous 
support for his resolution, thinking that those 
who were always protesting about violations of 
trade union rights would support the convention 
as a significant step forward in the protection 
of those rights. 

It had been said in the Committee that trade 
union rights had been violated in several coun-

1 See Official Records of the Economic and Social 
Co1mcil, fourth year, eighth session, 252nd, 256th 264th 
and 266th meetings. ' 

• See Resolutions adopted by the E.conomic and Social 
Council during its sixth session, No. 121 (VI). 

Au cours de sa huitieme session, le Conseil a 
examine les accusations de violation des droits 
syndicaux portees par la FSM contre nombre de 
pays au nombre desquels figuraient la majorite 
des membres du Conseil1. Ne pouvant se justifier 
de ces accusations, les gouvernements interesses 
se sont efforces d'embrouiller la question en lan
<;ant des contre-accusations et des declarations 
calomnieuses contre la FSM. II y a cependant de 
nombreux exemples de violations flagrantes des 
droits syndicaux dans differents pays, par exem
ple les mesures prises par le Gouvernement fran
<;ais au cours de la greve des mineurs, l'attitude 
du Royaume-Uni au cours de la greve des dockers 
et la nefaste loi sur le travail adopte par le Gou
vernement des Etats-Unis et connue sous le nom 
de loi Taft-Hartley. 

Dans les democraties populaires, la situation est 
differente, car le pouvoir tout entier appartient 
au peuple. En Y ougoslavie, par exemple, les syn
dicats qui, avant la guerre, etaient persecutes par 
le gouvernement, non seulement jouissent d'une 
liberte complete, mais encore participent au regle
ment des problemes du travail et de la produc
tion et jouissent de l'appui entier de l'Etat. 

Au contraire, l'OIT, au lieu de chercher a pro
teger les droits syndicaux, a soutenu leurs enne
mis. Ainsi, lorsque le Conseil economique et 
social, a sa sixieme session, a renvoye a l'OIT2 

la question de l'egalite de salaire pour un travail 
egal entre la main-d'reuvre masculine et la main
d'reuvre feminine, l'OIT a decide de ne pas exa
miner la question avant 1950, ce qui veut dire 
qu'elle ne sera pas soumise au Conseil avant 1951. 
Une telle attitude rendrait encore plus precaire 
la situation des droits syndicaux et, partant, est 
inadmissible. 

Aussi la delegation de la Y ougoslavie ne saurait 
appuyer le projet de resolution de la France, qui 
tend a une prompte ratification de la convention de 
l'OIT. 

M. CAN HAM ( Etats-U nis d' Amerique) de
clare que son gouvernement a toujours envisage 
avec faveur l'idee d'une convention sur la libene 
syndicale et la protection du droit syndical, et n'a 
pas epargne ses efforts pour en assurer la con
clusion. II pense cependant, avec les representants 
de la Belgique et du Royaume-Uni, que la Com
mission devrait faire preuve de suite dans les 
idees en matiere de procedure. I1 n'appartient pas 
a une Commission de l' Assemblee generale d'in
sister pour que soient ratifies les actes d'un autre 
organisme international, et, comme ce principe 
pourrait s'appliquer a de nombreux cas semblables 
se produisant au sein de l'Organisation, la dele
gation des Etats-Unis votera contre la proposition 
de la France pour eviter d'etablir ce qu'il conside
rerait comme un precedent regrettable. 

M. HAUCK (France) pensait que sa resolution 
aurait pu obtenir l'appui unanime des membres 
de la Commission, car il croyait que ceux qui pro
testent toujours contre des violations des droits 
syndicaux auraient appuye l'idee de la convention 
comme constituant un important progres en ce 
qui concerne la protection de ces droits. 

On a dit, a la Commission, que des violations 
des droits syndicaux se sont produites clans plu-

1 Voir les Proces-1,erba11x officiels du Conseil eco110111i
que et social, quatrieme an.nee, huiticme session 252eme 
256eme, 264eme et 266eme seances. ' ' 

2 Voir Jes Resol1itions adoptees par le Conseil ecm,0111i
que et social pendanJ sa si.t:ieme session, No 121 (VI). 
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tries. That was true, but surely the best means 
of protecting those rights was through the ratifi
cation of the convention, which was an inter
national instrument and thus a source of inter
national law. 

Mr. Hauck thought that a comparison of con
ditions in his country or iri the United Kingdom 
with the practice in other countries would un
doubtedly show that trade union rights fared 
better in the democracies where people refused 
to renounce the principle of freedom. 

He would point out that the ILO had estab
lished close collaboration with the WFTU and 
a representative of the latter organization was 
attending all meetings of the ILO. 

It had been stated that the ILO convention 
favoured employers, but in fact the ILO was a 
tripartite organization composed of representa
tives of Governments, workers and employers 
freely designated to represent their respective 
interests. A study of the convention, and of articles 
2, 3, 4 and 8 in particular, would show that the 
claim that the convention did not protect the 
right of association without interference was 
wholly unfounded. Mr. Hauck considered that 
only countries favouring the domination of gov
ernmental authority would oppose the convention. 
It was perfectly clear from the text that it had 
heen drafted in an attempt to protect trade union 
rights whenever they were threatened. 

The question of the elimination of the rights of 
employers from the convention had been raised 
hy the Polish delegation to the ILO' s San Fran
cisco conference but the representatives of the 
workers had voted almost unanimously to retain 
in the convention the principle that the protection 
applied also to employers and had consequently 
had no objection to establishing equitable treat
ment for both employer and worker. 

France had proclaimed its belief in freedom 
and equality in 1789 and would not renounce 
those principles. In that spirit it would ratify 
the convention. 

Mr. Hauck asked the representative of Bel
gium, the United States and the United Kingdom 
to support his draft resolution because a request 
for ratification of the convention would mark 
their adherence to the concept of freedom, which 
he hoped was still dominant in the world. 

Mr. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) agreed with the 
substance of the French resolution but he also 
supported the view of the Belgian representative. 
He would like an opinion from the representative 
of the ILO as to whether the adoption of the 
resolution would prejudice the reception of other 
conventions emanating from that organization. 

On the invitation of the Chairman, Mr. lvf etall, 
the representative of the International Labour 
Organisation, took his place at the Committee 
table. 

Mr. METALL (International Labour Organisa
tion), in reply to the representative of Afghanis
tan, stated that adoption of the French resolution 
would not prejudice other conventions of the 
ILO. 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) thought that the 
French resolution had been covered in paragraph 4 

sieurs pays. C'est exact, mais, assurement, le 
meilleur moyen de proteger ces droits est de rati
fier la convention, qui est un instrument inter
national et, par consequent, une des sources du 
droit international. 

M. Hauck pense que si l'on compare la situa
tion en France et dans le Royaume-Uni avec ce 
qui se fait clans d'autres pays, on verra, sans 
aucun doute, que les droits syndicaux sont mieux 
respectes dans les democraties ou les peuples 
refusent de renoncer au principe de la Iiberte. 

II desire souligner que l'OIT a cree des liens 
de collaboration etroite avec la FSM, dont un 
representant assiste a toutes les seances de l'OIT. 

On a <lit que la convention de l'OIT favorise 
Jes employeurs, mais, en realite, l'OIT est une 
organisation tripartite composee de representants 
des gouvernements, des travailleurs et des em
ployeurs, librement designes pour representer leurs 
interets respectifs. Si l' on etudie la convention, 
et, en particulier, ses articles 2, 3, 4 et 8, on 
verra qu'il n'y a aucune raison de pretendre 
qu'elle ne protege pas le droit d'association. M. 
Hauck considere que seuls les pays qui penchent 
pour l'absolutisme gouvernemental s'opposeront 
a la convention. Le texte de ce document montre 
bien que ceux qui l'ont redige avaient en vue 
la protection des droits syndicaux chaque fois 
que ceux-ci sont menaces. 

La delegation de la Pologne a la conference 
tenue a San-Francisco par l'OIT a souleve la 
question de !'elimination, du texte de la conven
tion, de ce qui y est <lit des droits des employeurs, 
mais les representants des travailleurs voterent 
presque unanimement pour maintenir dans la con
vention le principe en vertu duquel la protection 
s'etend aussi aux employeurs; par consequent, 
ils ne se sont pas opposes a l'etablissement d'un 
traitement equitable, tant pour l'employeur que 
pour le travailleur. 

La France a proclame sa foi en la liberte et 
en l'egalite des 1789, et elle ne renoncera pas 
a ces principes. C'est clans cet esprit qu'elle 
ratifiera la convention. 

M. Hauck demande aux representants de la 
Belgique, des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni 
d'appuyer son projet de resolution, car, en deman
dant que la convention soit ratifiee, ils manifeste
ront leur adhesion au principe de liberte qui, 
M. Hauck l'espere, domine encore dans le monde. 

M. PAJWAK (Afghanistan) approuve le fond 
du projet de resolution de la France, mais ii 
appuie egalement les vues du representant de la 
Belgique. II aimerait avoir !'opinion du repre
sentant de l'OIT sur le point de savoir si !'adop
tion de cette resolution porterait prejudice a 
l'acceptation d'autres conventions redigees par 
cette organisation. 

Sur l'invitati.on du President, M. Meiall, repre
sentant de !'Organisation intemationale du Tra.
vail, prend place a la table de la Commissi01t. 

M. METALL (Organisation internationale du 
Travail), repondant au representant de !'Afgha
nistan, declare que !'adoption du projet de reso
lution de la France ne porterait nullement atteinte 
aux autres conventions de l'OIT. 

M. J OCKEL ( Australie) estime que le but du 
projet de resolution de la France est deja atteint 
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of resolution 193 (VIII) of the Economic and 
Social Council in which the United Nations took 
formal cognizance of the ILO convention. \,Vhen 
adopting that resolution1 the Council had decided 
not to request ratification of the convention; con
sequently, by adopting the French resolution, the 
Committee would be establishing a precedent 
which Mr. Jockel did not feel would be advisable. 

If the representative of France maintained his 
resolution, however. the Australian delegation 
would support it. 

Mr. ARA:\I (Iran) reserved the right to reply, 
during the following meeting, to certain allusions 
to his Government. 

Mr. KHOMUSKO (Byelorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic) stated that in his country every 
citizen was free to enter into any association or 
union vvhatsoever. Every member of a trade 
union exercised his full rights entirely free from 
restrictive legislation. 

l\Ir. Zoxov (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics) recalled that early in 1947. as a result of 
violations of 7rade union rights in various coun
tries the \VFTU had raised2 the question of 
guaranteeing those rights. By its resolution 52 
(IV). the Economic and Social Council had 
referred the \VFTU's proposals to the ILO, 
which had dr·aft eel a convention that was quite 
unsatisfactory to the USSR since it favoured 
employers ancl opposed the interests of workers. 

Events had borne out the WFTU charges 
concerning the curtailment of trade union rights, 
the arrest and expulsion of union leaders and 
Government-controlled trade unions established 
in the place of organizations truly representative 
of the working classes. The ,vFTC' s purpose had 
been to protect the workers from those unwar
ranted attacks upon their fundamental rights, but 
the Economic and Social Council had not accepted 
its proposals. 

The ILO convention made no prov1s1on for 
the extension of unlimited rights to Non-Self
Governing Territories, thus encouraging a colonial 
policy under which the native population .was 
completely unprotected. The convent10n contamed 
no effective measures for implementation of the 
minimum rights of workers, which it did proclaim. 
That was because of the ILO's very nature and 
structure, which the USSR had proposed some 
time previously should be modified; that proposal 
had not, however, been adopted. 

The Soviet Union could not support the French 
resolution and would abstain from voting on it. 

l\frs. RAY (India) welcomed the French reso
lution. The Indian delegation supported the ILO 
convention. In India, freedom of association 
was a justiciable right respect for which was 

'See Official Records of the Economic a11d Social 
C owicil, fourth year, eighth session, 280th meeting. 

0 See Official Records of the EcoHomic an.d Social 
Co1111cil, second year, fourth session, annex 31, page 333. 

grace au quatrieme paragraphe de la resolution 
193 (VIII) du Conseil economique et social, 
par laquelle l'Organisation des Nations Unies 
a pris officiellement note de la convention de 
l'OIT. Le Conseil, !ors de !'adoption de cette 
resolution1, a decide de ne pas demander la rati
fication de la convention; si done la Commission 
adoptait le projet de resolution de la France, elle 
creerait un precedent, ce qui, de l'avis de 
M. J ockel, serait peu indique. 

Neanmoins, si le representant de la France ne 
retire pas son projet, la delegation de l'Australie 
I' appuiera. 

M. ARAM (Iran) se reserve de repondre, a 
la prochaine seance, a certaines allusions qui ont 
ete faites a son gouvernement. 

11. KHoMoussKo (Republique socialiste sovie
tique de Bielorussie) declare que, dans son pays, 
tout citoyen est libre de s'affilier a n'importe 
quelle association ou syndicat. Tout membre d'un 
syndicat a pleine jouissance de ses droits, qui 
ne sont limites par aucune disposition legislative. 

M. ZoNov (Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques) rappelle a la Commission que la 
FSM a, au debut de 1947, souleve, a propos de 
violations des droits syndicaux clans divers pays, 
la question de la garantie de ces droits2• Le 
Conseil economique et social a, par sa resolution 
52 (IV), renvoye les propositions de la FSM 
a l'OIT qui a prepare une convention. Cette 
convention est loin de donner satisfaction a 
l'URSS, car elle favorise les employeurs aux 
depens des interets des travailleurs. 

Les evenements ont prouve I'exactitude des ac
cusations de la FSM concernant la limitation des 
droits syndicaux, l'arrestation et l'expulsion de 
chefs syndicaux et l'etablissement de syndicats 
controles par le gouvernement pour remplacer 
Jes organisations qui representaient reellement les 
classes laborieuses. Les propositions de la FSM 
avaient pour but de proteger Jes travailleurs 
contre ces violations injustifiees de leurs droits 
fondamentaux, et cependant le Conseil econo
mique et social n'a pas accepte ces propositions. 

La convention preparee par l'OIT, en ne pre
voyant pas que Ies droits seront etendus sans 
limitation aux territoires non autonomes, encou
rage une politique coloniale qui laisse la popu
lation autochtone sans aucune protection. La con
vention ne prevoit aucune mesure permettant 
d'assurer la mise en ceuvre des droits minima 
qu'elle proclame pour Jes travailleurs. Cela vient 
de la nature meme de 1' organisation et de la 
structure de l'OIT, auxquelles l'URSS avait pro
pose d'apporter certaines modifications; mais cette 
proposition n'a pas ete adoptee. 

L'Union sovietique n'est pas en mesure d'ap
puyer le projet de resolution de la France, et 
elle s'abstiendra lors du vote. 

Mme RAY (Incle) approuve le projet de reso
lution de la France. La delegation de l'Inde 
donne son appui a la convention de l'OIT. Dans 
l'Inde, la liberte d'association est garantie par 

1 Voir les Proces-vcrbatt.t: officiels d1i C onseil econo
mique et social, quatrieme annee, huitieme session, 280eme 
seance, 

'Voir les Proci!s-,Jerbaux officiels du Conseil economi
. que et social, deuxieme a11nee,· quatrieme session, annexe 
I 31, page 333. 
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enforceable by courts of law. The Indian Gov
ernment intended to ratify the convention in the 
near future, as soon as it had been considered by 
the Parliament. 

While the Indian Government realized that 
much remained to be done, since its very inception 
it had been giving special attention to the improve
ment of the conditions of workers, and labour 
legislation was being enacted in that connexion. 
The Labour Minister of the central Government 
came from the working classes and there were 
many members in the Government. both central 
and provincial, who had been in the labour muw
ment over a period of years. Every encourage
ment was given in India to encourage the legis
lation of trade union movements working on 
constitutional lines. 

Mrs. Ray added that since the ILO representa
tive had explained that the adoption of the French 
resolution would not affect other ILO conventions 
adversely, no one would have any difficulty m 
agreeing to it. 

Mr. RIEMENS (Netherlands) thanked the rep
resentative of the Byelorussian SSR for his state
ment which would seem to indicate that the Byelo
ntssian SSR Government and his o,vn were on 
common ground. He was sure that in keeping 
with his statement the representative of the 
Byelorussian SSR would be able to support the 
French resolution. 

Mr. VALENZUELA (Chile) did not intend to 
reply to the allusions of the Byelorussian SSR 
representative. Those allegations had been made 
hefore, and in spite of all proof to the contrary, 
the Soviet representatives had maintained their 
original convictions. It would serve no purpose to 
reopen the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the French 
draft resolution ( A/C.3/290), as amended. 

The draft resolution was adopted by 27 votes 
to 2, with 9 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 6 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
SEVENTH MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Thursday. 12 Alay 1949, at 10.30 a.111. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

STATEMENT BY THE SAUDI ARABIAN REPRESENTA
TIVE 

Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) wished to call the 
Committee's attention to the latest of a series of 
deplorable incidents, which had occurred that 
morning: his delegation's car had been pelted with 
eggs in the City of New York. 

Since the United Nations would soon establish 
its headquarters in that city and since many rep
resentatives would presumably take up residence 
there, it was in the interest of all delegations that 
such attempts to intimidate them and to prevent 
them from exercising freedom of opinion and ex
pression should not be repeated. 

la Joi et . Ies tribunaux sont charges de la faire 
respecter. Le Gouvernement de l'lnde a l'inten
tion de ratifier la convention des qu'elle aura 
ete examinee par le Parlement. 

Le Gouvernement de !'Incle se rend compte 
qu'il reste encore beaucoup a faire, mais, depuis 
qu'il est au pouvoir, ii accorde une attention 
toute Speciale a !'amelioration de la condition 
des travailleurs, et une legislation du travail est 
en voie de promulgation. Le Ministre du tra
vail du gouvemement central sort de la classe ou
vriere, et bien des membres du gouvernement, 
qu'il s'agisse du gouvernement central ou du 
gouvernement provincial, ont participe pendant 
plusieurs annees aux mouvements ouvriers. Les 
mouvements syndicaux authentiques, qni operent 
clans le cadre de la legalite, sont vivement encou
rages clans l'Inde. 

Mme Ray ajoute que, puisque le representant 
de l'OIT a precise que !'adoption du projet de 
resolution de la France n 'aurait aucune conse
quence facheuse en ce qui concerne les autres 
conventions de l'OIT, personne ne peut avoir 

i de difficulte a approuver ce projet de resolution. 

M. RIEMENS (Pays-Bas) remercie le repre
sentant de la RSS de Bielorussie de sa declara
tion, qui semble indiquer une communaute de 
vues entre leurs deux gouvernements. II conclut 
de cette declaration que le representant de la 
RSS de Bielorussie sera certainement a meme 
d'appuyer le projet de resolution de la France. 

M. VALENZUELA (Chili) n'a pas !'intention de 
repondre aux insinuations du representant de 
la RSS de Bielorussie. Ces allegations ont deja 
ete faites auparavant et bien qu'il ait ete prouve 
qu'elles etaient fausses, Jes delegations sovietiques 
ne sont pas convaincues. II est done inutile de 
rouvrir la discussion. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le projet de reso
lution de la France (A/C.3/290) tel qu'il a ete 
amende. 

Par 27 voix contre 2, avec 9 abstentions, le 
pro jet de resolution, tel qu'il a ete aniende, est 
adopte. 

La seance est levee a 18 heures. 

DEUX CENT VINGT-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 12 mai 1949, a 10 h: 30. 

Prhident: 11.L Charles M.\LIK (Liban). 

DECL.\RATION DU REPRlcSENT:\NT DE L' ARABIE 
SAOUDITE 

M. BAROODY ( Arabie saoudite) desire appeler 
!'attention de la Commission sur le dernier d'une 
serie d'incidents cleplorables, survenu ce matin: 
dans la ville de New-York, des reufs ont ete 
lances sur la voiture de sa delegation. 

Etant donne que le siege de }'Organisation 
des Nations C'nies sera bientot installe clans 
cette ville et que maints representants y auront 
sans doute aussi leur residence, il y va de l'interet 
de toutes les delegations qu'on prenne des mesures 
pour eviter le retour de pareilles tentatives d'in
timidation, destinees a empecher les representants 
d'exercer leur liherte d'opinion et d'expression. 
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Secondly, it was no longer a secret that the 
Saudi Arabian and other delegations had been 
subjected to pressure exercised by certain Gov
ernments through diplomatic channels, pressure 
intended to make them alter their vote. 

Finally, an example of that unintentional dis
tortion of news for which the Saudi Arabian dele
gation had on numerous occasions urged a remedy 
occurred in that morning's N e·w York Tnnes 
which ascribed a speech made the previous day 
by the Saudi Arabian representative at the 207th 
meeting of the General Assembly to Mr. Ibrahim, 
the representative of Yemen. 

Mr. Baroody hoped that the United States dele
gation v.:ould convey his complaints to its Gov
ernment and that measures would be taken to 
ensure that all United Nations representatives 
were treated in a manner commensurate with 
their dignity as human beings ; it would be most 
unfortunate if some of them were compelled to 
leave. 

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of America) 
deeply regretted the action of irresponsible per
sons which had been reported by the Saudi Ara
bian representative. While anyone so victimized 
was entitled to claim police protection, she would 
most certainly bring the incident to the notice of 
the proper authorities and urge them to take 
measures to prevent such occurrences in the 
future. 

She was unable to reply to Mr. Baroody con
cerning his second point because she did not 
kno\'1t to what he had been referring. 

'With regard to the mistake made by The N e-w 
York Times correspondent, she was quite sure 
that either he or his colleagues would see to it 
that the mistake was rectified. 

164. Chapter III of the report of the 
Economic and Social Council 
(A/625) (continued) 

Draft resolution submitted by the delegation of 
Lebanon (A/C.3/408/Rev.1) 
Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) stated that a com

parison between chapters II and III of the Eco
nomic and Social Council's report (A/625) re
vealed that, while a series of general studies on 
the world economic situation had been initiated 
by the Council, no comparable action was con
templated in the social, humanitarian and cultural 
fields. 

The Lebanese delegation thought that the Third 
Committee might wish the Council, sooner or 
later, to institute such studies, the importance of 
which could not be over-estimated. In fact, in 
order to fulfil its double function, the Economic 
and Social Council would need a world survey of 
the social and cultural as well as of the economic 
fields. The Lebanese draft resolution did not, how
ever, propose that such a survey should be un
dertaken at once; rather, it requested the Secre
tary-General to prepare, in co-operation with the 
specialized agencies and the non-governmental 
organizations concerned, a study and research 
plan, on the basis of which the Council could de
cide ,vhether the general report on the world 

En deuxieme lieu, ce n'est plus maintenant un 
secret pour personne que certains gouvernements, 
par la voie diplomatique, ont exerce une pression 
sur la delegation de l' Arabie saoudite et sur 
d'autres delegations pour les amener a modifier 
leur vote. 

Enfin, la delegation de l' Arabie saoudite a relevc 
ce matin dans le New York Tfrnes un nouvel 
exemple de cette involontaire deformation des 
nouvelles a laquelle elle a souvent demande qu'on 
portat remede; l'article de ce journal attribuait 
a M. Ibrahim, representant du Yemen, un discours 
prononce la veille a la 207eme seance pleniere 
de l'Assemblee generate par le representant de 
l' Arabie saoudite. 

M. Baroody espere que la delegation des Etats
Unis voudra bien transmettre a son gouverne
ment les plaintes qu'il vient d'exprimer, et que 
des mesures seront prises pour garantir a tous 
les representants aupres de ]'Organisation des 
Nations Unies un traitement compatible avec leur 
<lignite humaine ; il serait facheux que certains 
d' entre eux fussent contraints de quitter leur 
poste. 

Mme ROOSEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) re
grette profondement l'acte d'energumenes que 
vient de relater le representant de l' Arabie saou
dite. Bien que les victimes d'agressions de ce 
genre aient le droit de reclamer la protection 
de la police, elle ne manquera certainement pas 
de porter l'incident a la connaissance des autorites 
competentes, en insistant pour que des mesures 
soient prises afin d'eviter le retour de pareils 
incidents. 
, Mme Roosevelt se declare incapable de repondre 
a M. Baroody en ce qui concerne le deuxieme 
point qu'il a souleve, parce qu'elle ne connait 
pas les faits auxquels il a fait allusion. 

Quant a l'erreur commise par le correspondant 
du New York Times, elle est tout a fait sure 
que ce correspondant ou ses collegues veilleront 
a ce qu'elle soit rectifiee. 

164. Chapitre III du rapport du Conseil 
economique et social ( A/ 625) 
(suite) 

Pro jet de resolution presente par la delegation di, 
Liban (A/C.3/408/Rev.1) 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) constate, en comparant 
les chapitres II et III du rapport du Conseil 
economique et social (A/625), qu'une serie d'etu
des generales sur la situation economique mondiale 
ont ete entreprises par le Conseil, tandis qu'aucune 
enquete du meme genre n'est envisagee clans 
les domaines social, humanitaire ou culture!. 

De l'avis de la delegation du Lihan, la Troi
sieme Commission pourrait engager le Conseil a 
instituer, tot OU tard, de telles etudes, dont !'impor
tance ne saurait etre surestimee. En fait, pour 
remplir sa double fonction, le Conseil economique 
et social aurait besoin d'une etude mondiale sur 
la situation sociale et culturelle, aussi bien que 
sur les conditions economiques. Le projet de 
resolution du Liban ne demande pas, cependant, 
qtte pareille etude soit immediaten1ent entreprise; 
il se borne a inviter le Secretaire general a pre
parer, en cooperation avec les institutions specia
lisees et les organisations non gouvernementales 
interessees, un plan d'etudes et de recherches sur 
la base duquel le Conseil pourrait decider s'il 
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social and cultural situation should be under
taken. The Committee was, consequently, called 
upon not to make a final decision but to author
ize a preliminary step. 

It might be objected that, as chapter III of its 
report showed, the Economic and Social Council 
and its Social Commission, as well as the Depart
ment of Social Affairs of the Secretariat and such 
specialized agencies as UNESCO, were already 
very active in the social field and had prepared 
or were preparing a number of studies; the same 
was true, however, of the economic field, and yet 
the Council had felt a need for an over-all study 
of the world economic situation. 

Moreover, each of the above-mentioned organs 
had so far dealt with particular social problems 
only; and it was worth noting that a general study 
such as that proposed by the Lebanese delegation 
would be most useful in the solution of those 
very problems, since it would supply a back
ground against which their importance could be 
better judged. 

The general study would be helpful to the 
United Nations in other ways as well. It would 
indicate what regions of the globe and what as
pects of social and cultural life called most ur
gently for attention; it would show what social 
conditions had to be drastically altered before an 
end could be put to chronic violations of human 
rights in certain countries; it would even pro
mote economic development by raising standards 
of public hygiene and education which were its 
prerequisites. Above all, by stressing the essential 
unity of mankind even while presenting a di

(versity of social and cultural levels, the study 
would serve to emphasize the universal character 
of the United Nations and its genuine concern 
for all human beings everywhere. 

Mr. Azkoul therefore hoped that the Com
mittee would adopt the Lebanese draft resolution 
and thereby initiate the research plan which would 
be the first step towards that general study. 

Mr. f OCKEL (Australia) considered the Le
banese draft resolution somewhat vague and un
realistic. He consequently introduced his own 
draft resolution (A/C.3/515), which read as 
follows: 

"The General Assembly 
"Refers the Lebanese proposal (A/C.3/408/ 

Rev.l) to the Economic and Social Council for 
appropriate action at the Council's discretion." 

Mr. BORBERG (Denmark) supported the Aus
tralian proposal, which would obviate the need 
for a lengthy discussion of such tenuous questions 
as the precise meaning of the word "cultural" 
as used in the Lebanese draft resolution. 

He would be unable to vote for that resolution 
as it stood, because it was impossible for him to 
decide whether or not the ambitious project sug
gested in it was feasible at all. Certainly it should 
not be undertaken merely to parallel the work 
done in the economic field. 

Mr. FOURIE (Union of South Africa) re
marked that, while he did not object to the Leb
anese proposal in principle, he agreed with the 

y a lieu d'entamer la preparation d'un rapport 
general sur la situation sociale et culturelle mon
diale. La Commission n'est done pas appelee a 
prendre une decision definitive, mais a autoriser 
une demarche preliminaire. 

Ainsi que le montre le chapitre III de son rap
port, le Conseil economique et social et sa Com
mission des questions sociales, ainsi que le Depar
tement des questions sociales du Secretariat et 
des institutions specialisees comme !'UNESCO, 
deploient deja une grande activite clans le domaine 
social; ils ont prepare Ott preparent de nombreuses 
etudes. Ce pourrait etre la une objection, mais 
il en va de meme dans le domaine economique 
et pourtant le Conseil a ressenti le besoin d'une 
etude generale de la situation economique mon
diale. 

De plus, chacun des organismes susmentionnes 
ne s'est occupe jusqu'ici que de problemes sociaux 
particuliers, et il vaut la peine de noter qu'une 
etude generale telle que celle que propose la dele
gation du Liban serait des plus utiles a la solution 
de ces memes problemes, puisqu'elle les placerait 
dans un cadre general OU l'on pourrait mieux 
juger de leur importance. 

Une etude generale serait utile a !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies d'une autre maniere encore. 
Elle indiquerait quelles regions du globe et quels 
aspects de la vie sociale et culturelle reclament 
]'attention la plus urgente; elle montrerait quelles 
conditions sociales ii faut changer de fond en 
comble avant qu'on ne puisse en finir avec Jes 
violations constantes des droits de l'homme en 
certains pays; elle aiderait meme au developpement 
economique par le relevement des niveaux de 
!'hygiene publique et de ]'education, condition prea
lable de tout progres. Mais surtout, en insistant 
sur ]'unite essentielle de l'hnmanite, tout en pre
sentant des aspects divers de !'evolution sociale et 
culturelle, l'etude generate servirait a faire ressor
tir le caractere universel de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies et l'interet veritable qu'elle porte 
a tous les etres humains partout dans le monde. 

M. Azkoul espere done que la Commission 
adoptera le projet de resolution du Liban, jetant 
ainsi les bases d'un plan de recherches qui serait 
le premier pas vers l'etude generale envisagee. 

M. J OCKEL ( Australie) trouve le pro jet de 
resolution du Liban plutot vague et utopique. 
En consequence, ii depose son propre projet de 
resolution ( A/C.3/515), ainsi redige : 

a L' Assemblee generale 
"Renvoie la proposition libanaise (A/C.3/408/ 

Rev.l) au Conseil economique et social afin qu'il 
prenne a ce sujet les mesures qu'il jugerait utiles." 

M. BoRBERG (Danemark) appuie la proposi
tion de 1' Australie qui eviterait une longue discus
sion sur des questions a11ssi subtiles que le sens 
precis du mot "culture", tel qu'il est employe 
dans le projet de resolution du Liban. 

II lui sera impossible de voter pour cette 
resolution clans sa forme actuelle parce qu'il Jui 
est impossible de determiner si l'ambitieux projet 
qu 'elle suggere est realisable. On ne devrait cer
tainement pas, en tout cas, l'entreprendre dans 
le but unique d'en faire le pendant du travail 
effectue dans le domaine economique. 

M. FouRm (Union Sud-Africaine) n'a pas 
d'objections de principe a opposer a la proposi
tion du Liban, mais il donne son appui a la 
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Australian suggestion. The Economic and Social 
Council would certainly be in a better position 
than the Third Committee to decide what priority 
should be assigned to the Lebanese proposal, since 
it would have full information concerning other 
studies in the process of preparation. 1foreover, 
the Council, before taking a decision, would be 
able to consider the financial implications of the 
project as well as the funds at its disposal. Fi
nally, the Council would be able to ensure co
ordination with UNESCO, which might be plan
ning a similar study in the cultural field. It ,vas 
therefore preferable to allow the Council full 
freedom of decision in the matter. 

Mr. AzKouL (Lebanon) disagreed with the 
Australian proposal. The very title of the Third 
Committee -- the Social, Humanitarian and Cul
tural Committee showed that it had a responsi
bility prior to that of the Economic and Soci«l 
Council for subjects such as that under discus
sion. There was a considerable difference between 
referring a matter to the Council without com
ment and recommending that Council to take ac
tion on a matter in which the General Assembly 
had previously shown its interest, as had been 
done with regard to General Assembly resolu
tion 60 (I) on the translation of the classics. 

Mr. Azkoul made it clear that the Secretary
General was not asked to prepare a report, hut 
merely a study and research plan. He agreed that 
the preparation of such a plan would raise many 
thorny problems. Those problems, however, could 
be dealt with far more easily after the preliminary 
study had been prepared. The Economic and 
Social Council could not examine them until it 
had the Secretary-General's report before it for 
guidance. Any preliminary studies which 
UNESCO might have made would bear mainly 
upon cultural aspects of the problem. Mr. Azkoul 
thought, however, that no strict distinction could 
or should be made between the cultural and social 
aspects; but UNESCO was not in a position to 
carry out so broad a study. 

The representative of Denmark had correctly 
spoken of the difficulties of defining the field cov
ered by the word "cultural". An attempt to do 
so had, however, been made in the first draft of 
the Lebanese resolution (A/C.3/408) in which 
standard of living, public health, housing, leisure, 
social security, elementary, secondary and techni
cal education and higher studies had been spe
cifically listed. No broad philosophical survey had 
been intended, merely specific studies such as 
those mentioned; such an undertaking was per
fectly feasible. On the basis of such studies it 
would be possible to construct a broad objective 
picture of the existing social and cultural situa
tion. 

Mr. HAUCK (France) said that his country had 
always recognized the importance of the United 
Nations' activity in the social field because it 
agreed with the statement made by President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1941 to the effect that 
economic policy was not an end, but a means 
towards social ends. 

proposition de l'Australie. Le Conseil economique 
et social sera certainement mieux place que la 
Troisieme Commission pour decider de la priorite 
qu'il convient d'accorder a la proposition libanaise, 
puisqu'il sera pleinement au courant des autres 
etudes en cours de preparation. De plus, avant 
de prendre une decision, le Conseil sera en mesure 
d'examiner les incidences financieres du projet, 
en tenant compte des credits dont ii dispose. 
Enfin, le Conseil sera en mesure d'assurer la 
coordination avec l'UNESCO, qui envisage peut
etre d'entreprendre une etude similaire clans le 
dornaine culture!. II est done preferable de laisser 
au Conseil toute liberte de decision en la matiere. 

M. AZKOUL (Liban) n'accepte pas la proposi-
1 ion de l' Australie. Le titre meme de la Troisieme 
Commission - Commission des questions sociales, 
humanitaires et culturelles - montre que cet 
organe a une responsabilite plus grande encore 
que le Conseil economique et social en ce qui 
concerne les questions telles que celle qui figure 
a l'ordre du jour. II existe une difference consi
derable entre le fait de renvoyer une question au 
Conseil sans commentaires et le fait de recom
mander que le Conseil prenne des mesures au 
sujet d'une question pour laquelle l' Assemblee 
generale a deja manifeste de l'interet, comme 
ce fut le cas pour la traduction des classiques 
qui a fait l'objet de la resolution 60 (I). 

M. Azkoul precise qu'on a demande au Secre
taire general de preparer, non pas un rapport, 
mais seulement un plan d'etudes et de recherches. 
II admet que la preparation d'un tel plan sou
leverait de nombreux problemes epineux. Cepen
dant, ces problemes pourront etre traites bien plus 
aisement lorsqu'on aura procede a l'etude preli
minaire. Le Conseil economique et social ne peut 
les examiner tant qu'il ne disposera pas des rap
ports du Secretaire general pour le guider. T outes 
Jes etudes preliminaires que !'UNESCO aura pu 
faire porteront principalement sur les aspects cul
turels du probleme, M. Azkoul estime cependant 
qu'on ne peut nine doit faire de distinctions rigou
reuses entre Jes aspects culture! et social - et 
!'UNESCO n'est pas en mesure d'entreprendre 
une etude aussi vaste. 

Le representant du Danemark a parle fort judi
cieusement des difficultes que souleve la defini
tion du domaine de la "culture". Cependant, un 
essai clans ce sens a deja ete fait clans le premier 
projet de resolution du Liban (A/C.3/408) qui 
enumere de fa.-;on precise le niveau de vie, la 
sante publique, !'habitation, les loisirs, la securite 
sociale, !'education elementaire, secondaire, tech
nique et les etudes superieures. Les auteurs de ce 
projet envisageaient, non pas une etude philoso
phique de grande envergure, mais settlement les 
recherches precises dont il a ete fait mention ; 
une telle entreprise est parfaitement realisable. En 
se fondant sur de telles etudes, ii serait possible 
de se faire une image large et objective de la 
situation sociale et culturelle du moment present. 

M. HAUCK (France) declare que son pays a 
toujours reconnu !'importance de l'activite de
ployee par !'Organisation des Nations Unies dans 
le domaine social; la France s'est associee a la 
declaration que le president Franklin D. Roose
velt a faite en 1941 et dont le but etait de 
proclamer que la politique economique n'etait pas 
1me fin en soi, mais un moyen d'atteindre des 
buts d'ordre social. 
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In existing circumstances, the United Nations 
faced great difficulties in its political and eco
nomic work, so that the main weight of its ac
tivity should be shifted to the social field, in 
which it could obtain concrete results in the rais
ing of living standards and the enhancement of 
the dignity and worth of the human person. The 
attention of the world should be drawn particu
larly to that aspect of the United Nations' work, 
and the United Nations itself should do all in 
its power to show its interest in that aspect. The 
United )..l"ations' function was to act as a co
ordinator of economic and social problems. If it 
confined itself to the production exclusively of 
economic studies, its work might appear to lack 
balance and it might well give the false impression 
that it was not sufficiently interested in social 
problems. 

The Lebanese resolution (A/C.3/408/Rev.1) 
was, therefore, of great interest, but the proce
dure laid down in paragraph 4 was not the most 
appropriate one. The study envisaged would en
tail considerable work and had financial implica
tions, and detailed co-ordination with the spe
cialized agencies and non-governmental organiza
tions concerned would be necessary. That work 
should not be transmitted directly to the Economic 
and Social Council but to its more specialized 
competent organ, the Social Commission. 

He therefore submitted an amendment to that 
effect ( A/ C.3/516) , in replacement of paragraph 
4 of the Lebanese resolution (A/C.3/408/Rev.1). 

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) accepted the French 
amendment. 

:Vlr. LEBEAU (Belgium) supported the Aus
tralian resolution (A/C.3/515), although he 
would have preferred the rejection of the Leba
nese resolution. He objected to all parts of that 
resolution, but particularly to paragraph 1, which 
was not in accordance with the terms of the 
Charter. 

Miss HAMI'TON (New Zealand) reminded the 
Conimittee that the United Kations and the spe
cialized agencies concerned had already carried 
out considerable work in the field under discus
sion, no mention of which was made in the Leba
nese resolution. The Social Commission was 
examining certain aspects of it at its current ses
sion. UNESCO had considered others at its latest 
conference, but, although it ,vas the most compe
tent organ in that field, it had decided that other 
problems should receive priority. The Economic 
and Social Council based its deliberations upon 
reports transmitted to it by the Social Commis
sion and UNESCO and could not examine such 
problems until it had received their reports and 
conclusions. 

She would therefore support the Australian 
resolution. 

Dans les circonstances actuelles, }'Organisation 
des Nations lJ nies se heurte a de grandes diffi
cultes, tant dans le domaine de la politique que 
clans celui de l'economie; c'est pourquoi le gros 
de ses efforts devrait porter sur le domaine social, 
dans lequel elle peut obtenir des resultats con
crets en elevant les niveaux de vie et en mettant 
en valeur la <lignite de la personne humaine. II 
convient d'attirer tout particulierement !'attention 
du monde sur cet aspect de l'ceuvre des Nations 
Unies; !'Organisation elle-meme doit faire tout 
ce qui est en son pouvoir pour montrer l'inten~t 
qu'elle y porte. Le role de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies est de coordonner Jes problemes 
economiques et sociaux. Si l'Organisation se borne 
a effectuer des etudes economiques, son ceuvre 
risque de paraitre manquer d'equilibre et !'Organi
sation pourrait donner !'impression fausse qu'elle 
ne s'interesse pas suffisamment aux problemes 
sociaux. 

Le projet de resolution du Liban (A/C.3/408/ 
Rev.1) presente done un grand interet, mais la 
procedure enoncee au paragraphe 4 de ce docu
ment n'est pas particulierement opportune. L'etude 
envisagee entrainerait 1111 travail considerable et 
anrait des incidences financieres: ii serait neces
saire d'etablir une coordination etroite avec Jes ins
titutions specialisees et les organisations non gou
vernementales interessees. Le plan envisage ne 
devrait pas etre transmis directement au Conseil 
economique et social; il devrait etre adresse a 
un organe competent plus specialise, a savoir la 
Commission des questions sociales. 

Le representant de la France soumet a cet 
effet un amendement (A/C.3/516) destine a rem
placer le paragraphe 4 du projet de resolution du 
Liban { A/C.3/408/Rev.1). 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) accepte l'amendement de 
la France. 

.M. LEBEAU (Belgique) appuie le projet de reso
lution de l'Australie (A/C.3/515), bien qu'il eut 
prefere voir rejeter le projet de resolution du 
Liban. II s'oppose, en effet, a toutes les parties 
de ce projet et, en particulier, au paragraphe 
premier qui est contraire aux termes de la Charte. 

Mlle HAMPTON ( N ouvelle-Zelande) rappelle a 
la Commission que !'Organisation des Nations 
lJnies et Jes institutions specialisees interessees 
ont deja accompli une a:uvre considerable clans 
le domaine qui fait l'objet de la discussion; or 
il n'en est fait aucune mention clans le projet 
de resolution du Liban. La Commission des ques
tions sociales examine certains aspects de cette 
o.:uvre au cours de sa presente session. 
L'UNESCO a examine d'autres aspects de la 
question !ors de sa derniere conference; bien que 
cet organisme ft'it le plus competent pour Jes 
questions de ce genre, il a decide d'accorder la 
priorite a d'autres problemes. Les deliberations 
du Conseil economique et social se fondent sur 
Jes rapports qtti Jui sont transmis par la Com
mission des questions sociales et !'UNESCO; le 
Conseil ne pourra pas examiner les problemes de 
cette nature avant d'avoir re~u les rapports et 
Jes conclusions de ces organes. 

JV[lle Hampton donne done son appui au projet 
de resolution de l' Australie. 

:Mrs. RrnJSEVELT (united States of America) i Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) est 
was in favour of the principle of the resolution ! favorable aux principes enonces dans le projet de 
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submitted by the Lebanese delegation, which had 
always taken the lead in matters pertaining to cul
ture. To implement that principle, however, would 
require long preparation and a deep analysis of 
the question. The resources of the Secretariat were 
fully taxed by the requirements of the Social Com
mission and the Economic and Social Council. 
A certain amount of material might be available, 
but a great deal more would have to be obtained 
in circumstances involving considerable difficulty. 
It would be more advisable, therefore, that the 
General Assembly should show its interest in the 
question, but leave the matter to the decision 
of the Council, which, in any case, was more fully 
acquainted with the existing situation in that re
spect. The Council must be left to decide what 
work it could undertake in a manner which would 
bring the desired results. 

She would therefore support the Australian 
resolution. 

Mr. CONSTANTINO (Philippines) supported the 
Australian resolution. He agreed in general with 
the arguments advanced by the representatives 
of the United States and the Union of South 
Africa. The work envisaged in the Lebanese reso
lution had already been initiated by the competent 
organs of the United Nations. To place that bur
den on the Secretary-General would be to trans
fer to him work which was rather the concern of 
those organs. Moreover, as the French representa
tive had observed, the survey had undesirable 
financial implications. 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) said that he was in full 
sympathy with the principle of the Lebanese reso
lution, but, in view of the arguments advanced 
against it, he thought that a compromise might be 
reached. 

He suggested, therefore, that paragraph 4 might 
be amended to contain a proposal that a ques
tionnaire on the relevant questions should be 
drawn up in co-operation with the specialized 
agencies concerned which, once approved, should 
be circulated to Member States. Such a provision 
might meet the arguments of the Australian rep
resentative without causing the rejection of the 
Lebanese resolution ( A/C.3/408/Rev.1). 

Mr. GRANDE (Canada) thought that, although 
the Lebanese resolution had certain merits, a 
very careful preliminary study should be made 
of the strain it would be upon the Secretariat's 
resources, the financial implications, the possi
bility of overlapping and the degree of priority to 
be accorded. 

A report on the social and cultural situation 
would be far more difficult to prepare than one 
on the economic situation. The mention of "gen
eral studies on the world economic situation" in 
paragraph 3 was a false analogy; the social and 
cultural situation was a great deal more difficult 
to chart or even define. The Secretary-General 
might be faced with almost insuperable difficul
ties. It was difficult to see, moreover, what con
crete conclusions could emerge from so general 
a discussion by the Economic and Social Council, 

resolution soumis par la delegation du Liban, 
laquelle a toujours joue un role de premier plan 
clans les questions relatives a la culture. Cependant, 
la mise en application de ces principes deman
clerait une longue preparation et une analyse ap
profondie de la question. Or les ressources du 
Secretariat sont pleinement mises a contribution 
pour les besoins de la Commission des questions 
sociales et du Conseil economique et social. II 
se peut que l'on dispose deja d'une certaine docu
mentation, mais il faudrait s'en procurer une quan
tite bien plus considerable clans des conditions 
extremement malaisees. II serait done preferable 
que I'Assemblee generale montre l'interet qu'elle 
porte a cette question, mais s'en rapporte a la 
decision du Conseil, lequel, en tout etat de cause, 
a une connaissance plus approfondie de la situa
tion actuelle. C'est au Conseil qu'il appartient de 
determiner quels sont les travaux qu'il est en 
mesure d'entreprendre afin d'obtenir les resultats 
desires. 

La representante des Etats-Unis <lonne son 
appui au projet de resolution de l'Australie. 

M. CONSTANTINO (Philippines) appuie le pro
jet de resolution de l'Australie. II approuve en 
general Ies arguments avances par les represen
tants des Etats-Unis et de l'Union Sud-Africaine. 
Les travaux envisages par le projet de resolution 
du Liban ont deja ete entrepris par les organes 
competents de !'Organisation des Nations U nies. 
Si l'on imposait ce fardeau au Secretaire gene
ral, on le chargerait d'une tache qui releve bien 
plut6t desdits organes. En outre, comme l'a fait 
remarquer le representant de la France, l'enquete 
prevue presente des incidences financieres inop
portunes. 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) approuve pleinement le 
principe du pro jet de resolution du Liban; toute
fois, considerant Ies arguments qui ont ete opposes 
a ce projet, il croit un compromis possible. 

II suggere done de modifier le paragraphe 4 
de fai;on ·qu'il prevoie la preparation, en coopera
tion avec Ies institutions specialisees interessees, 
d'un questionnaire relatif aux questions faisant 
l'objet du paragraphe, questionnaire qui, une fois 
approuve, serait adresse aux Etats Membres. 
Cette clause serait de nature a donner satisfac
tion au representant de l'Australie sans entrainer 
le re jet du pro jet de resolution du Liban ( A/C.3/ 
408/Rev.1 ). 

M. GRANDE (Canada), tout en reconnaissant 
l'interet du projet de resolution du Liban, estime 
qu'il y a lieu d'etudier soigneusement, au prea
Iable, la charge qu'il representerait pour le Secre
tariat, quelles sont ses incidences financieres, 
quelles seraient les possiblites de double emploi 
et quel ordre de priorite il conviendrait de lui 
donner. 

II sera beaucoup plus difficile de preparer un 
rapport sur la situation sociale et culturelle que 
sur la situation economique. Les "etudes d'en
semble sur la situation economique clans le 
monde", dont il est question au paragraphe 3, ne 
peuvent pas servir a une comparaison : ii est beau
coup plus malaise de tracer un tableau d'ensemble 
de la situation sociale et culturelle ou meme d'en 
definir les principaux elements. Le Secretaire 
general pourrait se heurter a des difficultes in
surmontables. En outre, on ne voit pas bien ce 
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the main business of which was to consider spe
cific recommendations. 

His delegation was not opposed to the principle 
of the Lebanese resolution, but such a subject 
should not be accorded priority by the General 
Assembly, and should perhaps have been raised 
in the Economic and Social Council in the first 
instance. 

He would support the Australian draft resolu
tion because it was for the Council to decide on 
the merits of the Lebanese draft resolution; the 
Secretary-General, moreover, should not be bur
dened with the preparation for such a complex 
plan. 

Mr. MORALES NADLER (Guatemala) said that 
he failed to understand why both the United Na
tions and UNESCO always attempted to defer 
the consideration of such proposals as that made 
by the Lebanese delegation. It was difficult to see 
why priority was always accorded to political 
questions, which served only to divide countries, 
and why the social, cultural and humanitarian as
pects of life, which made for international peace 
and friendship, were always treated as subsidiary 
matters. The Lebanese proposal involved merely 
a plan to obtain fuller knowledge of the conditions 
under which peoples lived ; it had at once been 
met with pessimism. 

It deserved the fullest attention, but his own 
delegation was inclined to favour the Peruvian 
compromise suggestion for practical reasons. 

Mr. PENTEADO (Brazil) moved the closure of 
the debate. 

Mr. DEMCHENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) and Mrs. RAY (India) opposed the 
motion for closure. 

The CHAIRMAN put the motion for closure of 
the debate to the vote. 

The motion was rejected by 19 i,otes to 14, 
with 9 abstentions. 

Mr. CORLEY SMITH (United Kingdom) ex
pressed his admiration for the way in which the 
Lebanese delegation always took the lead in the 
promotion of social ideals. He felt, however, that 
in the case under discussion there had perhaps 
been a slight excess of zeal. In its work in the 
social field, the United Nations was in danger of 
both documentary and oratorical "inflation". 
Those members of the Committee who had also 
worked on the Economic and Social Council were 
well aware of the multitude of documents which 
that body had to consider. The Social Affairs De
partment of the Secretariat already had a great 
deal to do to keep up with existing commitments 
and the quality of the documents produced some
times suffered because of the quantity of work 
that was demanded. Moreover, the subject matter. 
of the report envisaged in the Lebanese resolu
tion was so vast that it would take years to com
pile and the completed work would probably oc
cupy a whole library in itself. Consequently, he 

qu'il pourrait sortir de concret d'une discussion 
aussi generale au sein du Conseil economique et 
social, organe dont la tache principale est d'exa
miner des recommandations specifiques. 

La delegation du Canada ne s'oppose pas, en 
principe, au projet de resolution du Liban, mais 
elle pense que l'Assemblee generale ne devrait 
pas accorder la priorite a cette question, qui aurait 
peut-etre du etre soulevee tout d'abord au Con
seil economique et social. 

M. Grande appuiera le projet de resolution de 
l'Australie parce que, a son avis, c'est au Con
seil qu'il appartient de se prononcer sur la valeur 
du projet de resolution du Liban; de plus, ii ne 
faut pas imposer au Secretaire general le fardeau 
que represente !'elaboration d'un plan aussi com
plexe. 

M. MORALES NADLER (Guatemala) ne com
prend pas pourquoi !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, aussi bien que l'UNESCO, essaie tou
jours de remettre l'examen de propositions du 
genre de celle qu'a faite la delegation du Liban. 
On ne voit pas bien pourquoi la priorite est tou
jours donnee aux questions politiques, qui ne 
servent qu'a diviser Jes nations, tandis que les 
aspects social, culture! et humanitaire de l' exis
tence, qui pourraient favoriser la paix et l'amitie 
entre les peuples, sont traites comme des ques
tions d'importance secondaire. La proposition 
du Liban ne prevoit que !'elaboration d'un plan 
qui permettrait de recueillir des renseignements 
plus complets sur les conditions de vie des peuples; 
elle s'est immediatement heurtee au pessimisme. 

Cette proposition merite qu'on lui accorde toute 
!'attention possible. Toutefois, pour des raisons 
d'ordre pratique, la delegation du Guatemala 
penche en faveur de la solution de compromis sug
geree par le representant du Perou. 

M. PENTEADo (Bresil) demande formellement 
la cloture du debat. 

M. DEMTCHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) et Mme RAY (Incle) s'opposent 
a la cloture. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la motion de clo
ture du debat. 

Par 19 voix contre 14, avec 9 abstentions, la 
motion est rejetee. 

M. CORLEY SMITH (Royaume-Uni) exprime 
son admiration pour la fa<;on dont la delegation du 
Liban prend toujours !'initiative lorsqu'il s'agit de 
progres social. II a neanmoins !'impression que, 
clans le cas present, elle a peut-etre peche par 
exces de zele. L'Organisation des Nations U nies, 
lorsqu'elle aborde le domaine social, court un 
danger d' "inflation" sur le plan documentaire et 
oratoire. Les membres de la Commission qui out 
pris part aux travaux du Conseil economique et 
social savent quelle multitude de documents cet 
organe a a examiner. Le Departement des ques
tions sociales du Secretariat a deja beaucoup a 
faire pour arriver a remplir ses engagements, et 
la qualite des documents qu'il produit se ressent 
parfois du volume de travail qu'on exige de lui. 
En outre, le sujet du rapport qu'envisage la reso
lution du Liban est si vaste qu'il faudrait des an
nees pour recueillir tous les materiaux et que 
l'ouvrage, une fois termine, occuperait probable
ment a lui seul toute une bibliotheque. En conse-
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did not think that the adoption of the Lebanese 
resolution would be very useful in existing cir
cumstances, however praiseworthy its purpose. 

\Vith regard to the Australian proposal to re
fer the question to the Economic and Social 
Council, the United Kingdom representative 
pointed out that that body also had a great deal 
of work of its own. He felt that the United Na
tions should not attempt to do too much and 
should confine itself to the concrete and practical 
tasks which it could really accomplish. 

He would therefore prefer to reject the Leba
nese resolution outright, but if the Committee 
wished some action to be taken in the matter, he 
would bow to the decision of the majority and 
support the solution suggested by the Australian 
representative. 

Mr. PITTALUGA (Uruguay) warmly supported 
the draft resolution submitted by the Lebanese 
delegation. All the arguments that had been ad
vanced against that resolution had failed to con
vince him, because he firmly believed that the hap
piness of the human race depended basically upon 
the development of education and culture. 

Mrs. Rw (India) agreed with the representa
tive of Lebanon that it was necessary to have a 
dear general picture of the world social and cul
tural situation to complement the general picture 
of the world economic situation. 

She therefore supported the Lebanese draft 
resolution together with the French amendment. 

Mr. DEMCHENKo (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) supported the draft resolution sub
mitted by the Lebanese delegation and saw no 
reason why it should not be possible to implement 
it. In his opinion, it would be essential eventually 
to have a general report on the world social and 
cultural situation if any constructive work were 
to be done in those fields. \Vithout such a report, 
the whole foundation of the work would be miss
ing and the United Nations would be able to deal 
only with problems of superficial and transitory 
importance. As studies had already been initiated 
to ascertain the situation with regard to some of 
the branches of social and cultural activities, he 
saw no reason why such studies should not be 
integrated to form a general picture. In his opin
ion, the obstacles were not insurmountable. 

The arguments advanced against the Lebanese 
resolution were extremely weak and he thought 
that the real reason why some representatives 
were opposed to that resolution was that they did 
not wish the conditions in their countries to 
come to light. 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) was glad that, although 
some representatives had been opposed to the text 
of his draft resolution, none had been opposed 
to its underlying purpose. In reply to the argu
ments against his draft resolution, he emphasized 
the fact that he was not asking the Secretary
General to begin work on the report immediately, 
but only to study the possibility of preparing such 
a report. His acceptance of the French amend
ment should serve to dispel any doubts on that 
score. 

quence, M. Corley Smith ne croit pas que, dans 
Jes circonstances actuelles, ii puisse servir a grand
chose d'adopter le projet de resolution du Liban, 
quelque louable qu'en soit l'objet. 

En ce qui concerne la proposition, faite par 
I' Australie, de renvoyer la question au Conseil 
economique et social, le representant du Royamne
U ni fait observer que cet organe, Jui aussi, a deja 
beaucoup a faire. II estime que !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies ne doit pas essayer de faire trop 
de choses et doit se limiter aux taches concretes 
et pratiques qu'e!le peut reellement mener a bien. 

M. Corley Smith prefererait done voir rejeter 
purement et simplement le projet de resolution du 
Liban; toutefois, si la Commission desire que 
quelque chose soit fait, ii s'inclinera devant la de
cision de la majorite et appuiera la solution propo
see par le representant de l' Australie. 

M. PITTALUGA (Uruguay) appuie chaleureuse
ment la projet de resolution de la delegation du 
Liban. Aucun des arguments qu'on lui a opposes 
ne l'ont convaincu, persuade qu'il est que le bon
heur du genre humain depend avant tout du 
cleveloppement de l'education et de la culture. 

Mme RAY (Inde) pense, comme 1e represen
tant du Liban, qu'il est necessaire qu'un tableau 
d'ensemble de la situation sociale et culturelle 
clans le monde vienne completer le tableau d' en
semble de la situation economique mondiale. 

C'est pourquoi elle appuie le projet de resolu
tion du Liban, ainsi que l'amendement de la 
France a ce projet. 

M. DDfTCHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) appuie le pro jet de resolution 
de la delegation du Liban et ne voit pas pourquoi 
il serait impossible de le mettre en O:'.t1vre. A son 
avis, ii sera essentiel d'avoir un jour ou l'autre 
un rapport d'ensemble sur la situation sociale et 
culturelle dans le monde si l'on veut faire quoi 
que ce soit de constructif clans ces domaines. Sans 
ce rapport, les travaux ne reposeraient sur aucun 
fondement reel, et !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies ne pourrait que traiter de problemes d'im
portance superficielle et passagere. Etant donne 
qu'on a deja entrepris des etudes sur la situation 
actuelle dans certaines branches des activites so
ciales et culturelles, M. Demtchenko ne voit pas 
pourquoi l'on ne pourrait pas faire une synthese 
<le ces etudes pour arriver a un tableau d'ensemble. 
A son avis, les obstacles ne sont pas insurmon
tables. 

Les arguments que !'on a opposes au projet de 
resolution du Liban sont extremement faibles, et 
M. Demtchenko est d'avis que le motif reel de 
!'opposition de certains representants est que 
ceux-ci n'ont aucun desir de voir mettre au jour 
les conditions qui existent dans leur pays. 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) constate avec plaisir qne, 
si certains representants ont fait des objections 
au texte de son projet de resolution, aucun ne 
s'est oppose a son objet. En reponse aux argu
ments qu'on a invoques a l'encontre de son projet 
de resolution, M. Azkoul souligne qu'il demande 
non pas que le Secretaire general se mette imme
diatement a travailler a ce rapport, mais seulement 
qu'il etudie la possibilite de le preparer. Le fait 
que la delegation libanaise a accepte l'amende
ment de la France devrait suffire a dissiper tous 
les doutes a cet egard. 
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He agreed with the United Kingdom represent
ative that the Economic and Social Council often 
had to deal with a superfluity of documents, but 
such considerations should not be given any 
weight where a document of such importance as 
the one envisaged in his draft resolution was con
cerned. In his opinion, the proposal he had made 
was one of fundamental importance and, if the 
Economic and Social Council did not have time 
to complete its agenda, other items of less im
portance could be left over until the following 
session. The United Nations had not been set up 
to deal simply with superficial day-to-day prob
lems affecting a few countries, but rather to deal 
with basic problems on a world-wide scale. 

He agreed with the United Kingdom represent
ative that it would take a great deal of time to pre
pare a general report on the world social and cul
tural situation, but that was, in his opinion. an 
added reason for commencing studies immedi
ately. 

He did not think that the Australian proposal 
should be adopted since that would imply an at
titude of complete indifference on the part of the 
Committee to the proposal contained in the Leba
nese draft resolution, an attitude which had not 
been expressed by any representative. 

With regard to the proposal by the representa
tive of Peru that a questionnaire should be cir
culated to Governments, Mr. Azkoul suggested 
that it might be borne in mind for future refer
ence. For example, when a research plan had been 
prepared, it might be circulated to Governments 
for their comments before coming up for discus
sion by the Economic and Social Council. 

In conclusion, he referred to Article 62 of the 
Charter and urged the Committee to adopt his 
draft resolution, the provisions of which were 
completely in line with the spirit and the letter of 
the Charter. 

Mr. ARAMBURU (Peru) agreed to the sugges
tion made by the representative of Lebanon for 
the treatment of his own proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Australian 
draft resolution (A/C.3/515). 

The draft resolution was rejected by 26 votes 
to 14, zoith 5 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the words 
"solving international problems'' in paragraph 1 
of the Lebanese draft resolution should be 
amended to read "helping to solve international 
problems". He also suggested that the words "can 
only be achieved" in paragraph 2 should be 
amended to read "can best be achieved". 

Mr. AzKOUL (Lebanon) accepted the changes 
suggested by the Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Lebanese 
draft resolution ( A/ C.3 / 408 /Rev .1) as amended 
by his suggestions and by that of the representa
tive of France (A/C.3/516). 

The text read as follows : 

M. Azkoul convient, avec le representant du 
Roya11me-Uni, que le Conseil economique et social 
est souvent noye sous un flot de documents plus 
011 moins utiles, mais des considerations de cet 
ordre ne devraient pas peser dans la balance lors
qu'il s'agit de la preparation d'un document aussi 
important que celui qui est envisage clans son 
projet de resolution. De l'avis de M. Azkoul, la 
proposition qu'il a faite est d'une importance pri
mordiale, et le Conseil economique et social, s'il 
n'a pas le temps d'epuiser son ordre du jour, 
ponrrait renvoyer a sa session suivante des ques
tions de moindre importance. L'Organisation des 
Nations Unies n'a pas ete creee pour s'occuper 
nniquement des problemes quotidiens, de carac
tere superficiel, qui se posent a quelques pays, mais 
bien plut6t pour resoudre les grands problemes 
fondamentaux a l'echelle mondiale. 

D'accord avec le representant du Royaume-Uni, 
M. Azkoul estime que la preparation d'un rap
port general sur la situation sociale et culturelle 
rnondiale demanderait beaucoup de temps, mais 
c'est la, a son avis, une raison de plus pour entre
prendre immediatement les etudes envisagees. 

Le representant du Liban est d'avis qu'il y a lien 
de rejeter la proposition de I' Australie; en effet, 
en l'adoptant, la Commission ferait implicitement 
preuve d'indifference totale a l'egard du projet de 
resolution du Liban, attitude qui n'a ete prise par 
aucun des membres de la Commission. 

En ce qui concerne la proposition du represen
tant du Perou visant a adresser un questionnaire 
aux gouvernements, M. Azkoul propose d'en 
prendre note pour les cas qui se presenteraient 
a l'avenir. Par exemple, lorsqu'un plan de re
cherches aura ete prepare, en pourrait l'adresser 
aux gouvernements, aux fins de commentaires, 
avant de le soumettre a Fexamen du Conseil eco
nomique et social. 

Pour conclure, le representant du Liban rap
pelle l' Article 62 de la Charte et prie instamment 
la Commission d'adopter son projet de resolution, 
dont les dispositions sont absolument conformes 
a !'esprit et a la lettre de la Charte. 

M. ARAMBURU (Perou) accepte la suggestion 
faite par le representant du Liban au sujet de la 
suite a donner a la proposition du Perou. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le projet de reso
lution de l'Australie (A/C.3/515). 

Par 26 voix contre 14, avec 5 abstentions, le 
projet de resolution est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT propose que les mots: "de re
soudre les problemes internationaux", qui fign
rent au paragraphe premier du projet de resolu
tion du Liban, soient remplaces par !'expression: 
"d'aider a resoudre les problemes internationaux". 
II propose egalement que les mots : "ne peuvent 
etre resolus qu'au moyen'', qui figurent au para
graphe 2, soient remplaces par !'expression: "ne 
peuvent etre mieux resolus q11'au moyen". 

M. AzKOUL (Liban) accepte les modifications 
proposees par le President. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le projet de resolu
tion presente par le Lihan (A/C.3/408/Rev.l) 
tel qu'il a ete amende par le President et par le 
representant de la France (A/C.3/516). 

Ce texte se lit comme suit : 
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"The General Assembly, 
"l. Considering that the Economic and Social 

Council has been entrusted by the Charter with 
the responsibility of helping to solve international 
problems in the economic, social, humanitarian 
and cultural fields, 

"2. Considering that solutions to these prob
lems can best be achieved through exhaustive 
studies in the corresponding fields, 

"3. Considering that the Council has already 
initiated, in the economic field, a series of gen
eral studies on the world economic situation which 
has been of the greatest practical use to it in 
carrying out its work, 

"4. Invites the Economic and Social Council 
to consider, on the basis of a report by its Social 
Commission and after consultation with the spe
cialized agencies and the non-governmental or
ganizations concerned, the possibility of drafting 
a general report on the world social and cultural 
situation." 

The draft resolution, as amended, was adopted 
by 34 votes to 8, with 5 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 1.5 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
EIGHTH MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Thursday, 12 May 1949, at 3 p.m. 

Chairmon: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

165. Chapter III of the report of the 
Economic and Social Council 
(A/625) (continued) 

Draft resolution submitted by the delegation of 
Lebanon (A/C.3/408/Rev.1) (continued) 
Mr. RIEMENS (Netherlands) stated that at 

the previous meeting he had voted against the 
Lebanese draft resolution (A/C.3/4O8/Rev.l) 
as amended by France (A/C.3/516) because he 
considered the scope of the draft too wide. 

The representative the Nether lands recognized 
the usefulness of general studies on the world 
economic situation : in that field facts were more 
conclusive since more data were available. Studies 
could also be undertaken on the social situation. 
Nevertheless a number of years would be re
quired to draw up a report on the world cultural 
situation, as the representative of Lebanon him
self had recognized, and the report would actually 
be a study of world civilization. Work done in 
that field by specialists was preferable to col
lective efforts. 

166. Refugees and displaced persons1 

(a) PROBLEM OF REFUGEES AND DISPLACED PER
SONS: ITEM PROPOSED BY THE DELEGATION OF 
POLAND (A/C.3/513) 

(b) REPATRIATION, RESETTLEMENT AXD IMMI
GRATION OF REFUGEES AND DISPLACED PER
SONS: REPORT OF THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL 
COUNCIL (E/816 AND A/C.3/375) 

Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) recalled that it was 
the third time the problem of refugees and dis-

1 At the first part of its third session the Third Com
mittee considered the following item: "Refugees and dis
placed persons: part three of the Progress Report of the 
United Nations Mediator on Palestine: assistance to 
refugees". 

"L' Assemblee generale, 
"l. Considerant que la Charte a charge le Con

seil economique et social d'aider a resoudre les 
problemes internationaux qui se posent dans les 
domaines economique, social, humanitaire et de 
la culture intellectuelle; 

"2. C onsiderant que ces problemes ne peuvent 
etre mieux resolus qu'au moyen d'etudes detail
lees dans les domaines corespondants ; 

"3. Considerant que le Conseil a deja inaugure 
clans le domaine economique une serie d'etudes 
d'ensemble sur la situation economique clans le 
monde qui lui a ete de la plus grande utilite clans 
la conduite de son travail, 

"4. Invite le Conseil economique et social a 
examiner, sur rapport de sa Commission des ques
tions sociales, et apres consultation des institu
tions specialisees et des organisations non gouver
nementales interessees, la possibilite de l'etablis
sement d'un rapport d'ensemble sur la situation 
sociale et culturelle clans le monde." 

Par 34 voix contre 8, avec 5 abstentions, le pro
jet de resolution ainsi amende est a-dopte. 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 5. 

DEUX CENT VINGT-HUITIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a La!?e Success, Ne'w-York, 
le jeudi 12 mai 1949, a 15 h('ures. 

President: M. Charles MALIK ( Lihan). 

165. Chapitre III du rapport du Conseil 
eeonomique et social (A/625) 
(suite) 

Projet de resolution presente par la delegation 
du Liban (A/C.3/408/Rev.1) (suite) 
M. RrEMENS (Pays-Bas) declare qu'il a vote a 

la precedente seance contre le projet de resolution 
du Liban (A/C.3/408/Rev.1) amende par la 
France (A/C.3/516) parce qu'il estime que ce 
projet a une portee trop vaste. 

Le representant des Pays-Bas reconnait l'utilite 
des etudes d'ensemble sur la situation economique 
dans le monde: dans ce domaine, les faits sont plus 
concluants, etant donne que !'on dispose de donnees 
plus nombreuses. II aurait egalement ete possible 
d'entreprendre des etudes sur la situation sociale. 
Toutefois, pour etablir un rapport sur la situation 
culturelle dans le monde, il faudrait de nombreuses 
annees - le representant du Liban !'a lui-meme 
reconnu - et ce rapport ne serait rien moins 
qu'une etude de la civilisation mondiale. Les tra
\·aux effectues dans ce domaine par des specialistes 
sont preferables a des travaux collectifs. 

166. Refugies et personnes deplacees1 

a) PROBLEME DES REFUGIES ET DES PERSONNES 
DEPLACEES: POINT PROPOSE PAR LA DELEGATION 
DE LA POLOGNE (A/C.3/513) 

b) RAPATRIEMENT, REINSTALLATION ET IMMI
GRATION DES REFUGIES ET DE PERSONNES DE
PLACEES: RAPPORT DU CONSEIL ECONOMIQUE 
ET SOCIAL (E/816 ET A/C.3/375) 

M. ALTMAN (Pologne) rappelle que c'est la 
troisieme fois que le probleme des refugies et per-

1 Au cours de la premiere partie de sa troisieme session. 
1a Troisieme Commission a examine le point suivant: "Re
fugies et personnes deplacees: troisieme partie du rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur des >Jations Unies pour la 
Palestine: assistance aux refugies". 
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placed persons had appeared on the agenda. The 
General Assembly had already adopted resolu
tions 8 (I) on 12 February 1946, 62 (I) on 15 
December 1946 and 136 (II) on 17 November 
1947 with regard to that question. Those reso
lutions sought to bring about prompt liquidation 
of one of the most tragic consequences of the 
Second \Vorld War, during which Hitler's 
invaders had deported several million human 
beings for imprisonment in concentration camps 
or for forced labour for the German war-machine. 

The Polish delegation was obliged to raise the 
question again because of the failure to imple
ment the resolutions of the General Assembly, 
particularly that of 17 November 1947, accord
ing to which the main task concerning displaced 
persons was to encourage and assist in every 
possible way their early return to their countries 
of origin. 

Four years after the termination of hostilities, 
a million refugees and displaced persons still 
remained in the western zones of Germany and 
Austria. The plight of those ill-fated people was 
a desperate one. 

l\Ir. Altman quoted a passage from the Report 
on the Progress and Prospects of Repatriation, 
Resettle1nent and Imtnigration of Refugees and 
Displaced Persons (E/816), which mentioned 
"the intolerable and degrading conditions under 
which hundreds of thousands of war victims are 
living". The problem of refugees made inter
national relations worse. 

Poles formed the largest group of refugees. 
They also formed the largest proportion of those 
people who were being dispersed in \Vestern 
Europe and overseas, allegedly to be "settled", 
and who were often condemned to intolerable 
living and working conditions which were inad
missible in a modern society. 

It was therefore understandable that the Polish 
Government attached particular importance to 
the question of refugees and to the implementa
tion of the decisions of the General Assemblv. 

The representative of Poland stressed the "£act 
that his Government had not the slightest inten
tion of exploiting so tragic a situation for propa
ganda purposes; he denounced those who sabo
taged the decisions of the Assembly for scarcely 
admissible political purposes or for the material 
interests of certain countries. 

The report to which he had just referred, as 
well as the report of the IRO for its first year,1 
indicated that the refugee problem was far from 
being settled. The !RO was doing nothing to 
implement General Assembly resolution 136 (II), 
of which Mr. Altman had already quoted a pas
sage. The number of persons repatriated by the 
IRO - 51,400 in its first year of operation and 
60,319 in eighteen months was ridiculously 
low when it was remembered that a million per
sons were awaiting the help of the IRO. It proved 
that, instead of being encouraged and facilitated, 
repatriation was being sabotaged. 

Propaganda against repatriation was still being 
tolerated and encouraged in the camps. He men
tioned the names of a number of newspapers and 
pamphlets issued in camps in the British and 
American zones. Those papers created and main-

1 See Report to the Ge11eral Council of the International 
Refugee Organi:::ation by the Executive Secretary of the 
Preparatory Commission, I July 1947-30 June 1948. 

sonnes deplacees est porte a l'ordre du jour. L'As
semblee s'est deja prononcee sur cette question 
clans les resolutions 8 (I) du 12 fevrier 1946, 
62 (I) du 15 decembre 1946, et 136 (II) du 17 
novembre 1947. Ces resolutions visaient a la liqui
dation rapi<le d'une des plus tragiques conse
quences de la deuxieme guerre mondiale, au cours 
de laquelle les envahisseurs hitleriens avaient de
porte plusieurs millions d'etres humains pour les 
enfern1er clans des camps de concentration ou les 
obliger a travailler pour la machine de guerre alle
mande. 

La delegation polonaise se voit clans !'obliga
tion de soulever a nouveau cette question, parce 
que les resolutions de I' Assemblee generale n'ont 
pas ete appliquees, notamment celle du 17 novem
bre 1947, aux termes de laquelle la principale 
tache relative aux personnes deplacees est d'en
courager et de faciliter par tous les moyens pos
sibles leur prompt retour dans leur pays d'origine. 

Quatre ans apres la cessation des hostilites, il 
reste toujours clans les territoires de la zone occi
dentale d' Allemagne et d' Autriche un million de 
refugies et de personnes cleplacees qui se trouvent 
dans une situation desesperee et voues a l'anean
tissement. 

M. Altman cite un passage du Rapport sur les 
progres et les perspectives du rapatriement, de la 
rcinstallation et de l'inimigration des refugies et 
personnes deplacees (E/816), qui mentionne "les 
conditions intolerables et degradantes clans les
quelles vivent des centaines de milliers de victimes 
de la guerre". Il declare que le probleme des refu
gies envenime les relations internationales. 

Parmi les refugies, les Polonais forment le 
groupe le plus important. Ils sont aussi les plus 
nombreux parmi ceux que l'on disperse clans toute 
!'Europe occidentale et outre-mer, soi-disant pour 
les "etablir", en les condamnant souvent a des 
conditions de vie et de travail insupportables, in
admissibles dans la societe moderne. 

Il est done comprehensible que le Gouverne
ment polonais attache une importance particu
liere a la question des refugies et a l'application 
des decisions de 1' Assemblee generate. 

Le representant de la Pologne souligne que son 
gouvernement n'a pas la moindre intention d'ex
ploiter une situation aussi tragique a des fins de 
propagande; il denonce ceux qui, a des fins poli
tiques peu avouables ou pour satisfaire les interets 
materiels de certains pays, sabotent les decisions 
de l'Assemblee. 

Il ressort du rapport mentionne plus haut ainsi 
que du rapport de l'OIR pour sa premiere annee 
d'existence1 que le probleme des refugies est loin 
d'etre resolu. L'OIR ne fait rien pour mettre en 
application la resolution 136 (II) de l'Assemblee 
generale, dont M. Altman a deja cite un passage. 
Le nombre de personnes rapatriees par l'OIR-
51.400 au cours de sa premiere annee d'activite, 
60.319 en dix-hnit mois - est ridiculement faible 
si l'on pense qu\m million de personnes attendent 
l'aide de l'OIR, et prouve que le rapatriement, au 
lieu d'etre encourage et facilite, est sabote. 

Le representant de la Pologne affirme que l'on 
continue de tolerer et de favoriser clans les camps 
la propagande contre le rapatriement. Il cite les 
noms de plusieurs j ournaux et brochures edites 
clans les camps en zone britannique comme en zone 

1 Voir le Rapport au Co11seil general de l'Organisatio11 
internationale pour lcs refugies par le Secretaire executif 
de la Commission preparatoire, Jer juillet 1947-30 juin 
1948. 
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tained an atmosphere of hostility towards repat
riation by disseminating tendentious and in most 
cases slanderous news about the peoples' democ
racies. That Press poisoned the minds of the 
physically and morally weakened unfortunates 
whose only wish was to return to their native 
land. By way of contrast, they were given glow
ing descriptions of the life which would be theirs 
if they emigrated to countries which had recruit
ing missions operating in the western occupation 
zones. Tolerance and encouragement of those 
publications were contrary to the Constitution of 
the IR O. On the other hand, the occupation 
authorities and the IRO opposed in every way 
possible the distribution of pamphlets in favour 
of repatriation. Mr. Altman cited cases which had 
occurred in the British, American and French 
occupation zones. In such circumstances, it was 
impossible for refugees and displaced persons 
to know the real state of affairs in their countries 
of origin, the more so as the correspondence of 
camp internees was censored or destroyed. Other 
methods were also adopted. IRO officials were 
generally hostile to repatriation and those who, 
by chance, encouraged it were subject to vexatious 
measures. Refugees who wished to return to 
their countries were terrorized and obstacles were 
put in the way of official repatriation missions. 

Mr. Altman stressed the fact that the IRO had 
relegated repatriation to the background and was 
directing all its efforts towards resettlement, as 
was proved by its budget for the fiscal year 1948-
1949. That budget provided for the repatriation 
of only 6 per cent of the refugees for the period 
of 1 June 1948 to 30 June 1949, and the settle
ment of 40 per cent of the total number of refu
gees in other countries. The sum allotted for re
settlement was thirty-one times greater than the 
amount set aside for repatriation. Moreover the 
IRO was orgar.ized in such a way as to assist the 
immigration of refugees : the officials of the repat
riation offices had instructions to that effect. In 
that connexion, Mr. Altman cited the names of 
several Polish refugees whom officials had tried 
to dissuade from returning to their country. 

The IRO had become an immigration bureau 
providing cheap labour to certain countries in 
Europe and overseas. Whereas according to the 
letter and the spirit of the General Assembly 
decisions, resettlement was to be used only as a 
last resort, it had become the chief purpose of the 
IRO. Resettlement plans were incompatible with 
repatriation plans and the Secretary-General's 
report was right when it said that, as for those 
who were still hesitating, the very fact that there 
were opportunities for resettlement in new coun
tries was likely to make them decide against 
repatriation. 

Vain attempts were being made to make immi
gration appear humanitarian. The recruiting mis
sions' method of selection, however, showed that 
the reverse was the case. Those missions chose 
only healthy persons in the prime of life. and 
especially those without families. Displaced per
sons' camps resembled slave markets. Instead of 
putting an end to such a state of affairs, the IRO 
encouraged the recruiting missions. Mr. Altman 
pointed out that under article 1 of the inter
national Labour Organisation's Convention [No. 
66] concerning the Recruitment, Placing and 

amencaine. Ces journaux creent et maintiennent 
une atmosphere hostile au rapatriement en pro
pageant des nouvelles tendancieuses et le plus 
souvent calomnieuses sur les democraties popu
laires. Cette presse intoxique des malheureux fati
gues physiquement et moralement et dont le seul 
desir est de regagner le sol natal. On leur brosse, 
par contre, des tableaux brillants de la vie qui 
serait la leur s'ils emigraient vers des pays dont les 
missions de recrutement exercent leur activite 
clans les zones d'occupation occidentales. La tole
rance a l'egard de cette presse et les encourage
ments qui lui sont donnes sont contraires au statut 
meme de l'OIR. M. Altman declare que les auto
rites d'occupation et l'OIR s'opposent par contre, 
par tous les moyens possibles, a la diffusion des 
brochures en faveur du rapatriement. II cite des 
cas qui se sont presentes clans les zones britan
niq ue, americaine et fram;aise d'occupation. Dans 
de telles conditions, les refugies et les personnes 
deplacees sont clans l'impossibilite de se rendre 
compte de la situation veritable qui regne clans leur 
pays d'origine. Cela est d'autant plus vrai que la 
correspondance des personnes sejournant clans les 
camps est, soit censuree, soit detruite. D'autres 
procedes sont egalement mis en ceuvre : les fonc
tionnaires de l'OIR sont en general hostiles au 
rapatriement et ceux qui, par hasard, l'encou
ragent, sont l'objet de vexations. Les refugies qui 
desirent rentrer clans leur pays sont terrorises et 
!'on gene le travail des missions officielles de 
rapatriement. 

M. Altman souligne que l'OIR a place le rapa
triement au second plan et qu'elle concentre tons 
ses efforts sur la reinstallation. Le budget de cette 
organisation pour l'exercice 1948-1949 en fournit 
la preuve. II prevoit le rapatriement de 6 pour 100 
seulement des refugies pour la periode allant du 
ler juin 1948 au 30 juin 1949, et l'etablissement 
dans d'autres pays de 40 pour 100 du nombre total 
des refugies. On consacre a la reinstallation une 
somme trente et une fois plus elevee que celle 
consacree au rapatriement. L'OIR est d'ailleurs 
organisee en vue d'aider !'immigration des refu
gies: les fonctionnaires de l'office <le rapatriement 
ont des instructions a cet effet. M. Altman cite a 
ce propos les noms de plusieurs refugies polonais 
que l'on a essaye de dissuader de regagner leur 
pays. 

L'OIR est devenue un bureau d'immigration qui 
fournit de la main-d'ceuvre a bon marche a cer
tains pays d'Europe et d'outre-mer. Alors que, 
<l'apres le texte et l'esprit des decisions de l'As
semblee generale, on ne devait recourir a la reins
tallation qu'en dernier ressort, elle est devenue le 
but principal de l'OIR. Le plan de reinstallation 
est incompatible avec celui de rapatriement et le 
rapport du Secretaire general constate avec raison 
que !'existence meme de possibilites de reinstalla
tion clans de nouveaux pays agira comme un 
frein au rapatriement sur certains esprits qui 
hesitent encore. 

On s'efforce en vain de preter a !'immigration 
un caractere humanitaire. La selection qui est 
operee par les missions de recrutement prouve le 
contraire. On ne choisit que des personnes bien 
portantes, clans la force de l'age et avant tout sans 
famille. Les camps de personnes deplacees ressem
blent a des marches d'esclaves. Au lieu de mettre 
fin a cet etat de choses, l'OIR encourage ces mis
sions de recrutement. M. Altman fait observer 
a la Commission que l'article premier de la Con
vention [No 66] de !'Organisation internationale 
du Travail concernant le recrutement, le placement 
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Conditions of Labour of Migrants for Employ
ment, Governments were bound to apply penal 
sanctions against misleading propaganda in 
favour of immigration. He mentioned some of 
the leaflets which were distributed in large num
bers and were contrary to the provisions of that 
article. They described attractive working con
ditions in the textile industry in the United King
dom and in coal mines in France and the 
Nether lands. Yet the working conditions with 
which refugees were in fact faced in the various 
countries violated the principle of equal rights 
for foreign and native workers. In general, the 
refugees were recruited for the heaviest labour in 
the mines and in agriculture. Their standard of liv
ing was lower by half than that of the workers who 
were nationals of the country, and on several 
occasions refugees had attempted to escape 
because the provisions of their contracts had not 
been fulfilled or because their families were not 
allowed to join them. If they broke their con
tracts, they ran the risk of the harshest penal
ties, especially in Belgium and in France. 

The United Kingdom stood well to the fore 
among the countries which had imported refu
gees and displaced persons. It drew on them for 
cheap labour for the heaviest types of work in 
the mines, agriculture and the textile and steel 
industries. The arrival of those refugees had 
averted a manpower crisis for British employers 
in those various spheres of activity. 

While in the beginning the labour contracts 
contained a clause under which displaced per
sons could, after spending a year in the United 
Kingdom, change their place of residence and 
their work, they were no longer enjoying that 
right and their contracts were for an indefinite 
period. In case of ill health they could ask to be 
transferred to lighter work, but even then their 
fate depended on the arbitrary decision of the 
authorities. All those restrictions imposed on 
displaced persons made it easy for employers to 
exploit them. The British workmen were prej
udiced against the displaced persons, seeing in 
them cheap labour which might lead to reduction 
of their own wages. Polish workmen were not 
paid according to the accepted rates; their wages 
were very low, amounting to 4 or 5 pounds 
sterling a week ; they received no compensation 
for night work, and no bonuses of the kind which 
were paid to the British workmen on certain 
occasions. If they met with an accident while at 
work, they were often dishonestly treated by their 
employers, and lacked the means to institute pro
ceedings. Unsuccessful attempts had been made 
to induce the trade unions to deal with such pro
ceedings. 

Speaking of displaced persons working in 
British mines, he quoted extracts from news
papers showing the differences in working con
ditions; displaced persons were paid only a 
minimum wage which was approximately 5 
pounds sterling a week, and were obliged to do 
the heaviest types of vvork. If a workman 
attempted to find work elsewhere, he soon dis
covered that he had gained nothing by the change. 

The fate of Polish workmen in the cotton indus
try was no better. Their work was hard and they 
could not change their residence; they were allot
ted lodgings and received insufficient food. 

et les conditions de travail des travailleurs mi
grants, engage les gouvernements a appliquer des 
sanctions penales contre la propagande trompeuse 
en faveur de !'immigration. II cite quelques-uns 
des prospectus dont les camps sont inondes et qui 
contreviennent aux dispositions de cet article. Ces 
prospectus exposent Jes conditions de travail alle
chantes dans l'industrie textile en Angleterre, clans 
les mines de charbon frarn;aises ou hollandaises. 
Or les conditions de travail qui sont faites, en 
realite, aux refugies clans ces divers pays sont 
contraires au principe de l'egalite des droits des 
travailleurs etrangers et nationaux. Les refugies 
sont recrutes en general pour les travaux les plus 
durs, tant dans les mines que clans !'agriculture. 
Leur niveau de vie est inferieur de moitie a celui 
des travailleurs ressortissants du pays et, s'il est 
arrive plusieurs fois que des refugies aient essaye 
de s'enfuir, c'est parce que les conditions prevues 
clans leur contrat n'etaient pas remplies ou que 
l'on refusait de faire venir leur famille. S'ils rom
pent leur contrat, ils s'exposent aux pires repre
sailles, notarnment en Belgique et en France. 

Le Royaume-Uni figure au premier rang des 
pays qui font venir des refugies et des personnes 
deplacees. II trouve en eux des ouvriers a bon 
marche capables d'accomplir Jes travaux les plus 
durs clans les mines, clans l'agriculture, dans l'in
dustrie textile et celle de l'acier. L'arrivee de ces 
refugies a resolu, pour les employeurs britan
niques, la crise de main-d'ceuvre dans ces divers 
domaines d'activite. 

Alors qu'au debut le contrat de travail contenait 
une clause d'apres laquelle les personnes deplacees 
pouvaient, apres un an de sejour au Royaume-Uni, 
changer de residence et de travail, elles n'ont plus 
actuellement ce droit et leurs contrats sont d'une 
duree illimitee. Lorsque leur sante est deficiente, 
elles peuvent demander a faire un travail moins 
lourd, mais rneme dans ce cas leur sort depend du 
jugement arbitraire des autorites. Toutes ces res
trictions dont sont victimes les personnes deplacees 
facilitent leur exploitation par des entrepreneurs. 
Les ouvriers britanniques, d'autre part, ont des 
prejuges contre les personnes deplacees parce qu'ils 
voient en elles une main-d'ceuvre a bon marche 
dont l'emploi pourrait avoir comme consequence 
une diminution de leur salaire. M. Altman fait 
observer que les ouvriers polonais ne sont pas 
pa yes suivant le tarif etabli; leur salaire est tres 
bas : 4 a 5 livres sterling par semaine ; ils ne 
re<;oivent pas de retribution pour les travaux de 
nuit et ne beneficient pas des gratifications accor
dees aux ouvriers britanniques en certaines occa
sions. En cas d'accident du travail, ils sont souvent 
victimes de procedes malhonnetes de la part de 
l'entreprise qui les occupe et ils ne disposent pas 
des moyens financiers suffisants pour intenter un 
proces a l'employeur. On a essaye sans succes 
d'obtenir que les syndicats s'occupent de tels 
proces. 

Parlant des personnes deplacees qui travaillent 
dans les mines britanniques, M. Altman cite des 
extraits de journaux montrant l'inegalite des con
ditions de travail ; les personnes deplacees ne 
gagnent que le salaire minimum, environ 5 livres 
sterling par semaine, et elles sont astreintes aux 
travaux les plus durs. Si l'ouvrier essaie de 
s'embaucher ailleurs, il s'apen;oit bientot qu'il n'a 
rien a gagner au change. 

Le sort des ouvrieres polonaises travaillant dans 
l'industrie cotonniere n'est guere meilleur. Elles 
fournissent un travail dur et ne peuvent changer 
de residence, le logement leur est impose et elles 
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\V omen who were pregnant on arrival in the 
United Kingdom were told they might be sent 
back to Germany and were only admitted if there 
was no possibility of either the mother or child 
becoming a charge on the Government. Such an 
attitude was contrary to every humanitarian prin
ciple, the more so as the consulates of their coun
tries of origin were not permitted to give them 
any assistance. 

In France the situation was the same. Con
tracts signed beforehand did not mention the 
wages to be paid, which gave rise to dissatisfac
tion subsequently, and the recruiting agents gave 
too favourable an impression of working condi
tions, wages and life in France. Once the refu
gees were in the country they were employed as 
workmen and were paid a very low wage; they 
were housed most of the time in wooden barracks 
or disused factories, and were inadequately fed. 
They were unable to send for their families, so 
that family ties were loosened. Because of those 
harsh conditions, there were many who wished 
to return to Germany, and in such cases they were 
relieved of all their personal possessions by the 
police when crossing the frontier. Others real
izing what was in store for them abroad, wished 
to return to their countries of origin and were 
then faced with innumerable difficulties raised by 
the IRO in France. Mr. Altman quoted a pas
sage from a letter sent by a group of Polish refu
gees to the Polish repatriation mission in France, 
which illustrated the tragic position of men who, 
after being forced to emigrate, were obliged to 
do extremely heavy work for which they had 
not been prepared, and for which they were paid 
less than the French workmen. 

The Netherlands had circulated attractive 
pamphlets inviting Polish displaced persons to 
go and work in the Dutch coal mines. Out of 
600 persons recruited in October 1947 for the 
Limburg mines, however, 200 had refused to con
tinue working there after three months, preferring 
to return to the wretched life of the German camps 
rather than to endure the conditions in the Nether
lands. 

Recruiting for work in Belgium - carried on 
previously by private firms and governed since 
1947 by an agreement with the IRO - was lim
ited to workers under 35 years of age in perfect 
physical condition. Those men performed the 
hardest work in the mines. They were badly 
housed and exploited, and in practice it was very 
difficult for them to send for their families ; if 
their health deteriorated, they were simply sent 
back to Germany. A few weeks previously, it 
had become impossible to return to Germany; 
those who refused to sign two-year contracts 
were regarded as alien vagrants and dealt with 
by the police. 

There were a number of missions recruiting 
workers in the camps for overseas countries, 
including the United States, Canada, Brazil, 
Argentina, Venezuela, Bolivia, Chile, Peru, Uru
guay and Australia. 

Displaced persons in Canada, some of whom 
were Poles, considered themselves to be worse 
off there than they had been in the camps in 
Germany. 

In Manitoba, where the provincial govern
ment was supposed to protect them, hundreds 
of workers were employed in the sugar-beet fields. 

re~oivent une nourriture insuffisante. Les femmes 
qui sont enceintes quand elles arrivent au 
Royaume-Uni sont menacees d'etre renvoyees en 
Allemagne, et on ne consent a Jes garder que si 
la mere et l'enfant ne risquent pas d'etre a la 
charge du gouvernement. Pareille attitude est con
traire aux principes humanitaires, d'autant plus 
qu'on refuse aux consulats de leurs pays d'origine 
le droit de les proteger. 

La situation qui existe en France est identique. 
Les contrats signes d'avance ne precisent pas le 
montant des salaires, ce qui provoque des mecon
tentements par la suite, et les agents de recrute
ment presentent sous un jour trop favorable les 
conditions de travail, de salaire et de vie en France. 
Une fois que les refugies sont arrives clans le pays, 
its sont employes comme manceuvres et rei;oivent 
un salaire tres bas : ils sont loges la plupart du 
temps clans des baraques en bois ou clans des 
usines desaffectees et leur nourriture est insuffi
sante. II ne leur est pas possible de faire venir leur 
famille, ce qui contribue au reliichement des liens 
familiaux. Etant donne ces <lures conditions, nom
breux sont ceux qui veulent rentrer en Allemagne 
et, clans ce cas, au passage de la frontiere, les 
gendarmes leur enlevent tous leurs effets per
sonnels. D'autres, se rendant compte des condi
tions veritables qui les attendent a l'etranger, 
veulent regagner leur pays d'origine, et ils se 
trouvent alors en presence de difficultes innom
brables de la part de l'OIR en France. M. Altman 
cite un passage d'une lettre adressee par un groupe 
de refugies polonais a la mission de rapatriement 
polonaise en France, qui illustre la tragique situa
tion d'hommes que !'on a forces a emigrer et qui 
sont maintenant obliges de fournir un travail tres 
dur, auquel ils n'etaient pas prepares et pour lequel 
ils re,;oivent un salaire inferieur a celui des ouvriers 
fran,;ais. 

Les Pays-Bas ont invite, par de beaux prospec
tus, les personnes deplacees polonaises a venir 
travailler clans les houilleres neerlandaises. Mais, 
sur 600 personnes recrutees en octobre 1947 pour 
les mines du Limbourg, 200 refusaient, trois mois 
plus tard, de continuer leur travail, preferant 
retourner a la miserable vie des camps en Alle
magne plutot que de supporter les conditions qui 
leur etaient faites aux Pays-Bas. 

Le recrutement pour le travail en Belgique -
fait d'abord par les entreprises, et regi, depuis 
1947, par un accord avec l'OIR-est limite aux 
travailleurs iiges de mains de 35 ans et qui sont en 
parfaite sante. Ces hommes font, clans Jes mines, 
les travaux Jes plus durs. Mal loges, exploites, ils 
ne peuvent pratiquement pas faire venir leur 
famille et, si leur sante est compromise, on se 
contente de les renvoyer en Allemagne. Ce retour 
en Allemagne lui-meme n'est plus possible depuis 
quelques semaines; ceux qui refusent de signer 
des contrats de travail pour deux ans sont con
sideres comme etrangers vagabonds et c' est la 
police qui s' occupe d' eux. 

Pl11sieurs missions recrutent dans les camps des 
travailleurs pour des pays d'outre-mer, notamment 
pour les Etats-Unis, le Canada, le Bresil, l'Argen
tine, le Venezuela, la Bolivie, le Chili, le Perou, 
l'U ruguay et I' Australie. 

Au Canada, les personnes deplacees, dont un 
certain nombre sont des Polonais, jugent leur 
situation pire qu'elle n'etait clans les camps d'Alle
magne. 

Dans le Manitoba, ou le gouvernement provin
cial est cense les proteger, des centaines d'ouvriers 
travaillent clans les champs de betteraves a sucre. 
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They were crowded in miserable huts, amid 
revolting filth. Hygiene was non-existent, and 
the food appalling. The men worked ten hours 
a day for a mere pittance. Out of their scanty 
wages they had to pay for all the necessities of 
life, including even medical care. Yet they were 
not allowed to leave the province in order to seek 
work elsewhere. 

The emigrants subjected to such conditions 
dared not complain, for fear of being sent back to 
Germany, and it was only through the revelations 
of a journalist that the public had become aware 
of the scandal. 

There was worse; Mr. Altman recalled that 
during the first part of the third session, he had 
described in the Third Committee the fate of 
young Polish women workers in Canada. Those 
young girls were absolute prisoners and were 
paid hardly anything. More than three-quarters 
of them had ended by running away, leaving 
their identity papers behind, to seek in vain for 
work elsewhere. 

Turning to the question of the displaced per
sons who had gone to Venezuela, Mr. Altman 
quoted a letter from an hnigre Polish engineer 
which had been published in a Polish newspaper 
in France. 

According to that letter, the displaced per
sons - especially the Polish ones - who were 
steadily being sent to Venezuela experienced the 
greatest difficulty in obtaining work. It was almost 
impossible to find a place to live, and a worker's 
entire wages were barely enough to pay his rent. 
Living conditions were so appalling that the 
head of the IRQ mission at Caracas had had to 
give orders that the immigration of displaced per
sons into Venezuela should be stopped. 

The IRO encouraged displaced persons to go 
Hi French Guiana, but the climate of that country 
was extremely trying; it was there that France 
sent criminals sentenced to hard labour. 

Australia did not take displaced persons except 
for heavy manual work, and Polish emigrants 
were not allowed to take their families with 
them. 

Emigrants to Argentina including highly 
skilled workers - were obliged to wear them
selves out to earn what was not even a decent 
living wage. 

The Polish delegation had been accused of 
propaganda activities, but the future of Polish 
nationals was at stake, and it was the duty oi 
the Polish Government to protect them. Even 
organizations which were hostile to the existing 
Government of Poland, such as the Polish Serv
ice-.Men's Association, condemned the methods 
used in recruiting Polish refugees in Germany. 
The most robust were chosen; families were 
broken up; workers were reduced to slavery by 
means of false promises followed by threats to 
send them back to Germanv if thev refused to 
sign unfair contracts. - -

Governments which wished to protect their 
nationals had been prevented from doing so ; as 
a result, criminal acts of the kind Mr. Altman 
had described continued to be committed in the 
western zones of Germany and Austria under the 
protection of the IRQ and the occupation author
ities. 

Such base exploitation, which uprooted human 
beings from their homelands and made them 
into "eternally ciisplaced persons" made it impos
sible to find a solution for the refugee problem. 

Ces hommes sont entasses clans de miserables 
baraques ou regne une salete repoussante. L'hy
giene est inexistante, la nourr_iture infecte. _Les 
hommes travaillent cependant d1x heures par J0Ur 
pour un salaire infime. A, vec c~ maig:e salaire, _ils 
doivent acheter tout le necessaire; meme les soms 
medicaux sont a leur charge. En outre, il ne leur 
est pas permis de quitter la province pour chercher 
du travail ailleurs. 

Les emigres soumis a ces conditions n'osent se 
plaindre, car on les menace de les renvoyer en 
Allemagne, et il a fallu les revelations d'un jour
naliste pour que ce scandale soit porte a la con
naissance du public. 

D'ailleurs, i1 y a pis encore, et M. Altman rap
pelle que, au cours de la premiere partie de la 
troisieme session, il a deja evoque devant la 
Troisieme Commission le sort des jeunes ou
vrieres polonaises au Canada. Ces jeunes fi.lles 
vivaient absolument cloitrees et n'etaient pratique
ment pas payees. Plus des trois quarts d'entre 
elles ont fini par s'enfuir, abandonnant leurs pa
piers d'identite, pour chercher en vain du travail 
aillettrs. 

Examinant ensuite la question des personnes 
deplacees qui sont parties pour le Venezuela, M. 
Altman cite une lettre d'un ingenieur polonais emi
gre, lettre qu'a reproduite un journal de langue 
polonaise en France. 

D'apres cette lettre, les personnes deplacees qui 
ne cessent d'arriver au Venezuela - polonaises 
pour la plupart eprouvent d'incroyables diffi
cultes a se procurer du travail. Il est presque im
possible de trouver un logement et le salaire entier 
d'un travailleur suffirait a peine a payer un layer. 
Les conditions de vie sont si effroyables que le chef 
de la mission de l'OIR a Caracas a du ordonner 
qu'il soit mis fin a !'immigration des personnes 
deplacees au Venezuela. 

L'OIR encourage les personnes deplacees a se 
rendre en Guyane frarn;aise, mais c'est la un pays 
au climat tres penible, OU la France envoyait des 
criminels condamnes aux travaux forces. 

L' Australie ne recrute de personnes deplacees 
que pour des travaux tres clurs. Les emigres polo
nais n'ont pas le droit d'emmener leur famille avec 
eux. 

En Argentine, les emigres - meme s'ils sont 
des ouvriers hautement qualifies - doivent s'epui
ser au travail pour gagner un salaire qui ne leur 
permet meme pas de vivre modestement. 

On a accuse la delegation polonaise d'agir a 
des fins de propagande. Mais il s'agit de l'avenir de 
citoyens polonais, et le Gouvernement de la Po
logne a le devoir de les proteger. D'ailleurs, meme 
des organisations hostiles au Gouvernement polo
nais actuel, comme l' Association des combattants 
polonais, condamnent les methodes de recrute
ment des refugies polonais en Allemagne. On 
choisit les elements les plus robustes; on disloque 
les familles ; on reduit les travailleurs a l' esclavage 
en les trompant et en les contraignant ensuite, sous 
peine de renvoi en Allemagne, a signer d'injustes 
contrats de travail. 

On a dresse des obstacles devant les gouverne
ments qui voulaient proteger leurs ressortissants; 
en consequence, les actes criminels que M. Altman 
vient de rappeler se poursuivent clans les zones 
occidentales de 1' Allemagne et de 1' Autriche sous 
l'egide de l'OIR et des autorites d'occupation. 

Cette basse exploitation, qui arrache des etres 
humains a leur pays d'origine et en fait des "per
sonnes deplacees eternelles", empeche que soit ap
portee au probleme des refugies une solution defi-
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The Polish delegation vigorously protested against 
such practices. 

Another aspect of the problem was that refu
gees and displaced persons were being gathered 
into para-military formations which were veritable 
hotbeds of fascism and war propaganda, directed 
against the peoples' democracies. 

In the western zones of Germany and Austria, 
and in the American military camps in France, 
those "security guards" were to be found under 
various names, but always within the same semi
military organization. Furthermore, those "secu
rity guards" were mostly recruited from among 
the members of the Polish Holy Cross Brigade 
commanded bv a notorious war criminal who 
had actively collaborated with the German Army 
during the war, and who was now living in 
France, as the French Embassy in Warsaw had 
been informed on 7 April 1949 by a note from the 
Polish Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 

Other organizations of the same type, the 
heads of which were under the orders of the 
United States General Staff, were made up of 
nationals of a large number of Eastern European 
countries. 

Such a state of affairs was a threat to democ
racy and world peace; the worst aspect of the 
matter was that the International Refugee Organi
zation protected the members of those groups 
and encouraged their emigration. 

The most tragic chapter of the history of 
refugees was that of the Polish children who had 
been taken from their parents and forcibly car
ried away to Germany by the Nazi invaders. At 
least a hundred thousand of them were still in 
\Vestern Germany. 

The IRO, one of the most important tasks 
of which should have been the repatriation of 
those children, had done practically nothing in 
that matter. Reference had been made to child 
welfare and happiness ; a child which had been 
Germanized by living in a German family might 
very well have no desire to return to Poland, 
although justice and law demanded that it should 
be returned to its real family and country. To 
leave those children in Germany was to legalize 
the crimes committed by the Nazis against the 
Polish people. In spite of the Polish Govern
ment's efforts, the occupation authorities and 
the IRO often refused to return those children 
to their mothers. 

Furthermore, despite the Allied Control Coun
cil's orders many Germans had refrained, with 
impunity, from disclosing the children of United 
Nations origin who were in their care. In support 
of that information, Mr. Altman quoted figures 
from the May 1947 report of UNRRA's Re
search Section. He further referred to the diffi
culties caused in the western zones of occupation 
bv the military authorities who insisted on masses 
of documentary evidence before children could be 
returned to their homeland, except, of course, in 
the case of French, Belgian, or Netherlands chil
dren. 

It was a disgrace to make political capital out 
of such a serious question. The problem should 
be settled and the most elementary justice 
demanded that the children should be returned 
to their native countries. 

That was, furthermore, what important bodies 
such as the International Union for Child \Velfare 

nitive. La delegation polonaise proteste energique
ment contre de telles pratiques. 

L'n autre aspect du probleme est constitue par 
le fait que !'on rassemble refugies et personnes de
placees clans des formations paramilitaires, veri
tables foyers de fascisme et d'excitation a la guerre, 
qui sont en fait dirigees contre les democraties 
populaires. 

Dans Jes zones occidentales de I' Allemagne et de 
I' Autriche et clans Jes camps militaires americains 
en France, on retrouve ces "compagnies de sur
veillance" sous des noms divers, mais toujours avec 
la meme organisation paramilitaire. D'ailleurs, ces 
"compagnies de surveillance" se recrutent surtout 
parmi les membres de la Brigade de Sainte-Croix 
polonaise, commandee par un criminel de guerre 
notoire qui, pendant la guerre, a collabore active
ment avec l'armee allemande c>t qui reside actuelle
ment en France, comme !'expose une note remise 
a l'ambassade de France a Varsovie par le Minis
tere des affaires etrangeres de Pologne le 7 avril 
1949. 

D'autres organisations du meme genre, dont les 
chefs sont aux ordres de t'etat-major americain, 
groupent des ressortissants d'un grand nombre de 
pays de !'Europe orientate. 

II y a la une menace pour la democratie et pour 
la paix mondiale; le plus grave est que l'OIR pro
tege Jes membres de ces groupements et favorise 
leur emigration. 

Mais le chapitre le plus dramatique peut-etre 
de l'histoire des refugies concerne les enfants polo
nais arraches a leurs parents et emmenes de force 
en Allemagne par Jes occupants nazis. Cent mille 
au moins d'entre eux se trouvent encore en Alle
magne occidentale. 

L'OIR, dont l'une des taches essentielles aurait 
du etre le rapatriement de ces enfants, n'a presque 
rien fait clans ce domaine. On a parle du bien-etre 
et du honheur de l'enfant; or un enfant germanise 
par son sejour clans une famille allemande peut 
tres bien ne pas manifester le desir de retourner 
en Pologne, alors que la justice et le bon droit 
exigent qu'il soit rendu a sa vraie famille et a sa 
vraie patrie. Laisser ces enfants en Allemagne, 
c'est legaliser Jes crimes commis par les nazis 
contre le peuple polonais. Malgre Jes efforts du 
Gouvernement polonais, Jes autorites d'occupa
tion et l'OIR refusent souvent de rendre ces en
fants a leurs meres. 

D'autre part, en depit de decrets du Conseil de 
controle allie, nombreux sont Jes Allemands qui, 
avec impunite, se sont abstenus de declarer Jes 
enfants originaires des Nations Unies qui se 
trouvaient chez eux. A l'appui de cette informa
tion, M. Altman cite des chiffres qui figurent 
clans le rapport de la Section de recherches de 
l'U>JRRA en date de mai 1947. II signale en outre 
Jes difficultes que suscitent, clans les zones occiden
tales d'occupation, les autorites militaires qui 
exigent une documentation enorme avant de ren
voyer Jes enfants clans leurs pays, a moins qu'il 
ne s'agisse d'enfants frarn;ais, belges ou hollandais. 

S'inspirer, dans une question aussi grave, de 
motifs d'ordre politique, c'est la le comble de 
l'ignominie. II est temps de resoudre le probleme, 
et la justice la plus elementaire montre que la seule 
solution est celle qui consiste a rendre les enfants 
a leur pays natal. 

D'ailleurs, c'est ce qu'ont demande avec insis
tance des groupements aussi importants que 
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and the League of Red Cross Societies were 
constantly urging. 

He wondered whether the General Assembly 
would remain deaf to those appeals. It could not 
be claimed, as Mrs. Roosevelt had done in an 
article in Le 1vf onde, that the feelings of the Ger
man foster parents could outweigh a mother's 
right to her child. A child should be returned 
to its mother. 

In view of those facts, his delegation asked: 

That an end should be put to all propaganda 
and pressure to dissuade refugees from returning 
to their countries of origin; 

That repatriation be encouraged and completed 
by 1950; 

That emigrating refugees should be protected 
against exploitation and that, to that end, emi
gration should be regulated by bilateral agree
ments between the emigrant's country of origin 
and the country to which he was emigrating; 

That the emigrant's right of return to his 
country of origin, at the expense of the country 
of immigration, should be guaranteed ; 

That all Polish children in Germany should be 
repatriated. 

Only under those conditions would it be pos
sible to settle the refugee question in conformity 
with the principles of human justice. 

Mr. CoRLEY SMITH (United Kingdom) re
gretted that the Polish representative had thought 
it necessary to repeat accusations that had already 
been made on several occasions at the preceding 
sessions of the Assembly and before the Eco
nomic and Social Council. The United Kingdom 
delegation had expressed its disapproval of such 
repetition at the last session of the Economic 
and Social Council. 

Certain of those accusations concerned such 
special cases that it would be necessary to under
take on-the-spot investigations in order to refute 
them. Some of them might seem most moving; 
but it was still necessary to prove that they were 
correct. 

He recalled the case of the young Soviet child, 
separated from its parents, quoted by the USSR 
representative at the last session of the Economic 
and Social Council, 1 it had been proved subse
quently that the child had been repatriated several 
months before. 

The case of refugee or displaced children left 
without their parents was a most distressing 
problem to everyone; the Polish representative's 
feelings on that topic were understandable, but 
his allegations had been answered fully at the 
second session of the Assembly. Quoting from 
the reply given on that occasion, Mr. Corley Smith 
said that it must be remembered that as early as 
1945, a considerable number of those children 
had been repatriated. Since then, moreover, 
thanks to the efforts of the British authorities, 
UNRRA and the IRO, more than 3,000 children 
in the British Zone had been repatriated. So far 
as could be ascertained, the total number of unac
companied children still in the British Zone was 
not more than 1,044. Their maintenance was 
assured and steps were being taken to determine 
their nationality and find their families again. 

1 See Official Records of the Economic and Social 
Council, fourth year, eighth session, 267th meeting, page 
513. 

l'U nion internationale de protection de 1' enfance 
et la Ligue des Societes de la Croix-Rouge. 

L'Assemblee generale restera-t-elle sourde aces 
appels? On ne saurait pretendre, comme l'a fait 
Mme Roosevelt clans un article public par le jour
nal Le NI onde, que les sentiments des parents 
adoptifs allemands peuvent avoir autant de poids 
que le droit d'une mere a avoir son enfant. II faut, 
af~irme M. Altman, que l'enfant soit rendu a la 
mere. 

Etant donne tons ces faits, la delegation polo
naise demande : 

Qu'il soit mis fin a toute propagande et a toute 
pression exercee sur les refugies pour les dissuader 
de retourner clans leur pays d'origine; 

Que le rapatriement soit encourage et puisse se 
terminer avant 1950; 

Que les refugies emigrants soient proteges 
contre toute exploitation et que, a cette fin, !'emi
gration soit regie par des accords bilateraux entre 
les pays d'origine des emigrants et les pays d'im
migration; 

Que soit garanti le droit de retour des emigrants 
dans leur pays d'origine, aux frais du pays d'im
migration; 

Que tous les enfants polonais qui se trouvent en 
Allemagne soient rapatries. 

Seules ces conditions rendront possible un regle
ment du probleme des refugies qui soit conforme 
aux principes de justice et d'humanite. 

M. CoRLEY SMITH (Royaume-Uni) deplore que 
le representant de la Pologne ait cru necessaire 
d'exposer a nouveau des accusations deja portees 
a maintes reprises lors des precedentes sessions 
de l'Assemblee et devant le Conseil economique 
et social. La delegation du Royaume-Uni a signifie, 
au cours de la derniere session du Conseil econo
mique et social, sa desapprobation de semblables 
repetitions. 

Certaines de ces accusations concernent des faits 
tellement particuliers qu'il serait necessaire de 
proceder a des enquetes sur place pour les refuter. 
Certains de ces faits peuvent sembler, en appa
rence, emouvants ; mais encore faudrait-il que 
!'exactitude en soit demontree. 

M. Corley Smith rappelle a cet egard l'exemple 
cite par le representant de l'URSS a la derniere 
session du Conseil economique et social1, con
cernant le cas d'un jeune enfant sovietique separe 
de ses parents: ii a ete demontre par la suite que 
cet enfant avait ete rapatrie plusieurs mois aupara
vant. 

Le cas des enfants refugies OU deplaces qui se 
trouvent sans leurs parents est certes, aux yeux 
de tous, un angoissant probleme. On comprend les 
sentiments exprimes a ce sujet par le representant 
de la Pologne; mais il a ete repondu en detail aux 
allegations de ce dernier a la deuxieme session de 
1' Assemblee. Citant les reponses faites alors sur ce 
point, M. Corley Smith dit qu'il faut se souvenir 
que, des 1945, un nombre considerable de ces 
enfants ont ete rapatries. Depuis !ors, en outre, 
par les soins des autorites britanniques, de 
l'UNRRA et de l'OIR, plus de 3.000 enfants qui 
se trouvaient clans la zone britannique ont ete rapa
tries. Autant que l'on peut l'evaluer, le nombre 
total d'enfants non aceompagnes qui se trouvent 
encore clans la zone britannique ne s'eleve plus 
qu'a 1.044. Leur entretien est assure et des de
marches sont en cours pour determiner leur na-

1 Voir les Proci!s-verbaitx officiels du C onseil economi• 
q11e et sorial, quatrieme annee, huitieme session. 26i cTne 
seance, page 513. 
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Since April 1946, the British authorities had been 
ordered to supply all relevant information to the 
research tez.ms working to identify unaccompanied 
children in the camps or in German families. As 
soon as new cases came to light, the children were 
registered with the children's aid section of the 
IRO and steps were taken to trace their families. 
The IRO then made recommendations on the 
future of those children to the competent author
ities responsible for making the final decision, and 
in the vast majority of cases those recommenda
tions were accepted. 

If the Polish Government wanted to facilitate 
the exchange of the information necessary for 
the speedy repatriation of unaccompanied chil
dren, it should provide the British authorities 
with detailed information and documentary proofs 
instead of wasting time on abusive propaganda. 
The British authorities would welcome such co
operation. For, although the work was humani
tarian in nature, it was obvious that those author
ities could only proceed with extreme caution 
and not before they were in possession of indis
putable proof regarding the child's nationality and 
family, in view of the mistakes that had already 
occurred in that field. But the British authorities 
had no intention of preventing the return of 
children to their parents. 

Mr. Altman had claimed that obstacles were 
put in the way of the repatriation of displaced 
persons. That allegation was untrue. The repat
riation missions had access to the displaced per
sons camps in the British Zone. On the other 
hand, the British authorities refused to force the 
displaced persons to yield to the representatives 
of those missions. As a result of the methods 
they used, the missions had obtained results quite 
contrary to those they were seeking, and the 
reception they had been given in the displaced 
persons camps had made it necessary for the 
British authorities to take steps for their protec
tion, and in certain cases, to punish the displaced 
persons who assaulted them. 

The Polish representative had also declared 
that the displaced persons in the camps in the 
western occupation zones were terrorized by the 
Allied authorities who forced them to emigrate 
and to forgo repatriation. Displaced persons in 
Britain, however, no longer lived in camps, and 
they had complete freedom of movement. Yet 
far from wishing to leave the United Kingdom, 
all but a very few wanted to remain there. 

It was true that leaflets were distributed in 
the camps, showing working conditions abroad ; 
that was a perfectly normal procedure, however, 
and there was no deceptive propaganda attached 
to it. It was also true that certain of the displaced 
persons in the camps criticized the Governments 
of their home countries, but then there was also 
communist propaganda in the camps. The Allied 
authorities had authorized the distribution of 
15,000 newspapers and pamphlets a month pub
lished by the USSR or the Eastern European 
countries, in spite of the slanderous statements 
often made in those publications against the \Vest
ern Powers. 

With regard to the conditions under which the 
displaced persons in the United Kingdom worked, 
Mr. Corley Smith emphasized that they were not 
accommodated in camps. Displaced persons were 

tionalite et retrouver leurs familles. Des le mois 
d'avril 1946, les autorites britanniques ont re\u 
l'ordre de fournir totttes indications utiles aux 
equipes de recherche pour identifier les enfants 
non accompagnes, clans les camps ou clans les 
familles allemandes. Aussitot que de nouveaux cas 
sont connus, les enfants sont inscrits au bureau 
d'assistance pour les enfants de l'OIR et des 
demarches sont entreprises pour retrouver leurs 
familles. L'OIR adresse ensuite des recommanda
tions concernant le sort de ces enfants aux auto
rites competentes chargees de la decision definitive 
qtti, clans la majorite des cas, les acceptent. 

Si le Gouvernement de la Pologne desire faci
liter le prompt rapatriement des enfants non ac
compagnes, il devrait tournir aux autorites britan
niques des renseignements detailles et des pieces 
justificatives au lieu de perdre du temps a une 
propagande injurieuse. Les autorites britanniques 
accueilleraient volontiers cette collaboration. Car, 
bien qu'il s'agisse d'une ceuvre humanitaire, ii est 
evident que ces autorites ne peuvent proceder 
qu'avec la plus extreme prudence et qu'une fois 
en possession de preuves indiscutables concernant 
la nationalite et la famille de l'enfant, etant donne 
les erreurs deja comrnises clans ce domaine. Mais 
Jes autorites britanniqnes n'ont aucune intention 
d'empecher le retour d'enfants a leurs parents. 

M. Altman a pretendu que des entraves etaient 
apportees au rapatriement des personnes depla
cees. Cette allegation est fat1sse. Les missions de 
rapatriement ont acces aux camps de personnes 
deplacees clans la zone britannique. Mais, par 
ailleurs, Jes autorites hritanniques se refnsent a 
contraindre Jes personnes deplacees a ceder aux 
instances de ces missions. Celles-ci ont obtenu, par 
les methodes qu'elles emploient, des resultats con
traires a ceux qu'elks recherchent; l'accueil qui 
est fait aux membres de ces missions clans Jes 
camps de personnes deplacees a oblige Jes autorites 
britanniques a assurer leur protection, et, clans 
certains cas meme, a punir les personnes deplacees 
qui s'etaient livrees sur eux a des voies de fait. 

Le representant de la Pologne a egalement 
affirme que, clans les camps se trouvant clans Jes 
zones d'occupation occidentales, Jes autorites 
alliees terrorisaient Jes personnes deplacees en vue 
d'empecher leur rapatriement et de Jes contrain<lre 
a immigrer. Mais, au Royaume-Uni, Jes personnes 
d,:placees ne vivent plus clans des camps et sont 
entierernent libres de leurs mouvements: cepen
dant, a de tres rares exceptions pres, loin de cher
cher a quitter le Royaume-Uni, elles desirent y 
rester. 

II est vrai que l'on distribue dans les camps des 
prospectus sur les conditions de travail a l'etran
ger; mais cette pratique est normale et ne com
porte aucune propagande trompeuse. I1 est egale
ment vrai qu'a l'interieur des camps certaines des 
personnes deplacees critiquent le gouvernement 
de leur pays d'origine. Mais, en sens inverse, la 
propagande communiste existe egalement clans ces 
camps. Les autorites alliees ont autorise la dis
trihution mensuelle de 15.000 journaux et bro
chures puhlies par l'"C'RSS ou les pays de l'E11rope 
orientate, malgre Jes affirmations calomnieuses que 
ces journaux contiennent souvent contre Jes Puis
sances occidentales. 

En ce qui concerne Jes conditions de travail des 
personnes deplacees au Royaume-Uni, M. Corley 
Smith souligne que celles-ci n'y sont pas logees 
clans des camps. Les personnes deplacees sont 
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accommodated in hostels where prices were very 
low or in such other accommodation as they 
might choose. They were free to come and go 
as they liked and could change their quarters 
if they wished. The majority of them were admit
tedly employed in industries where labour was 
scarce, but there was not the slightest basis for 
the allegation that they were employed as cheap 
labour. On the contrary, the British trade unions 
had insisted, in their own interests, that the work• 
ing conditions and wages of the displaced per
sons should be strictly equal to those of British 
workers. They were entitled to exactly the same 
social and medical services as British subjects. 

It might be that the Polish representative was 
under the impression that the displaced persons 
who worked in the United Kingdom were sub
jected to forced labour because that practice 
existed in the USSR, where there actually were 
vast forced labour camps which provided cheap 
labour. In the United Kingdom, however, unlike 
the Soviet Union, anyone was at liberty to inves
tigate the working and living conditions of the 
displaced persons on the spot. 

Coming to the substance of the question of dis
placed persons, Mr. Corley Smith noted in the 
first place that it was the USSR Government and 
the Governments of the Eastern European coun
tries themselves that had created the problem. In 
1945, the only solution contemplated for the prob
lem of displaced persons and refugees had been 
that they should be repatriated to their countries 
of origin. The majority of them had in fact 
returned to their countries of origin. It was only 
people from the USSR and the countries of 
Eastern Europe who, having heard of the condi
tions that were awaiting them in their countries 
of origin, had not wanted to be repatriated. It 
was not that the Governments which belonged to 
the IRO had voluntarily elected to resettle the 
refugees instead of repatriating them, but that, 
as a result of the fears felt by those refugees 
and displaced persons, the possibilities of repa
triation had gradually diminished to such an 
extent as to become practically non-existent. 
Those fears were understandable if, for instance, 
the deportations from the Baltic States carried 
out by the USSR as early as 1941 - at a time 
when the USSR was not at war - were recalled, 
as well as the Supreme Soviet decree of 25 June 
1946 providing for the deportation of whole 
nations for having allegedly collaborated with the 
Germans, and stating in particular that "The 
Chechens and the Crimean Tartars have been 
removed to other regions of the USSR." 

Mr. Corley Smith went on to stress the fact 
that neither the USSR nor the other countries of 
Eastern Europe had helped in solving the prob
lem of the refugees; on the contrary, they had 
systematically increased the difficulties, especially 
as a result of the attitude adopted by their repa
triation missions. 

Those countries, in fact, tried to hide their 
embarrassment by repeatedly asserting that only 
an insignificant number of displaced persons was 
willing to be resettled in \Vestern Europe, and 
that the great majority wished to be repatriated 
to countries in Eastern Europe. But such state
ments were only attempts to conceal the shame 
felt by those countries at the refusal of their 
nationals to be repatriated. They could not con
vince either themselves or the other countries 

logees clans des foyers OU les prix sont peu eleves, 
ou dans tout autre logement de leur choix. Elles 
sont d'ailleurs libres de leurs mouvements et peu
vent choisir un autre logement si elles le desirent. 
Certes, la plupart travaillent clans des industries 
ou ii existait une penurie de main-d'ceuvre. Mais 
!'affirmation qu'elles sont employees comme main
d'ceuvre a ban marche est denuee de tout fonde
ment. Bien au contra.ire, les syndicats britanniques 
ont insiste, dans leur propre interet, pour que les 
personnes deplacees jouissent de conditions de tra
vail et de salaires strictement equivalentes a celles 
des travailleurs britanniques. L'assistance sociale 
et medicale leur est fournie de la meme maniere 
qu'aux sujets britanniques. 

Peut-etre le representant de la Pologne suppose
t-il que les personnes deplacees travaillant au 
Royaume-Uni sont soumises au regime du travail 
force parce que cette pratique existe en URSS, 
ou se trouvent en effet de vastes camps de travail 
force qui fournissent de la main-d'ceuvre a ban 
marche. Pourtant, a la difference de l'Union sovie
tique, il est loisible a chacun de se renseigner 
librement sur place, au Royaume-Uni, sur les 
conditions de travail et de vie des personnes de
placees. 

Abordant ensuite le fond meme de la question du 
rapatriement des personnes deplacees, M. Corley 
Smith constate en premier lieu que ce sont 
les gouvernements de l'URSS et des pays de 
!'Europe orientale qui ant cree eux-memes le pro
bleme. En 1945, nu! n'envisageait d'autre solution 
au probleme des refugies et des personnes depla
cees que leur rapatriement dans leur pays d'ori
gine. En fait, la plupart sont rentres dans leur 
pays d'origine. Seules les personnes originaires 
de l'URSS ou des pays de !'Europe orientale, ayant 
eu vent des conditions qui les attendaient dans 
leurs pays d'origine, n'ont pas voulu etre rapatriees. 
Les gouvernements qui font partie de l'OIR n'ont 
done pas volontairement choisi de reinstaller les 
refugies au lieu de les rapatrier; les possibilites de 
rapatriement ant graduellement diminue jusqu'a 
devenir presque insignifiantes en raison des 
craintes eprouvees par Jes refugies. Ces craintes 
sont d'ailleurs comprehensibles si l'on pense par 
exemple aux deportations operees par l'URSS 
des 1941, dans les pays baltes, alors que !'Union 
sovietique n'etait pas en guerre, et au decret pro
mulgue le 25 juin 1946 par le Soviet supreme por
tant que des nations entieres seraient deportees 
parce qu'elles auraient collabore avec Jes Alle
mands et declarant notamment que "les Tcher
kesses et les Tartares de Crimee ont ete tranferes 
dans d'autres regions de l'URSS". 

M. Corley Smith souligne ensuite que, ni l'Union 
sovietique, ni Jes autres pays de !'Europe orientale, 
n'ont contribue a resoudre le probleme des refu
gies; au contra.ire, ils ont systematiquement ag
grave les difficultes, en particulier par !'attitude de 
leurs missions de rapatriement. 

Enfin, ces pays cherchent a dissimuler leur con
fusion par leurs affirmations repetees que seul un 
nombre infime de personnes deplacees accepte
raient d'etre reinstallees dans les pays occiden
taux, et qu'en grande majorite elles desireraient 
etre rapatriees dans les pays d'Europe orientale. 
Mais ces affirmations sont uniquement des tenta
tives de la part de ces pays de cacher leur honte 
devant le refus de leurs ressortissants d'etre rapa
tries. Elles ne reussiront a convaincre ni eux-
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when some 1,000 persons were still departing 
daily for \Vestern countries. 

Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) recalled that France, 
because of its geographical situation and tradi
tions, had always opened its doors to all refugees 
without distinction. 

The accusations made by the Polish representa
tive were frequently not verified and difficult to 
verify. In any case, it was surprising that the 
Polish representative should have deemed fit to 
refer to a diplomatk note transmitted to the 
French Ambassador at Warsaw on 7 April 1949 
which was being studied by the French Govern
ment. Such a procedure could be only a propa
ganda man~uvre to prove that France gave 
refuge to war criminals. 

Contrary to Mr. Altman's assertions, France 
was proud of the fact that it had given refuge 
to displaced persons with their families. France 
had opened its doors to 15,000 workers, but it 
had also admitted to its territory 35,000 refugees, 
men and women, who were unable to work, in 
spite of the burden such persons represented to 
the country. 

With regard to forced labour, Mr. Rochefort 
pointed out that displaced persons taken on as 
workers were entitled to the benefits of all social 
laws in force for French workers. Moreover, it 
was significant that the majority of those workers 
had crossed the frontier in a clandestine manner, 
and had therefore not been recruited by force. 
With regard to living quarters, those workers 
shared the same conditions as a large number of 
French people. 

Mr. Rochefort pointed out that 5,000 Spanish 
refugees were being cared for free of charge in 
French sanatoria, and that one quarter of the 
budget of one of the French departnients was 
devoted to the support of those refugees. The 
same conditions applied to all other refugees and 
displaced persons. Could it therefore be said that 
France employed displaced persons as cheap 
labour when it had contributed more than three 
thousand million francs to the IRQ and only 
15,000 displaced persons had entered France as 
workers? 

France was doing its duty both on the national 
and international plane in accordance with its 
concept of freedom, which prevented it from 
accepting forced immigration or forced repatria
tion. France was acting in a humanitarian spirit, 
conscious that this was a task of human solidarity. 

Mr. RIEMENS (Netherlands) recalled that 
already before the last war a great number of 
Polish miners had worked in coal mines in the 
Netherlands; some of them had later even become 
citizens of the Netherlands. Accordingly, the 
Netherlands had willingly received Polish dis
placed persons who had come to work in the 
Netherlands. Mr. Riemens emphasized the fact 
that it would be contrary to the interest of his 
own country to spread false information about 
working conditions. 

Only a very small minority of the displaced 
persons who had come to the Netherlands had 
left. Of that number, except for 78 persons, 400 
had returned to Germany of their own free will 
in order to complete the formalities required 

memes, ni les autres pays, alors qu'aujourd'hui 
encore i1 part journellement pour les pays occi
dentaux environ 1.000 personnes. 

M. ROCHEFORT (France) rappelle que la 
France, par sa situation geographique et sa tradi
tion, a toujours ete une terre d'accueil pour tousles 
refugies sans distinction. 

Les accusations portees par le representant de 
la Pologne sont le plus souvent des allegations non 
verifiees et difficilement verifiables. On peut s'eton
ner en tout cas que le representant de la Pologne 
ait cru devoir faire etat d'une note diplomatique 
remise a l'ambassadeur de France a Varsovie 
le 7 avril 1949 et actuellement a l'etude par le 
Gouvernement frarn:;ais. 1711 pareil procede ne peut 
etre qu'une manreuvre de propagande tendant a 
demontrer que la France donne asile a des crimi
nels de guerre. 

Contrairement aux affirmations de M. Altman, 
la France s'honore d'avoir accueilli les personnes 
deplacees avec leurs familles. Alors que la France 
a accueilli 15.000 travailleurs, elle a admis par 
ailleurs sur son territoire 35.000 refugies, hommes 
et femmes, incapables de travailler, malgre la 
lourde charge qu'ils representent pour le pays. 

En ce qui concerne le travail force, M. Roche
fort signale que les personnes deplacees embau
chees comme travailleurs beneficient de toutes Jes 
lois sociales en vigueur pour les travailleurs fran
c;ais. II est d'ailleurs significatif de constater que 
la plupart de ces travailleurs ont franchi clandes
tinement la frontiere et n'ont done pas ete recrutes 
de force. Ces travailleurs partagent les conditions 
d'un grand nombre de Franc;ais en ce qui concerne 
le logement. 

M. Rochefort rappelle que 5.000 refugies espa
gnols sont soignes gratuitement dans Jes sanato
riums franc;ais et qu'un quart du budget de 1';,,n 
des departements de la France est consacre a l'en
tretien de ces refugies. Des conditions analogues 
sont faites a tous les autres refugies et personnes 
deplacees. Peut-on pretendre, enfin, que la France 
emploie des personnes deplacees comme main
d' reuvre a bon marche, alors qu'elle a verse plus 
de trois milliards de francs de contribution a 
l'OIR et que 15.000 personnes deplacees seule
ment sont venues s'installer en qualite de travail
leurs sur son territoire? 

La France remplit son devoir sur le plan natio
nal et sur le plan international, conformement a sa 
conception de la liberte, selon laquelle elle ne 
saurait accepter ni !'immigration forcee ni le rapa
triement force. Elle agit clans un esprit humani
taire et avec la conscience de remplir un devoir de 
solidarite humaine. 

M. RrEMENS (Pays-Bas) rappelle que, des 
avant la derniere guerre, de nombreux mineurs 
polonais travaillaient dans les mines de charbon 
des Pays-Bas; certains d'entre eux sont meme 
devenus par la suite citoyens hollandais. C'est 
pourquoi les Pays-Bas ont accneilli volontiers les 
personnes deplacees polonaises venues travailler 
clans ce pays. M. Riemens souligne qu'il serait 
contraire a l'interet meme de son pays de diffuser 
de fausses informations sur les conditions de 
travail. 

Parmi les personnes deplacees venues aux Pays
Bas, seule une infime minorite en est repartie. A 
part 78 personnes, 400 sont retournees en Alle
magne de leur propre gre, afin de pouvoir accom
plir les formalites necessaires aupres de missions 
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by United States selection missions for overseas 
emigration. When those workers had come to 
the Netherlands in 1947-1948, there had been no 
possibility of large-scale overseas emigration. 
Actually they had not left the Netherlands 
because they were disappointed or wished to 
return to Poland, but because they wished to 
emigrate overseas. 

The working and living conditions for dis
placed persons in the Netherlands were the same 
as the conditions for Netherlands nationals. They 
were protected by trade unions; social insurance 
was compulsory for foreigners as well as for 
nationals, and housing conditions were as good 
as in other countries. vVomen were forbidden 
to work in the mines. 

In spite of the efforts of the Polish consulates 
in the Netherlands and their active propaganda 
there in favour of the repatriation of Polish dis
placed persons, only 50 out of a total of 7,000 had 
chosen to return to Poland. 

The meeting rose at 6.15 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY
NINTH MEETING 

Held at Lake Success, New York, 
on Thursday, 12 May 1949, at 8.50 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon). 

16 7. Refugees and displaced persons 
( continued) 

(a) PROBLEM OF REFUGEES AND DISPLACED PER
SONS: ITEM PROPOSED BY THE DELEGATION OF 
POLAND (A/C.3/513) 

(b) REPATRIATION, RESETTLEMENT AND IMMI
GRATION OF REFUGEES AND DISPLACED PER
SONS; REPORT OF THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL 
COUNCIL (E/816 AND A/C.3/375) 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia), referring to the state
ment made by the Polish representative at the pre
ceding meeting, denied the allegation that Austra
lia had discriminated against refugees and dis
placed persons of Polish origin. It was absurd to 
state that the Australian Government would not 
allow Poles settling in Australia to be accompanied 
by their families. Australia had opened her doors 
wide to refugees; the conditions of admission were 
defined in the agreement concluded with the In
ternational Refugee Organization, and he quoted 
the relevant passages of that agreement. All the 
persons resettled in his country were perfectly sat
isfied with their lot. 

He thought that a misunderstanding might have 
arisen and that the Polish representative might 
have been referring to isolated cases to which the 
procedure laid down in the agreement between 
Australia and the IRO had not been applied. In any 
case, the charges brought before the Committee 
were ill-considered and misplaced. If the repre
sentative of Poland really wished to improve con
ditions for persons resettled abroad, he should 
choose other methods of attaining that purpose. 
The IRO was the international body competent to 

de selection americaines pour emigrer outre-mer. 
Lorsque ces travailleurs etaient venus aux Pays
Bas en 1947-1948, i1 n'existait pas encore en effet 
de possibilites d'emigration outre-mer sur une 
grande echelle. Ils n'ont done pas quitte le pays 
parce qu'ils etaient de~us ou pour rentrer en 
Pologne, mais pour emigrer outre-mer. 

Les conditions de travail et de vie des personnes 
deplacees aux Pays-Bas sont les rnemes que celles 
des ressortissants nationaux. Ces personnes sont 
protegees par les syndicats ; les assurances sociales 
sont obligatoires pour les etrangers comme pour 
les ressortissants nationaux ; les conditions de loge
ment sont aussi bonnes que dans d'autres pays; 
enfin, le travail des femmes est interdit clans les 
mmes. 

}falgre les efforts des consulats polonais aux 
Pays-Bas et leur active propagande dans ce pays 
en faveur du rapatriement des personnes deplacees 
polonaises, 50 d'entre elles seulement sur 7.000 
ont choisi de retourner en Pologne. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 15. 

DEUX CENT VINGT-NEUVIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 12 mai 1949, a 20 h. SO. 

President: ~1. Charles MALIK (Liban). 

167. Refugies et personnes deplacees 
(suite) 

a) PROBLEME DES REFUGIES ET DES PERSONNES 
DEPLACEES: POINT PROPOSE PAR LA DELEGA
TION DE LA PoLOGNE (A/C.3/513) 

b) RAPATRIEMENT, REINSTALLATION ET IMMI
GRATION DES REFUGIES ET DES PERS0NNES 
DEPLACEES; RAPPORT DU CONSEIL ECONOMI
QUE ET SOCIAL (E/816 et A/C.3/375) 

M. J ocKEL ( Australie), faisant allusion a la 
declaration faite par le representant de la Pologne 
a la precedente seance, s'inscrit en faux contre 
Jes allegations selon lesquelles l' Australie aurait 
pris des mesures discriminatoires a l'encontre 
des refugies et personnes deplacees d'origine po
lonaise. I1 est absurde de declarer que le Gouverne
ment australien ne permet pas aux Polonais 
s'installant en Australie d'etre accompagnes de 
leurs familles. L'Australie a ouvert ses portes 
toutes larges aux refugies; les conditions d'admis
sion sont definies clans l'accord passe avec !'Orga
nisation internationale pour les refugies, accord 
dont :M. J ockel cite les passages pertinents. 
Toutes les personnes reinstallees dans son pays 
sont parfaitement satisfaites de leur sort. 

Le representant de l' Australie estime qu'il pour
rait s'agir d'un malentendu, en ce sens que le 
representant de la Pologne a pu faire allusion 
a des cas isoles auxquels n'avait pas encore ete 
appliquee la procedure etablie par !'accord entre 
1' Australie et l'OIR. Quoi qu'il en soit, les accu
sations portees au sein de la Commission sont 
inconsiderees et deplacees. Si le representant de 
la Pologne se soucie vraiment d'ameliorer le 
sort des personnes reinstallees a l'etranger, il 
doit choisir d'autres methodes pour atteindre son 
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consider any complaints of alleged inequality in the 
treatment of refugees or displaced persons. 

Mr. ~lATES (Yugoslavia) recalled that the prob
lem of refugees and displaced persons, which had 
been on the agenda of the United Nations from the 
outset, was still unresolved four years after the 
end of hostilities in Europe. 

As early as 12 February 1946, resolution 8 (I) 
of the General Assembly emphasized that "the 
main task concerning displaced persons is to en
courage and assist in every way possible their early 
return to their countries of origin". If that reso
lution, which had been supported by all the dele
gations at the time, had been implemented by the 
occupation authorities in Germany, Austria and 
Italy, the Gnited Nations would not be still deal
ing with the problem in 1949. 

Several million persons had been repatriated in 
the months immediately following liberation by the 
Allies, and it was therefore strange that the rate 
of repatriation operations, instead of increasing 
concurrently with the control exercised by the oc
cupation authorities, had slowed down to such an 
extent that it had been necessary at the beginning 
of 1946 to appeal to the Gnited Nations to attempt 
a rapid solution of the problem of displaced 
persons. 

The reason for this situation lay in the hostile 
policy adopted by the American, British and French 
occupation authorities with regard to the repatria
tion of persons of Eastern European origin. 

At the beginning of 1946, the Yugoslav repre
sentatives had proposed the establishment of a 
United Nations commission to visit camps for 
refugees and displaced persons. Yugoslavia had 
wished the majority of the delegations to see for 
themselves the state of affairs which had motivated 
her complaints. That proposal had been rejected. 
The only possible explanation of the systematic re
fusal to consider any such proposals was the desire 
of the occupying Powers to conceal from public 
opinion and from the United Nations the situation 
prevailing in the camps, which were the direct re
sult of their attitude towards the repatriation of 
displaced persons. 

That refusal had been maintained in spite of re
ports, amply substantiated, of the presence in the 
camps of former collaborators and traitors guilty 
of innumerable crimes, who were hiding amongst 
the displaced persons in order to continue the evil 
activities interrupted by the defeat of Hitlerite 
Germany. 

In 1946 and 1947 the Yugoslav delegation had 
submitted to the General Assembly abundant proof 
of the assistance given to those criminals by the 
occupation authorities, who had instructed them to 
organize a campaign against repatriation and even 
to set up military and para-military organizations. 
He did not think it necessary to repeat those state
ments. 

The problem of displaced persons had become a 
political one. Not only had the occupation authori
ties refused to implement resolution 3 (I) of the 
General Assembly regarding the extradition and 

but. L'OIR est l'organisme international compe
lent pour examiner toutes plaintes concernant 
ies preten<lues inegalites de traitement <lont se
raient victimes des refugies OU personnes depla
cees. 

M. MATES (Y ougoslavie) rappelle que le pro
iJleme des refugies et personnes deplacees, qui 
figure a l'ordre du jour de !'Organisation des 
,\ations unies depuis Jes premiers travaux de 
celle-ci, est toujours en suspens quatre ans apres 
b fin des hostilites en Europe. 

Des le 12 fevricr 1946, la resolution 8 (I) 
de l'Assemblee generaJe a souligne que "la prin
cipale tache envers Jes personnes deplacees con
siste a les encourager et a les aider de toutes 
Jes manieres possibles a retourner rapidement 
dans leur pays d' origine". Si cette resolution, 
alors appuyee par toutes les delegations, avait 
ete mise en a:uvre par les autorites d'occupation 
en Allemagne, en Autriche et en Italie, l'annee 
1949 ne verrait pas !'Organisation traiter encore 
de cette question. 

Si !'on se souvient que plusieurs millions de 
personnes furent rapatriees pendant les premiers 
mois qui suivirent leur liberation par Jes Allies, 
on peut se demander pourquoi le rythme des 
operations de rapatriement, au lieu d'augmenter 
concurremment avec le controle exerce par Jes 
autorites d'occupation, est tombe si bas que, des 
le debut de 1946, ii a ete necessaire de faire 
appel a !'Organisation des Nations Gnies pour 
,enter de resoudre rapidement le probleme des 
personnes deplacees. 

La raison de cette situation doit etre cherchee 
clans la politique hostile adoptee par les autorites 
d'occupation americaines, britanniques et fran
~aises a l'egard du rapatriement des personnes 
en provenance des pays d'Europe orientale. 

Des le debut de 1946, les representant~ de 
la Y ougoslavie ont propose la formation d'une 
commission des Nations Gnies chargee de visiter 
les camps de refugies et personnes deplacees. 
La Yougoslavie desirait en effet que la majorite 
des delegations constatent de visu l'etat de choses 
dont elle se plaignait. Cette proposition fut cepen
dant rejetee. On ne peut expliquer le refus sys
tematique oppose a toutes les propositions de cet 
ordre que par le desir des Puissances occupantes 
de dissimuler a !'opinion publique et a !'Organi
sation des Nations Unies la situation qui regne 
clans les camps et qui est le resultat direct de leur 
attitude a l'egard du rapatriement des personnes 
deplacees. 

Ce refus a ete maintenu en depit de declara
tions, appuyees de preuves abondantes, relatives 
a la presence dans les camps d'anciens collabora
teurs et de traitres coupables de crimes innom
brables, qui se dissimulent parmi les personnes 
deplacees afin de poursuivre leurs sinistres acti
vites interrompues par la defaite de l' Allemagne 
hitlerienne. 

En 1946 et en 1947, la delegation yougoslave 
a presente a l' Assemblee generale de nombreuses 
preuves de !'aide fournie a ces criminels par les 
autorites d'occupation, qui Jes ont charges d'orga
niser une campagne contre le rapatriement et 
meme de mettre sur pied des organisations mili
taires et paramilitaires. M. Mates ne juge pas 
necessaire de repeter ces declarations. 

Le probleme des personnes deplacees est devenu 
un probleme poiitique. Non seulement les autori
tes d'occupation ont refuse d'appliquer la resolu
tion 3 (I) de l'Assemblee generale relative a 
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punishment of war criminals, not only had they 
refused to hand over certain notorious collabora
tors ,vhose extradition had been officially and _justi
fiably requested, but they had also systematically 
obstructed the work of the Yugoslav liaison of
ficers. He quoted specific cases illustrating the pol
icy pursued in that field by the British authorities, 
and indeed by the American and French authori
ties too. 

The increasing difficulties placed in the way of 
the Yugoslav liaison officers came to a climax in 
February 1948, when they were absolutely de
barred from visiting displaced persons camps in 
the British Occupation Zone. Owing to similar 
measures taken by the United States, by the end 
of 1948 there were no more Yugoslav services deal
ing with the interests of Yugoslav displaced per
sons in the American Zone. 

The occupation authorities had multiplied the 
obstacles they were placing in the way of repatria
tion, in defiance of resolution 8 (I) of the General 
Assembly, and the same tendency had been shown 
during United Nations debates. A new organiza
tion, the IRO, had been set up during the second 
part of the first session of the General Assembly! 
It was obvious from the start that the delegations 
of the United States, the United Kingdom and 
France were not seeking to establish an interna
tional body which would facilitate the repatriation 
of refugees and displaced persons. Moreover, sev
eral articles of the IRO Constitution had modified 
the original Assembly resolution to such an extent 
that the IRO had become a fresh obstacle to re
patriation and had instituted an international traf
fic in cheap labour. 

\'J"hen the IRO Constitution had been adopted, 
Yugoslavia had stated that she would not take part 
in that body and had pointed out to the General 
Assembly that the IRO would not contribute to 
the just and rapid solution of the problem if it' 
were established under a constitution which con
formed with the views of the occupation authori
ties. 

The Yugoslav delegation's opinion had been cor
roborated by the facts. The IRO had pursued a 
policy directed against repatriation, while provid
ing shelter for traitors and collaborators. That was 
hardly surprising, since the IRO had taken over 
some of the responsibilities of the occupation au
thorities that had sponsored its establishment. 

The main activity of the IRO had consisted, 
however, in providing cheap labour for certain 
countries of Western Europe and overseas. The 
Report on the Progress and Prospects of Repatria
tion, Resettlement and Immigration of Refugees 
and Displaced Persons (E/816), which contained 
a study on the work of the IRO Preparatory Com
mission, shed some light on that alleged "resettle
ment". 

Quoting passages from that document, he ob
served that certain European States choosing per
sons to be settled in their country took care to ex
clude either intellectuals or persons accompanied 
by their families, and that some workers thus "re
settled" had preferred to return to their camps in 
Germany rather than to work in the conditions im-

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly dur
ing the second part of its first session, No. 62 (I). 

!'extradition et au chatiment des criminels de 
guerre, non seulement elles ont refuse de livrer 
certains collabor;;tcurs notoires faisant l'objet de 
demandes d'ex Lrndi, ion precises et motivees, mais 
elles ont en outre syslematiquement entrave les 
travaux des officicrs de liaison yougoslaves. 
M. Mates cite des cas particuliers qui illustrent la 
politique suivie en ce domaine par les autorites 
britanniques, comme du reste par les autorites 
americaines et frarn;aises. 

Les difficultes sans cesse plus nombreuses op
posees aux officiers de liaison yougoslaves abou
tirent finalement en fevrier 1948 a !'interdiction 
totale de visiter Jes camps de personnes deplacees 
clans la zone britannique d'occupation. Des 
mesures analogues prises par les Etats-Unis ont 
ete cause de ce que, a la fin de 1948, ii n'exis
tait plus clans la zone americaine de services 
yougoslaves s'occupant des inten~ts des personnes 
dep!acees yougoslaves. 

Si les autorites d'occupation ont, au mepris 
de la resolution 8 (I) de l' Assemblee generale, 
multiplie les obstacles qu'elles mettaient au rapa
triement, la meme tendance s'est manifestee au 
cours des de bats de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. La seconde partie de la premiere session 
de l'Assemblee generale a vu la naissance d'une 
nouvelle organisation: l'OIR1 . II etait evident des 
le debut que les delegations des Etats-Unis, du 
Royaume-l; ni et de la France ne cherchaient 
nullement a creer un organisme international des
tine a faciliter le rapatriement des refugies et 
des personnes deplacees. En outre, plusieurs arti
cles de la Constitution de l'OIR sont venus 
modifier le but de la resolution initiale de I' As
sem blee au point que cette organisation est deve
nue un nouvel obstacle au rapatriement et a 
institue un trafic international de main-d'ceuvre 
a bon marche. 

Lors de l'adoption de la Constitution de l'OIR, 
la Y ougoslavie a declare qu' elle ne ferait pas partie 
de cet organisme et a fait remarquer a l'Assemblee 
generale que l'OIR ne contribuerait nullement 
a regler de fa<;on equitable et rapide le probleme 
si cette organisation etait mise sur pied au:x: 
termes d'une constitution conforme au:x: vues des 
autorites d'occupation. 

Les faits ont corrobore l'opinion de la delega
tion yougoslave. L'OIR a poursuivi une politique 
dirigee contre le rapatriement tout en fournissant 
asile aux traitres et collaborateurs. Quoi d'eton
nant a cela, puisque !'organisation reprenait cer
taines des responsabilites des autorites d'occupa
tion qui avaient appuye sa creation? 

Toutefois, l'activite principale de l'OIR a con
siste a fournir de la main-d'ceuvre a bon marche 
a certains pays de l'Europe occidentale et d'outre
mer. Le Rapport sur les progres et les perspec
tives du rapatriement, de la reinstallation et de 
l'immigration des refugies et personnes deplacees 
(E/816), qui contient une etude sur l'reuvre de 
la Commission preparatoire de l'OIR, eclaire en 
partie cette pretendue "reinstallation". 

Citant des passages de ce document, M. Mates 
fait remarquer que certains pays europeens ecartent 
soigneusement, lors du choix des personnes a 
installer chez eux, soit les intellectuels, soit les 
personnes accompagnees de leur famine, et que 
certains travailleurs ainsi "reinstalles" preferent 
retourner a leurs camps en Allemagne plutot que 

1 Vair Jes Resolutions adoptees par l'Assemblee gene
rate Pendant la seconde partie de sa premiere session 
No 62 (I). , 
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posed upon them. The situation with regard to per
sons sent overseas was even worse, since they were 
unable even to return to Germany, for tack of 
money. 

Thus, through the agency of an organized band 
of traitors and criminals and with the complicity 
of official representatives of the occupation authori
ties, displaced persons were reduced to a state not 
far removed from indigence, whether they re
mained in the camps or were transferred to other 
countries. 

With special reference to Yugoslav nationals, he 
pointed out that only a very small minority of 
Yugoslavs had been able to obtain repatriation to 
their country of origin, due to the devotion and 
perseverance of a small group of Yugoslav of
ficials, who had had to overcome the obstacles 
created by the occupation authorities and their hos
tile attitude, in an atmosphere poisoned by propa
ganda and slander and hy the terrorist regime set 
up in the camps by criminals and traitors enjoying 
the support of the authorities. 

The Yugoslav delegation had already drawn the 
attention of members of the Committee to the fact 
that former collaborators, nazis and criminals hid
ing in the camps were hatching plots liable to 
jeopardize friendly relations between nations and 
perhaps even international peace and security. It 
had also pointed out that those activities WC're be
ing supported by the occupation authorities. In that 
connexion, he quoted the case of terrorist groups 
which. after receiving military tra1ning in the 
camps, had penetrated into Yugoslavia in order to 
foment unrest; needless to say, that plan had failed 
lamentably and the persons concerned, who had 
been in Hitler"s and Mussolini's service during the 
war, ,vere 2,rrcsted by the Yugoslav authorities. 
Yugoslavia's reiteration of her warning was not 
motivated by fear of those terrorist plots, with 
\Vhich she W,Js well able to cope, but by her wish 
to help the United Nations to carry out the task 
devolving on it in virtue of the Charter. 

It was for the current session of the General 
Assembly to take certain measures indispensable 
to the rapid and just settlement of the problem of 
refugees and displaced persons, and thus to serve 
the cause of international co-operation. 

He thought there was still time to correct the 
mistakes made during previous sessions, and urged 
representatives to give careful attention to the 
draft resolution submitted by Poland (A/C.3/ 
513) - which constituted a minimum require-
ment and to give it their support. 

Mr. AQUINO (Philippines) agreed that it was 
desirable to give refugees and displaced persons 
full freedom to decide whether or not they wished 
to return to their countries of origin. On that point, 
no delegation could fail to agree with the repre
sentative of Poland. 

He pointed out, however, that the question in
volved an important factor. human liberty. As the 
United Kingdom representative had said, there 
were cases of persons who had freely ch;Jsen to 
remain in the country which had offered them 
asylum. That was a sacred right, which was laid 
down in the Universal Declaration of Human 

de travailler dans les conditions qu'on leur impose. 
La situation est pire encore pour les gens en
voyes dans les pays d'outre-mer, d'ou ii leur est 
impossible, faute d'argent, de retourner, meme 
en Allemagne. 

Ainsi, par !'action d'une bande organisee de 
traitres et de criminels et avec la complicite de 
representants officiels des autorites d'occupation, 
les personnes deplacees, qu'elles demeurent dans 
Jes camps ou qu'elles soient transferees dans 
d'autres pays, sont reduites a un etat proche de 
!'indigence. 

Parlant plus precisement des ressortissants 
yougoslaves, M. Mates signale que seule une infime 
minorite de Y ougoslaves ont pu etre rapatries 
clans leur pays d'origine. Cela n'a ete possible 
que grace au devouement et a la perseverance 
d'un petit groupe de fonctionnaires yougoslaves 
a qui il a fallu surmonter les obstacles crees par 
Jes autorites d'occupation, ainsi que !'attitude ina
micale de celles-ci, dans une atmosphere empoi
sonnee par la propagande et la calomnie et par 
le regime terroriste institue dans les camps par 
les criminels et les traitres beneficiant de l'appui 
des autorites. 

La delegation yougoslave a deja attire l'atten
tion des membres de la Commission sur le fait 
que les anciens collaborateurs, les hitleriens, les 
criminels qui se cachent dans les camps, elaborent 
des plans de nature a mettre en danger les rela
tions amicales entre nations et peut-etre meme 
la paix et la securite internationales. Elle a 
egalement signale que ces activites beneficient 
du soutien des autorites d'occupation. A cet egard, 
?YI. Mates cite le cas de groupes de terroristes 
qui, apres avoir re<;u une formation militaire 
clans les camps, ont penetre en Y ougosla vie pour 
y fomenter des troubles; il est inutile de dire que 
le plan a echoue lamentablement et q•1e ces gens, 
qui avaient ete au service d'Hitler et ae l':1t.:csc
lini pendant la guerre, ont ete apprehendes par 
Jes autorites yougoslaves. Si la Y ougoslavie rei
tere cet avertissement, ce n'est pas par crainte 
de ces complots de hors-la-loi, qu'elle saura de
jouer, mais afin d'aider !'Organisation a accomplir 
la tache qui lui incombe aux termes de la Charte 
des Nations Unies. 

Il appartient a la presente session de l' Assem
blee generale de prendre certaines mesures qui 
sont indispensables pour regler rapidement et 
equitablement le probleme des refugies et per
sonnes deplacees, et servir ainsi la cause de la 
cooperation internationale. 

Le representant de la Y ougoslavie, estimant 
qu'il est encore temps de corriger les erreurs 
des sessions anterieures, prie instamment les re
presentants d'examiner avec attention le projet 
de resolution soumis par la Pologne (A/C.3/513) 
- qui constitue un minimum - et de lui accorder 
leur appui. 

M. AQUINO (Philippines) reconnait qu'il est 
souhaitable de laisser Jes refugies et personnes 
deplacees libres de decider s'ils desirent OU non 
regagner leurs pays d'origine. Sur ce point, 
aucune delegation ne peut manquer de se rallier 
a !'opinion du representant de la Pologne. 

M. Aquino fait toutefois remarquer que cette 
question comprend un element important, celui 
de la liberte humaine. Comme l'a <lit le represen
tant du Royaume-Uni, i1 est des cas 011 des per
sonnes ont choisi de leur plein gre de rester dans le 
pays qui leur a offert asile. C'est la un droit 
sacre, d'ailleurs enonce dans la Declaration uni-
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Rights, and which had to be respected. It would 
be violated by forcing people to return to their 
countries of origin against their will. 

\:Vith regard to the draft resolution submitted 
by Poland, he saw in it a criticism of the labour 
systems prevailing in certain countries. He thought 
it was for the IRO to make enquiries if specific 
charges were brought against countries in con
nexion with measures of discrimination practised 
against displaced persons. The charges brought 
against the IRO were unfounded, since that or
ganization had given proof of its integrity and 
probity. 

Considering the operative part of the Polish 
draft, he thought that there were three salient 
points in it, after the pure propaganda had been 
eliminated. 

In the first place, in paragraph 3 (a), Poland 
asked for the guarantee to emigrants of the abso
lute protection of their economic and social rights 
on the basis of complete equality with the citizens 
of the country of immigration. He observed that 
the reference there was not only to refugees and 
displaced persons, but to emigrants in general. He 
was surprised to find ardent protagonists of na
tional sovereignty thus envisaging the revision of 
national legislations. 

Paragraph 3 ( b) of the draft said that the 
Governments of the countries of origin should 
have facilities for supervising the practical imple
mentation of agreements with the countries of im
migration. That provision was absolutely unac
ceptable and would constitute flagrant interference 
in the domestic affairs of States. 

Lastly, it was proposed in paragraph 3 ( c) to 
provide facilities for immigrants who might sub
'-<:.~1-1.~::lty express the wish to return to their own 
countries, to make the return journey at the ex
pense of the country which received them. He 
thought that that might in practice result in pen
alizing the countries offering asylum to emigrants. 

At a time when so much was being said about 
fascism, he wished to point out the danger of 
fascism under another guise, of a totalitarian ideol
ogy which was substantially identical with fascism 
and was at work in the modern world. 

He asked the members of the Committee to dis
regard the propaganda contained in the Polish 
resolution and to consider its real meaning. For 
moral and legal reasons, the Philippine delegation 
would vote against the Polish draft resolution. 

Mr. PITTALUGA (Uruguay) felt obliged cate
gorically to reject the Polish proposal, in spite of 
the long speech made by the representative of that 
country. It was ,a concrete proposal intended to 
turn a humanitarian problem into a political prob
lem. 

He also wished to reply to the violent criticisms 
levelled at his country. Uruguay was proud of hav
ing offered refugees a place of asylum where there 
was not even a trace of what the Polish representa
tive had alleged: the refugees had an absolute right 
to work, no discrimination was made between im
migrants and nationals of the country, the scale of 
salaries was the same and the minimum wage pre
scribed by the Government was sufficient to satisfy 
both the material and intellectual needs of for-

verselle des droits de l'homme, et qui doit etre 
respecte. Ce serait le violer que de forcer des 
personnes a rentrer clans leur pays d'origine 
contre leur volonte. 

Pour ce qui est du projet de resolution soumis 
par la Pologne, M. Aquino y voit surtout une 
accusation portee contre le regime en matiere 
de travail qui prevaut clans certains pays. Selon 
lui, c'est a l'OIR qu'il appartient, si des accusa
tions precises sont portees contre des pays con
cernant des mesures discriminatoires qui seraient 
prises a l'encontre des personnes deplacees, de 
faire une enquete sur la question. Les accusations 
lancees contre l'OIR ne reposent sur rien : cette 
organisation a fait la preuve de son integrite 
et de sa probite. 

Examinant le dispositif du projet polonais, le 
representant des Philippines estime que, apres 
avoir elimine ce qui est pure propagande, on 
peut y distinguer trois points importants. 

Premierement, au paragraphe 3 a), la Pologne 
demande que les emigrants soient assures de la 
protection totale de leurs droits economiques et 
sociaux, sur la base de la complete egalite avec 
les citoyens du pays d'immigration. M. Aquino 
constate qu'il n'est plus question id de refugies 
et personnes deplacees, mais d' emigrants en gene
ral. II s'etonne de voir des partisans acharnes 
de la souverainete nationale envisager ainsi la 
revision des legislations nationales. 

Au paragraphe 3 b) du pro jet, ii est dit que les 
gouvernements des pays d'origine devraient avoir 
la possibilite de controler !'application pratique 
des accords passes avec les pays d'immigration. 
Une telle disposition est absolument inacceptable 
et constituerait une ingerence monumentale clans 
les affaires interieures des Etats. 

Enfin, au paragraphe 3 c), on propose que les 
immigres qui manifesteraient le desir de retour
ner clans leur pays aient la possibilite d'effectuer 
le voyage de retour aux frais du pays qui les a 
accueillis. M. Aquino demande si cela ne revien
drait pas en fait a penaliser Jes pays qui offrent 
asile aux emigrants. 

Le representant des Philippines evoque, clans 
une epoque oit l' on par le tant de fascisme, le 
danger d'un fascisme revetu d'une Iivree diffe
rente, d'une ideologie totalitaire identique au fas
cisme quant au fond, et qui est a l'ceuvre clans 
le monde d'aujourd'hui. 

M. Aquino demande aux membres de depouiller 
le projet de resolution polonais de la propagande 
qu'il contient et d'examiner son sens exact. Pour 
des raisons d'ordre moral et juridique, la dele
gation des Philippines votera contre le projet de 
resolution de la Pologne. 

M. PITTALGGA (Uruguay) se voit oblige de 
rejeter categoriquement la proposition de la Po
logne, malgre le long discours prononce par le 
representant de ce pays. I1 s'agit en effet d'une 
proposition concrete qui a pour but de transformer 
un probleme humanitaire en un probleme poli
tique. 

II tient en outre a repondre aux critiques tres 
violentes dont son pays a ete l'objet. C'est avec 
un grand orgueil que !'Uruguay offre aux refu
gies un asile oi'.1 ii n'y a pas meme trace de 
ce que le representant de la Pologne a pretendu 
y trouver : Jes refugies ont le droit absolu de 
travailler, aucune discrimination n'est faite entre 
immigrants et ressortissants du pays, l'echelle 
de traitements est la meme et le salaire minimum 
etabli par le Gouvernement suffit a satisfaire 
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eigners. He also mentioned old age pensions, free 
education and school books, social services and so 
forth enjoyed by the refugees on an equal footing 
with nationals of the country. 

He thanked the Philippine representative for his 
statement of the reasons for which he too would 
be unable to vote for the Polish proposal. 

Mr. OTANO VrLANOVA (Argentina) also wished 
to reply to the Polish representative with regard 
to the question of the Polish nationals settled in 
his country. He paid a tribute to the thousands of 
Polish families who were playing an important 
part in all spheres of life in Argentina. 

It had been said that a carpenter earning 500 
pesos a month had complained of his lot. That, how
ever, was a diplomat's salary, and in addition to 
that there were holidays with pay, sick leave, free 
social services, pensions, social insurance and so 
forth. Either that man had not understood life in 
Argentina, or he was ungrateful, or he was making 
a bad joke, and the Committee should not pay at
tention to anything of the kind. 

Mr. MAYRAND (Canada) wished to reply to the 
direct charges brought against his country by the 
Polish representative ( 228th meeting) . 

Allegations that refugees and displaced persons 
resettled in Canada were working in unsatisfactory 
conditions, receiving lower wages than local labour, 
and generally being "exploited" by their employers 
could not be further from the truth. He thought 
it obvious that the only motive for those statements 
was to confuse the real issue and to discredit the 
IRO. 

Quoting a passage from a speech made by Mr. 
Tsarapkin at the 267th meeting of the Economic 
and Social Council,1 alleging that refugees uprooted 
from their native soil and reduced to forced labour 
in the Americas would be deprived of all rights, 
he replied that persons resettled in Canada had 
come there of their own free will, that their work
ing conditions were the same as those of local la
bour, that they had the right to leave the country 
whenever they wished and that they enjoyed all 
democratic liberties. Those refugees were in a 
better position than the representatives of Poland 
and the Soviet Union to say whether they were 
happy or not. Since April 1947, 64,860 displaced 
persons had been "uprooted from their native soil" 
and "forced" to go to Canada. 

The Canadian Government believed in the prin
ciple that refugees and displaced persons should 
not be forced to return to their countries of origin 
against their will. On the other hand, if those per
sons wished to return, they would receive all the 
necessary assistance for that purpose. He thought 
that was the policy pursued by the IRO. No one 
could be misled by any attempt to discredit that 
humanitarian organization, which was meeting an 
urgent need. The real purpose of those attempts 

1 See Official Records of the Economic and Social 
Council, fourth year, eighth session, page 514. 

les besoins materiels aussi bien qu'intellectuels 
des etrangers. M. Pittaluga cite encore les pen
sions de vieillesse, l'enseignement et les livres de 
dasse gratuits, les services sociaux, etc., dont 
les refugies jouissent au meme titre que les 
citoyens du pays. 

11 remercie le representant les Philippines d'a
voir expose toutes les raisons pour lesquelles i1 
ne pourra pas, Jui non plus, voter en faveur 
de la proposition polonaise. 

M. OTANO VrLA:'.\'OVA (Argentine) tient egale
ment a repondre au representant de la Pologne 
au sujet de la question des ressortissants polo
nais etablis dans son pays. II rend hommage 
aux milliers de families polonaises qui jouent 
un role considerable dans tous les aspects de 
la vie de I' Argentine. 

Un charpentier se serait plaint de son sort: 
ce charpentier gagnerait 500 pesos par mois, 
a-t-011 dit. Or c'est la un salaire de diplomate, 
auquel viennent s'ajouter les conges payes, les 
conges de maladie, Jes services sociaux gratuits, 
pensions, les assurances sociales, etc. II doit done 
s'agir, soit d'un homme qui n'a pas compris la 
vie de l' Argentine, soit d'un ingrat, soit d'un 
mauvais plaisant, et M. Otano Vilanova ne pense 
pas que la Commission doive s'occuper de cas de 
ce genre. 

M. MAYRAND (Canada) desire repondre aux 
accusations directes portees contre son pays par 
le representant de la Pologne (228eme seance). 

II estime que les allegations selon lesquelles les 
refugies et personnes deplacees reinstalles au 
Canada travaillent clans d~s conditions peu satis
faisantes, re<;oivent des salaires inferieurs a ceux 
de la main-d'c:euvre locale, et sont, en general, 
"exploites" par leurs employeurs, ne pourraient 
etre plus eloignees de la verite. Seton Jui, i1 est 
evident que ces declarations ont pour seul but d'em
brouiller la question veritable et de jeter le 
discredit sur l'OIR. 

Citant un passage d'une intervention de 
M. Tsarapkine faite a la 267eme seance du Conseil 
economique et social1, selon laquelle les refugies, 
arraches a leur pays natal et soumis au travail 
force dans les Ameriques, seraient prives de tout 
droit, M. Mayrand replique que les personnes 
reinstallees au Canada y sont venues volontaire
ment, que les conditions de travail sont les memes 
pour elles que pour la main-d'c:euvre locale, que, 
en outre, elles ont le droit de quitter le pays 
quand elles le desirent, enfin qu'elles jouissent de 
toutes les libertes democratiques. Ces refugies 
sont d'ailleurs mieux places que les representants 
de la Pologne et de l'Union sovietique pour savoir 
s'ils sont ou non heureux. Depuis avril 1947, 
64.860 personnes deplacees ont ete "arrachees 
a leur pays natal" et "forcees" de se rendre au 
Canada. 

Le Gouvernement canadien croit au principe 
selon lequel les refugies et les personnes deplacees 
ne sauraient etre forces a rentrer dans leurs 
pays d'origine contre leur volonte. Par contre, 
si ces personnes desirent rentrer chez elles, elles 
doivent recevoir toute l'aide necessaire clans ce 
but. M. Mayrand croit savoir que c'est la la 
politique suivie par l'OIR. Toute tentative ten
tant a discrediter cette organisation humanitaire 
et qui repond a un besoin pressant ne peut 

1 Voir Jes Proci.Fverbaux officiels dit Conseil economi
q11e et social, quatrieme annee, huitierne session, page 514. 
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was well known, and was contrary to the purposes 
and principles of the United Nations. 

He would reply very briefly to the two specific 
charges brought against his country by the repre
sentative of Poland. 

'With regard to the first charge, he admitted that 
complaints had been received of the living condi
tions in a temporary camp in Manitoba used to 
lodge immigrant labour employed in the sugar-beet 
fields. Although it was proved by investigation that 
the conditions which gave rise to the complaints 
were largely due to the negligence of the local 
workers, that camp had been closed as soon as the 
investigation had been completed. In that con
nexion, he pointed out that it was partly due to 
the free Press in Canada that the Government liad 
been informed of the incident. That was an ex
ample of the value of absolute freedom of the 
Press. 

vVith regard to the second charge, he was sure 
that any one visiting the places where the Polish 
girls mentioned by the Polish representative were 
working would not receive the horrifying impres
sion that the latter had tried to convey. The matter 
was now a purely academic one, since 92 of the 100 
workers originally employed in the place men
tioned had freely volunteered for other work by 
the end of 1948, although they had been engaged 
for a longer period; they had not asked to return 
to Poland. 

He did not intend to waste the Committee's pre
cious time by providing statistics and details which 
had already been given and which were available 
to every one. 

He would vote against the Polish draft resolu
tion, because of the spirit in which it had been sub
mitted. 

Mr. DEMCHENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) recalled that the question of displaced 
persons had continually been raised both at ses
sions of the General Assembly and in the Council 
of Foreign Ministers. It had also been the subject 
of conversations between the USSR, the United 
States, the United Kingdom and France. 

Those conversations and debates had resulted in 
decisions and recommendations aiming at the rapid 
repatriation of displaced persons. It was well 
known that the Government of the Soviet Union, 
for its part, had concluded the repatriation of na
tionals of other States on 1 January 1946. 

That gesture of goodwill had not been emulated 
by the other Governments, which from the start 
had systematically violated all the international 
agreements and all the decisions of the United Na
tions on that subject, and had resorted to methods 
which obstructed repatriation. There were still 
70,000 Ukrainian citizens in camps in Western 
Germany and Austria. There were also in the 
American and British occupation zones large num
bers of Ukrainian orphans or children separated 
from their families during the war who should be 
repatriated. 

In order to block the repatriation of Soviet citi
zens, the occupation authorities of the United 
States, the United Kingdom and France were sys
tematically refusing to allow Soviet repatriation 

tromper qui que ce soit. On sait les buts reels 
de ces tentatives : ils sont en contradiction avec 
les buts et principes des Nations Unies. 

Le representant du Canada ne repondra que 
hrievement aux deux accusations precises portees 
contre son pays par le representant de la Pologne. 

En ce qui concerne le premier point, il recon
nait que, en effet, des plaintes ont ete exprimees 
au sujet des conditions de vie clans un camp 
provisoire utilise clans le Manitoba pour loger 
ia main-d'a:uvre immigree employee clans les 
champs de betteraves a sucre. Bien qu'une en
quete ait etabli que les conditions motivant les 
reclamations provenaient en grande partie de la 
negligence des travailleurs de l'endroit, le camp 
en question a ete ferme des que l'enquete eut 
ete terminee. II signale a cet egard que c'est 
en partie grace a la presse libre du Canada que 
le gouvernement a ete mis au courant de !'inci
dent. On peut voir la une illustration de la 
valeur de la complete liberte de la presse. 

Pour ce qui est du second point, M. Mayrand est 
certain que toute personne visitant les lieux ou 
travaillent Jes jeunes ouvrieres polonaises dont 
a parle le representant de la Pologne n'en reti
reraient nullement !'impression d'horreur que ce 
dernier a essaye de donner. L'affaire en question 
est d'ailleurs aujourd'hui purement academique, 
puisque, sur les cent ouvrieres qui travaillaient 
a l'origine a l'endroit mentionne, quatre
vingt-douze avaient, des la fin de 1948, librement 
opte pour un autre travail - elles n'ont pas de
mande a retourner en Pologne - bien qu'elles 
eussent ete engagees pour une periode plus 
longue. 

M. Mayrand n'a pas !'intention de gaspiller 
le temps precieux de la Commission en fournis
sant des statistiques OU des details deja donnes 
et qui demeurent a la disposition de tous. 

I1 votera contre le projet de resolution de la 
Pologne, en raison de !'esprit qui anime ce projet. 

M. DEMTCHENKO (Republique socialiste sovie
tique d'Ukraine) rappelle que la question des 
personnes deplacees n'a cesse d'etre evoquee tant 
aux sessions de l' Assemblee generale qu'au Con
seil des Ministres des affaires etrangeres. Elle 
a fait egalement l'objet d'entretiens entre l'URSS, 
les Etats-Unis, le Royaume-Uni et la France. 

A la suite de ces entretiens et de ces debats 
sont intervenues des decisions et des recommanda
tions dont le but etait le rapatriement rapide 
des personnes deplacees. Comme on le sait, le 
Gouvernement de l'Union sovietique a, de son 
cote, termine le ler janvier 1946 le rapatriement 
des citoyens des autres Etats. 

Ce geste de bonne volonte n'a pas ete imite 
par les autres gouvernements qui, des le debut, 
ont entrepris de contrevenir a tous les accords 
internationaux et a toutes les decisions de !'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies en la matiere, et 
ont adopte des methodes qui entravent le rapa
triement. Aujourd'hui encore, 70.000 citoyens 
ukrainiens se trouvent clans les camps d' Alle
magne et d'Autriche occidentales. En outre, l'on 
trouve clans les zones d'occupation americaine 
et britannique un grand nombre d'enfants ukrai
niens, orphelins OU arraches a leurs familles 
pendant la guerre, et qui doivent etre rapatries. 

Le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine expose 
que, pour empecher le rapatriement des citoyens 
sovietiques, les autorites d'occupation des Etats
Unis, du Royaume-Uni et de la France refusent 
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officers to establish contact with their compatriots 
in the camps. \Vhen Soviet missions were admitted 
to the camps, they found staged conditions or were 
confronted with demonstrations organized by ter
rorists under the benevolent eye of the occupation 
authorities. 

Moreover, the occupation authorities had placed 
the 120 camps which contained Ukrainians under 
the orders of war criminals, traitors and common 
law criminals who terrorized all those who ex
pressed the desire to return to their homes. He 
quoted the case of a former SS company command
er who had fought in the German Army, and of a 
former Gem1an secret agent who had had Ukrain
ian citizens shot and hanged and had taken part in 
the massacre of whole villages. Both those men 
were in charge of committees in refugee camps. 
The supreme head of those committees was a war 
criminal who had killed thousands of Ukrainians 
with his own hands. 

Those committees had at their disposal printing 
presses and paper for the publication of journals 
full of slanders against the USSR. Soviet journals 
did not reach the camps. 

The camp authorities were doing their best to 
disseminate anti-Soviet propaganda, were prevent
ing the entry of any objective information concern
ing the Soviet Union and were consistently in
timidating those who expressed the wish to return 
to their homes. 

All those activities formed part of a system ap· 
plied by the occupation authorities of the united 
States, the United Kingdom and France to pre
vent the repatriation of Soviet citizens. In the 
meantime, the displaced persons were living in 
very hard conditions. Epidemics were breaking out 
in the camps. It was hoped in that way to force the 
displaced persons to emigrate to other countries. 

The camps were being turned into a slave market 
where representatives of the United States, the 
United Kingdom, France, Australia and so forth 
came to recruit cheap labour. Those representatives 
had the right to organize meetings and to exert all 
kinds of pressure on displaced persons who were 
of interest to them, while refusing aged persons, 
pregnant women and children, whereas represen
tatives of the Soviet Union were usually denied ac
cess to the same camps. It was not a 'question of 
humanity, but of recruitment similar to that carried 
on by the Nazis. The idea was to recruit "colonial" 
labour, devoid of all guarantees and rights. 

The International Refugee Organization was co
operating in the recruitment of that slave labour, 
and was setting itself up as a protector of war 
criminals and foreign recruiters. During the sec
ond half of 1948, the IRQ had been able to re
patriate only 4,000 persons, whereas it had sent 
more than 130,000 abroad. There could be no 
doubt that British and American agents were 
carrying out the orders of their Governments un
der cover of the organization. 

The Ukrainian people was concerned about the 
fate of its compatriots and demanded their return. 
The Ukrainian delegation hoped that it might rely 
upon the support of the United Nations to that 
end, and would vote for the draft resolution sub-

systematiquement aux officiers de rapatriement 
sovietiques le droit de s'entretenir avec leurs 
compatriotes clans les camps. Lorsque les missions 
sovietiques sont admises dans les camps, elles 
se trouvent devant une mise en scene ou doivent 
faire face a des manifestations organisees par des 
terroristes sous l'a:il bienveillant des autorites 
d' occupation. 

En outre, les autorites d'occupation ont place 
a la tete des 120 camps OU se trouvent des 
Ukrainiens, des criminels de guerre, des traitres 
e~ des condamnes de droit commun qui terro
nsent tous ceux qui expriment le desir de rentrer 
clans leurs foyers. II cite les cas d'un ancien 
chef de compagnie de SS qui a combattu dans 
l'armee allemande et d'un ancien agent secret 
des Allemands qui a fait fusilier et pendre des 
citoyens ukrainiens et a participe au massacre de 
villages entiers. Tous deux dirigent des comites 
dans des camps de refugies. Le grand chef de 
ces comites est un criminel de guerre qui a fait 
perir de ses mains des rnilliers d'ukrainiens. 

Ces comites disposent d'imprimeries et de pa
pier pour publier des journaux pleins de calomnies 
a l'egard de l'URSS. Les journaux sovietiques 
ne parviennent pas clans les camps. 

Enfin, Jes autorites des camps s'efforcent par 
tous les moyens de repandre la propagande anti
sovietique, interdisent toute information objective 
sur !'Union sovietique et exercent une intimidation 
constante sur ceux qui expriment le desir de 
retourner dans leurs foyers. 

Tous ces procedes font partie d'un systeme 
applique par les autorites d'occupation des Etats
unis, du Royaume-Uni et de la France pour 
empecher le rapatriemem des citoyens sovietiques. 
Pendant ce temps, les personnes deplacees vivent 
clans des conditions extremement penibles. Des 
epidemies eclatent clans les camps. On espere 
ainsi forcer les personnes deplacees a emigrer vers 
d'autres pays. 

Ainsi ces camps se transforment-ils en un 
marche d'esclaves ou l'on peut rencontrer des 
representants des Etats-Unis, du Royaume-Uni, 
du Canada, de la France, de l' Australie, etc., 
qui viennent recruter de la main-d'a:uvre a bon 
marche. Ces representants ont le droit d'organiser 
des reunions et de faire pression par tous les 
moyens sur Jes personnes deplacees qui presen
tent un inten~t pour eux, tout en refusant les 
vieillards, les femmes enceintes et les enfants, 
alors que l'entree des memes camps est interdite, 
en regle generale, aux representants de l'Union 
sovietique. II ne s'agit pas ici d'humanite, mais 
d'un recrutement analogue a celui qu' operaient les 
hitleriens. I1 s'agit de recruter une main-d'ceuvre 
"coloniale" privee de toute garantie et de tous 
droits. 

M. Demtchenko ajoute que !'Organisation inter
nationale pour les refugies collabore au recrute
ment de cette main-d'ceuvre servile et s'erige en 
protectrice des criminels de guerre et des recru
teurs etrangers. Dans le deuxieme semestre 1948, 
l'OIR n'a pu rapatrier que 4.000 personnes, tandis 
qu'elle en expediait a l'etranger plus de 130.000. 
Derriere cette organisation se dissimulent, a n'en 
pas douter, des agents britanniques et americains 
aux ordres de leur gouvernement. 

L'orateur declare en conclusion que le peuple 
ukrainien s'inquiete du sort de ses concitoyens 
et exige leur retour. La delegation de la Repu
blique socialiste sovietique d'ukraine espere pou
voir compter, a cette fin, sur le soutien de l'Orga-
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mitted by Poland, which it considered to answer 
to the purpose. 

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) had not in
tended to take part in the debate, since it was a 
mere repetition of previous discussions, in which 
the USSR delegation and the other delegations 
supporting it had ahvays diverted the problem of 
refugees and displaced persons from the purely 
humanitarian plane to that of political propaganda, 
without hesitating to distort facts whenever that 
suited them. He could not, however. allow the 
charges made by the Polish ~epresentative against 
his own country and other States to pass without 
protest. 

Mr. Altman had quoted information received 
from individuals, probably inspired by a not alto
gether unbiased discontent, and had denounced the 
living conditions of refugees and displaced persons 
who had settled in Venezuela. 

He would confine himself to mentioning certain 
facts which could not be doubted, since they ap
peared in official documents. In accordance with 
an agreement concluded in February 1947 with the 
Inter-Governmental Committee on Refugees, the 
Venezuelan Government had received over 14,000 
displaced persons in its territory. In doing so, it 
had given preference to family groups over unmar
ried persons, in order to give the immigrants 
greater stability and in order to conform with the 
purposes of its own immigration policy, that of 
strengthening the cml':"try's demographic position. 

That preference given to families had naturally 
been a source of additional expense for the V ene
zuelan Government, since it had undertaken tHe 
maintenance of a large proportion of unproductive 
persons. Those families had been obliged to remain 
in receiving centres until the breadwinner could 
find employment which would enable him to sup
port several persons. In spite of those early dif
ficulties, most of the families had succeeded in 
settling down and their position was improving as 
they adapted themselves to their surroundings. 

The settlement of displaced persons in V ene
zuela was indeed a complex problem. In order to 
give an exact picture of their position, it was not 
enough to quote fragmentary, superficial and prob
ably tendentious information, as the Polish repre
sentative had done. The whole question of the 
adaptation of immigrants had to be taken into con
sideration, and such adaptation was especially dif
ficult for displaced persons, who represented a spe
cial type of immigrant, and a phenomenon result
ing from the war. 

In the first place, it had to be remembered that 
in spite of the Government's efforts to inform can
didates for immigration of the real living condi
tions in Venezuela, most of them tended to think 
that they would disembark in a kind of earthly 
paradise, rich in oil and exportable currency. Con
tact with reality would naturally give rise to some 
disillusionment. 

Moreover, Venezuela was suffering from the 
universal housing shortage, which affected na-

nisation des Nations Unies et comme, a son 
avis, le projet de resolution soumis par la Pologne 
correspond a ce but, elle votera en sa faveur. 

M. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) n'avait pas 
!'intention d'intervenir dans un debat qui ne 
fait que reprendre maintes discussions anterieures 
au cours desquelles la delegation de l'URSS et 
les delegations qui se solidarisent avec elle ont 
toujours fait <levier le probleme des refugies 
et des personnes deplacees du plan purement 
humanitaire vers celui de la propagande poli
tique, sans hesiter d'ailleurs a deformer les faits 
toutes les fois que cela pouvait servir leur but. 
Toutefois, le representant du Venezuela ne sau
rait laisser passer sans protester les accusations 
dont son pays, ainsi que d'autres Etats, a ete 
l'objet de la part du representant de la Pologne. 

Faisant etat de renseignements emanant de 
particuliers, vraisemblablement -inspires par un 
mecontentement non exempt de partialite, M. Alt
man a denonce les mauvaises conditions clans 
lesquelles se trouveraient les refugies et les per
sonnes deplacees qui se sont installes au V ene
zuela. 

M. Perez Perozo veut se horner a mettre 
en lumiere un certain nombre de faits dont on 
ne saurait douter puisqu'ils resultent de docu
ments officiels. Conformement a un accord passe 
en fevrier 1947 avec le Comite intergouverne
mental pour les refugies, le Gouvernement du 
Venezuela a accueilli sur son territoire plus de 
14.000 personnes deplacees. Ce faisant, ii a donne 
la preference aux groupes familiaux sur les celi
bataires, pour procurer une plus grande stabilite 
a !'immigrant et pour repondre, d'autre part, 
au but de sa propre politique d'immigration qui 
est de renforcer la situation demographique du 
pays. 

Cette preference accordee aux familles a natu
rellement ete une source de depenses supplemen
taires pour le Gouvernement venezuelien, puis
q u'il a ainsi pris a sa charge une forte proportion 
de personnes improductives. Ces familles ont ne
cessairement du prolonger leur sejour dans les 
centres d'accueil en attendant que leur chef ait 
trouve un emploi lui permettant de faire vivre 
plusieurs personnes. Malgre les difficultes du 
debut, la plupart de ces familles ont reussi a 
s'etablir et leur situation s'ameliore a mesure 
qu'elles s'adaptent au milieu. 

C'est, en effet, un probleme complexe que 
celui de l'installation des personnes deplacees au 
Venezuela. Pour brosser un tableau exact de 
leur situation, ii ne suffit pas de citer des donnees 
fragmentaires, superficielles et probablement ten
dancieuses, comme l'a fait le representant de la 
Pologne: c'est toute la question de l'adaptation 
de l'immigrant qu'il faut envisager, adaptation 
particulierement difficile pour ces immigrants d'un 
caractere special, issus de la guerre, que sont 
les personnes deplacees. 

II ne faut pas oublier, tout d'abord, que malgre 
les efforts du Gouvernement pour informer exac
tement les candidats a !'immigration sur les 
conditions reelles de la vie au Venezuela, la 
plupart de ceux-ci ont tendance a croire qu'ils 
vont debarquer clans une sorte de paradis ter
restre, riche en petrole et en devises exportables. 
II est normal que le contact avec la realite pro-

I 
voque certaines desillusions. 

D'autre part, au Venezuela sevit, comme par
' tout, la crise du logement. Elle touche d'ailleurs 
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tionals as well as immigrants. It was true that the 
warmth of the climate rendered that inconvenience 
less acute than in Central Europe. 

Immigrants nearly always succeeded in over
coming their early difficulties and soon began to 
build their lives anew. Some of them, discouraged 
by the difficulties which presented themselves at 
the iJeginning, had asked to leave the country but 
had changed their minds when they received their 
emharkation notice. 

The comparatively long period of adaptation 
might be explained by the origin of the displaced 
persons, nearly all of whom came from the coun
tries of Central Europe, where the languages and 
customs were so different from those of Vene
zuela. 

There had been cases, too, in which the desire to 
leave Europe had caused an immigrant to make a 
false declaration of profession. He was then un
able to satisfy the employer who had engaged him 
on the basis of the information given, and it would 
take longer to find him work corresponding to his 
true qualifications. 

According to the Polish representative, immi
grants belonging to the liberal professions were 
given only inferior employment in Venezuela. That 
country obviously could not be reproached for ap
plying laws such as those governing the medical 
profession, the purpose of which was to protect the 
health of the population. In Venezuela, as in Po
land, no one could practise medicine until he had 
obtained a diploma equivalent to his foreign quali
fication. Once that condition had been fulfilled, the 
Venezuelan Government did its best to facilitate 
the foreign practitioner's exercise of his profes
sion. Of course, any one unable to obtain an equiva
lent diploma, either owing to professional incapac
ity or because he had failed to apply for it, would 
have to earn his living in another way. 

Engineers were in an enviable position. Some of 
them received salaries of more than 700 dollars 
per month. Skilled industrial workers were em
ployed in the principal factories and earned an 
average monthly wage of 400 dollars. Some crafts
men had succeeded in setting up workshops in the 
towns or in localities in the interior, where life was 
cheaper and the housing problem easier. Some agri
cultural workers had been settled in Govermnent 
agricultural colonies, where they enjoyed credit 
and other forms of assistance, and others had been 
able to rent land which they were cultivating; only 
a few had not succeeded in finding a steady posi
tion and were obliged to work as labourers. The 
position of the latter group was not good since their 
wages were definitely inadequate. The Technical 
Institute of Immigration and Colonization was en
gaged in obtaining housing and necessary supplies 
for their families, and was trying to procure them 
plots of land where they might settle as small
holders. 

Such was the true position of displaced persons 
in Venezuela. 

In reply to certain charges brought against his 
country, he thought it advisable to recall certain 
significant facts. In August 1947, in connexion with 
the arrival of a group of Soviet refugees who were 
coming to Venezuela as immigrants, under the 

1 aussi bien Ies citoyens du pays que les immi
grants. II est vrai que la douceur du climat rend 
cet inconvenient beaucoup moins sensible qu'en 
Europe centrale. 

L'immigrant arrive presque toujours a sur
monter les difficultes du debut et bientot il com
mence a se creer une vie nouvelle. Plus d'un 
qui, decourage par les premiers obstacles, avait 
demande a quitter le pays s'est ravise lorsque 
lui est parvenu l'avis d'embarquement. 

Cet assez long delai d'adaptation s'explique par 
l'origine des personnes dcplacees qui viennent 
presque toutes des pays de l'Europe centrale 
ou langues et coutumes sont si differentes de 
celles du Venezuela. 

II arrive aussi que le desir de quitter l'Europe 
ait incite !'immigrant a declarer une profession 
qui n'etait pas la sienne: il ne peut alors satis
faire l'employeur qui l'a engage sur la foi de ce 
renseignement, et il lui faut ainsi plus de temps 
pour trouver une occupation correspondant a ses 
veritables capacites. 

Au dire du representant de la Pologne, les 
immigrants des professions liberates n'occupe
raient au Venezuela que des emplois inferieurs. 
De toute evidence, on ne saurait faire reproche 
a ce pays d'appliquer des lois telles que celle 
qui reglemente l' exercice de la mcdecine, dont 
le but est de proteger la sante de la population. 
Au Venezuela, comme en Pologne d'ailleurs, nul 
ne peut exercer !'art medical, s'il n'a d'abord 
obtenu l'equivalence pour son diplome etranger. 
Cette condition une fois remplie, le Gouverne
ment venezuelien fait tout son possible pour 
faciliter au praticien etranger 1.'exercice de sa pro
fession. Naturellement, celui qui t1'a pu obtenir 
l'equivalence, soit par incapacite proksd0nnelle, 
soit parce qu'il s'est abstenu de la solliciter, 
P.eut Se voir oblige a gagner sa vie en prenant 
un autre metier. 

La situation des ingenieurs est tres enviable: 
certains touchent des appointements depassant 
700 dollars par mois. Les ouvriers specialises 
de l'industrie ont trouve a s'employer dans les 
principales usines et leur salaire mensuel est en 
movenne de 400 dollars. Certains artisans ont 
reussi a creer des ateliers dans les villes OU 

dans les localites de l'interieur, OU la vie est 
moins chere et le probleme du logement plus 
facile a resoudre. Parmi les agriculteurs, les uns 
sont sont places dans les colonies agricoles du 
gouvernement OU ils beneficient du credit et 
d'autres formes d'assistance; les autres ont pu 
louer des terres qu'ils mettent en culture; quelques
uns seulement ne sont pas parvenus a trouver 
une situation stable et sont obliges de travailler 
comme ouvriers. La condition de ces derniers n'est 
pas favorable, car leurs salaires sont nettement 
insuffisants. Aussi l'Institut technique d'immigra• 
tion et de colonisation s' occupe-t-il de procurer 
a leurs familles le logement et les aliments neces
saires et s' efforce-t-il de mettre a leur disposition 
des parcelles de terre ou ils puissent s'installer 
comme colons. 

Telle est la situation veritable des personnes 
deplacees au Venezuela. 

Pour repondre a certaines accusations dirigees 
contre son pays, M. Perez Perozo croit utile de 
rappeler quelques faits significatifs. En aout 1947, 
a propos de l'arrivee d'un contingent de refugies 
de nationalite sovietique qui venaient au Ven~ 
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agreement concluded with the Inter-Governmental 
Committee on Refugees, the USSR Embassy at 
Caracas had informed the Venezuelan Ministry 
for Foreign Affairs that its Government could 
neither tolerate that those immigrants should have 
been chosen without its previous consent nor recog
nize any agreement on the subject concluded with
out its approval. The Ministry replied that those 
persons had been placed under the protection of the 
Inter-Governmental Committee on Refugees and 
that they had been sent to Venezuela at their own 
request, freely and voluntarily expressed. Neither 
the nature nor the scope of the agreement con
cerned required the consent of any foreign Govern
ment. 

The USSR Embassy had then alleged in a sec
ond note that the Venezuelan authorities, by "ex
porting" Soviet citizens from Europe to Venezuela, 
had acted in violation of resolutions 8 (I) and 136 
(II) of the Gener.al Assembly and of the decision 
of the Council of Foreign Ministers held at Mos
cow. The Venezuelan Government had replied, in 
a note dated 31 May 1948, that the use of the word 
"export" was surprising; that the immigrants con
cerned had been selected by the Preparatory Com
mission of the IRO, which constituted sufficient 
proof that the refugees had requested their trans
fer to another country; that the conclusion of an 
immigration agreement was an act subject to Vene
zuela's sovereignty alone; that sub-paragraph (iii) 
of resolution 8 (I), paragraph ( c), stipulated that 
the main purpose was to repatriate displaced per
sons, but that it also referred to sub-paragraph (ii) 
of the same paragraph, which stated that no 
refugees or displaced persons should be forced to 
return to their countries against their will ; that 
resolution 136 (II) merely confirmed the preced
ing resolution; that resolution 62 (I), which con
tained the Constitution of the IRO as an annex, 
stated in that annex that the term "refugee" was 
applicable to any person unable or unwilling to avail 
himself of the protection of the Government of his 
country of nationality or former nationality; and 
finally that the Moscow Agreement was not bind
ing on any Government which was not a party to it. 

That exchange of diplomatic notes showed how 
certain States, not content with verbal attacks in 
the United Nations itself on the humanitarian 
work of the IRO, did not hesitate to exercise di· 
rect pressure on small countries to make them re
linquish their generous attitude towards refugees. 

The Venezuelan Government did not think it 
necessary to ask any State's permission to welcome 
to its territory persons under the protection of the 
IRO because they had refused to return to their 
country of origin, in exercise of one of the funda
mental human rights, that of choosing where they 
should live. The selection made by the IRO was 
sufficient proof that the immigrants were volun
tary ones: in any event it was for that organiza
tion to provide explanations on the subject. 

The allegations made against Venezuela could 
only be prompted by a desire to undermine the 
prestige of the humanitarian task accomplished by 
the IRO. To attain that end, certain delegations 
had not hesitated to make accusations against the 
cou_ntries co-operating in this work and opening 
their territory to the refugees, giving them a chance 

/ zuela en qualite d'immigrants, en vertu de l'accord 
passe avec le Comite intergouvernemental pour 
les refugies, l'ambassade de l'URSS a Caracas 
a fait connaitre au Ministere des affaires etran
geres du Venezuela que son gouvernement ne 
saurait, ni admettre que ces immigrants aient ete 
choisis sans son consentement prealable, ni 
reconnaitre aucun accord en la matiere conclu 
sans son agrement. Le :\1inistere a repondu que 
ces personnes etaient placees sous la protection 
du Comite intergouvernemental pour Jes refugies 
et que c'etait sur leur propre <lemande, librement 
et volontairement manifestee, qu'elles avaient ete 
envoyees au Venezuela. Quant a !'accord en qu~s
tion, ii n'etait, de par sa nature et par sa portee, 
nullement soumis a l'agrement de gouvernements 
et rangers. 

C'est alors que l'ambassade de l'URSS a, clans 
une seconde note, pretendu que les autorites du 
Venezuela, en "exportant" des citoyens sovietiques 
d'Europe au Venezuela, avait agi en infraction 

. aux resolutions 8 (I) et 136 (II) de l' Assemblee 
j ge1;1e_rale, ainsi qu:a la, decis,ion du C?nseil des 
· Mm1stres des affaires etrangeres tenu a Moscou. 

II lui a ete replique, par une note en date du 31 
mai 1948, que l'emploi du mot "exportation" sur
prenait en la matiere; que les immigrants en ques
tion avaient ete selectionnes par la Commission 
preparatoire de l'OIR et que cela suffisait a prou
ver qu'il s'agissait de refugies ayant demande leur 
transfert dans un autre pays; que la passation de 
!'accord d'immigration etait un acte relevant de 
la seule souverainete du Venezuela; que l'alinea 
iii) du paragraphe c) de la resolution 8 (I) de 
l'Assemblee generale stipule bien que la tache 
principale est de rapatrier Jes personnes deplacees, 
mais qu'il renvoie toutefois a l'alinea ii) du meme 
paragraphe, lequel precise qu'aucun refugie OU 
personne deplacee ne saurait etre contraint de re
tourner clans son pays d'origine contre sa volonte; 
que la resolution 136 (II) ne fait que confirmer 
la precedente; que la resolution 62 (I), qui con
tient en annexe la Constitution de l'OIR, indique 
dans cette annexe que le terme "refugie" s'ap
plique a toute personne qui ne peut ou ne veut 
pas se reclamer de la protection du gouvernement 
du pays dont elle a ou avait auparavant la natio
nalite; qu'enfin !'Accord de Moscou ne saurait lier 
aucun gouvernement qui n'y a pas participe. 

Cet echange de notes diplomatiques met en 
lumiere la fa<;on dont certains Etats, non contents 
d'attaquer l'activite humanitaire de l'OIR en pa
roles au sein de !'Organisation des Nations Unies, 
n'hesitent pas a exercer une pression directe sur 
de petits Etats pour les faire renoncer a leur atti-

. tude genereuse en faveur des refugies. 
1 

Le Gouvernement du Venezuela considere qu'il 
n'a a solliciter l'agrement d'aucun Etat pour ac
cueillir sur son territoire des personnes qui se 
trouvent sous la protection de l'OIR parce qu'elles 
ont refuse de rentrer dans leur pays d'origine, en 
quoi elles n'ont fait d'ailleurs qu'exercer l'un des 
droits fondamentaux de l'homme, qui est de choisir 
le lieu de sa residence. La selection operee par 
l'OIR prouve suffisamment qu'il s'agit d'immi
grants volontaires ; en tous cas ce serait a cette 
organisation a fournir des explications a ce sujet. 

Les allegations dirigees contre le Venezuela ne 
peuvent proceder que du desir de saper le prestige 

I 
de l'ceuvre humanitaire accomplie par l'OIR. Pour 
atteindre cette derniere, certaines delegations 
n'hesitent pas a accuser les pays qui cooperent a 

I 
cette ceuvre et qui ouvrent leur territoire aux 
refugies en leur donnant la possibilite de s'y re-
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to make a home and to work freely in favourable 
moral and material conditions. 

Mr. STEPANENKO (Byelorussian Soviet Social
ist Republic) recalled that the USSR Government 
had, since the end of the war, done everything in 
its power to repatriate its citizens forcibly deported 
to Germany by the fascist slave-traders. Hundreds 
of thousands of displaced persons had thus re
turned to their homes and resumed normal life. In 
the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, many 
of them held posts in the peoples' councils. Re
patriated persons received subsidies from the Gov
ernment, and despite the destruction wrought by 
the occupying Power, there were none, thanks to 
the Government's care, who were without shelter 
or employment. They were all grateful to the 
USSR Government for having arranged their re
turn. 

On the other hand, the Government of the Byelo
russian SSR was anxious about the fate of the 
thousands of Byelorussian citizens still remaining 
in the camps, where they were submitted to a 
process of physical and moral degradation. 

He recalled the General Assembly's decisions 
and those of the Council of Foreign Ministers in 
1947, as well as the agreements concluded between 
the major Powers on the subject of refugees and 
displaced persons. Nothing, he said, had been done 
to implement those decisions. On the contrary, the 
United States and the United Kingdom had sys
tematically obstructed the work of officials of the 
USSR, and had taken measures which had entire
ly stopped repatriation. 

He mentioned cases where representatives of the 
Soviet Union had been refused access to the camps. 
He added that when those representatives suc
ceeded in entering the camps, they met with demon
strations pre-arranged by terrorists and former 
collaborators who, with the blessing of the occu
pation authorities, prevented all contact between 
the representatives of the USSR and the displaced 
persons. On the occasion of one of these incidents, 
terrorists had gone so far as to set fire to the car 
of a Soviet mission without any interference on 
the part of the camp authorities. In .:\'I.arch 1948, 
the American occupation authorities had carried 
out a police raid on a USSR repatriation mission. 

All these facts clearly showed that, far from 
collaborating in the work of repatriation, the au
thorities of the United States, the United King
dom and France were doing all they could to op
pose it. They were organizing anti-Soviet propa
ganda which resorted to the basest calumnies, were 
authorizing the setting up of committees directed 
by former Nazi agents, were prohibiting the entry 
of Soviet newspapers and were forcing displaced 
persons to read news-sheets published by traitors. 
All letters going out from the camps were cen
sored, and those arriving from the USSR were not 
delivered to the addressees. Refugees had been sen
tenced to imprisonment for openly expressing the 
desire to return to their homes. 

He quoted the evidence of witnesses to the effect 
that the displaced persons camps were in no way 
different from the Nazi concentration camps. Hy
gienic conditions were deplorable, the food bad 
and epidemics were always breaking out, as ap
peared from the Secretary-General's report 
(E/816). 

I constituer un foyer et d'y travailler librement clans 

1 
des conditions materielles et morales favorables. 

I M, STEPANENKO (Republique socialiste sovie-
tique de Bielorussie) rappelle que le Gouverne
ment de 1'1JRSS a pris, des la fin de la guerre, 
toutes les mesures de son ressort pour rapatrier 
ses citoyens emmenes de force en Allemagne par 
Jes negriers fascistes. Des centaines de milliers 
de personnes deplacees ont ainsi regagne leurs 
foyers et ont repris une activite normale. Dans la 
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, 
nombre d'entre eux occupent des postes dans 
Jes conseils du peuple. Les rapatries beneficient 
de subventions gouvernementales et, malgre les 
destructions dont l'occupant s'est rendu coupable, 
aucun d'entre eux, grace a la sollicitude du gou
vernement, n'est reste sans abri ni sans emploi. 
Tous sont reconnaissants au Gouvernement de 
l'URSS d'avoir organise leur retour. 

Par contre, le Gouvernement de la RSS de 
Bielorussie s'inquiete du sort des milliers de 
citoyens bielorusses qui restent clans Jes camps, 
011 ils sont soumis a un processus de degradation 
physique et morale. 

M. Stepanenko rappelle Jes decisions de l' As
semblee generale et celles du Conseil des Mi
nistres des affaires etrangeres de 1947, ainsi que 
les accords conclus entre Jes grandes Puissances 
au sujet des refugies et des personnes deplacees. 
II affirme que rien n'a ete fait pour mettre ces 
decisions en ceuvre. Bien au contraire, les Etats
Unis et le Royaume-Uni ont mis systematique
ment obstacle a l'activite des fonctionnaires de 
l'URSS et ont pris des mesures qui ont cornplete
ment arrete le rapatriement. 

L'orateur cite des cas ou l'entrce des camps a 
ete interdite aux representants de l'Union sovie
tique. II ajoute que lorsque ces representants 
reussissent ii penetrer clans les camps, ils se 
heurtent a des manifestations organisees a l'avance 
par des terroristes, par cl'anciens collaborateurs, 
qui sous l'ceil bienveillant des autorites d'occupa
tion., interdisent tout contact des representants de 
l'URSS avec Jes personnes deplacees. Au cours 
d'un cle ces incidents, des terroristes sont alles 
jusqn'a mettre le feu ,t la voiture d'une mission 
sovietique, sans que Jes autorites du camp se fus
sent interposees. Enfin, en mars 1948 les autorites 
d'occupation americaines ont opcre un raid de 
police contre une mission sovietique de rapatrie
ment. 

Tous ces faits demontrent que, loin de colla
borer au rapatriement, les autorites des Etats
U nis, du Royaume-Uni et de la France s'y oppo
sent par tous Jes moyens. Elles organisent une 
propogande antisovietique qui utilise les pires 
calornnies, autorisent la creation de comites diri
ges par d'anciens agents hitleriens, interdisent 
l'entree des journaux sovietiques et contraignent 
les personnes deplacees a lire des feuilles editees 
par des traitres. Toutes les lettres sont censurees 
a la sortie des camps et celles qui arrivent d'URSS 
ne sont pas remises aux destinataires. Enfin, des 
refugies ont ete condamnes a la prison pour avoir 
ouverternent manifeste leur desir de retourner 
clans leurs foyers. 

~L Stepanenko cite des temoignages selon les
quels Jes camps de personnes deplacees ne differe
raient en rien des camps hitleriens. L'hygiene y 
est deplorable, la nourriture mauvaise, et des epi
demies nombreuses eclatent, comme en fait foi 
le rapport du Secretaire general (E/816). 
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Meanwhile, 200 foreign representatives desirous 
of recruiting workers on behalf of Canada, Argen
tina, Brazil, France and other countries were al
lowed to set up recruiting offices in these camps. 
The help given to refugees was thus becoming a 
labour market for the benefit of capitalist countries. 

The workers thus recruited were employed on 
the most arduous types of work, notably in the 
mines. They were given low wages and separated 
from their families. 

That attitude on the part of the United States, 
the United Kingdom and France was in flagrant 
contradiction with the agreements concluded be
tween those Powers and the USSR, and also with 
the decisions of the General Assembly. 

The problem was an urgent one, as the repatria
tion of all refugees and displaced persons had to 
be completed in 1949. That repatriation would be 
possible only if the persons concerned were al
lowed absolute freedom of choice, that is if anti
Soviet propaganda, the activity of fascist organi
zations and recruitment for military and para
military bodies were prohibited, if recruiters were 
denied access to the camps and if the representa
tives of the countries of origin of the displaced per
sons were admitted. 

As the Polish proposal met those requirements, 
the Byelorussian SSR would vote for it. 

:Mr. AzKouL (Lebanon) wished to draw the 
Committee's attention to the fact that the IRO had 
been established primarily to deal with refugees 
and displaced persons who had become such owing 
to the Second \Vorld \Var. It seemed to him that 
the United Nat;ons should be equally, if not more, 
concerned with the problem of the Arab refugees 
from Palestine, whose situation was a direct re
sult of one of its own decisions. 

The IRO, by supporting a policy of clearing out 
a whole area, thereby creating displaced persons, 
in order to settle other persons there, was partly 
responsible for the fate of the Arab refugees from 
Palestine. 

The IRO was not free to decide at will whether 
persons should or should not be resettled. The re
patriation of displaced persons was the IRO's 
chief task, and it could not resettle refugees ex
cept in the case of persons with valid objections to 
returning to their country of origin. He quoted a 
paragraph of annex I of the Constitution of the 
IRO1 which stated: 

"The following shall be considered as valid ob
jections: 

" ( i) Persecution ... because of race, religion, 
nationality or political opinions . . . ; 

" (ii) Objections of a political nature judged by 
the Organization to be 'valid' . . . " 

He was well aware that certain categories of 
refugees currently entering Palestine fulfilled these 
two requirements. On the other hand there was 
one kind which did not fulfil them. Since nazism 
in its organized form had been stamped out, and a 
large number of these persons were in sympathy 

1 See Resoli,tions adopted by the General Assembly at 
the second part of its first session, Xo. 62 (I), page 113, 

Pendant ce temps, 200 representants etrangers 
qui s'occupent de recruter des travailleurs pour 
le compte du Canada, de I' Argentine, du Bresil, de 
la France et d'autres pays encore, ont le droit 
d'organiser des bureaux d'embauche clans les 
camps. L'aide aux refugies se transforme de cette 
fa<;on en un marche de main-d'ceuvre au profit des 
pays capitalistes. 

Les travailleurs ainsi recrutes sont affectes aux 
travaux les plus penibles, notamment clans les 
mines. On leur donne des salaires inferieurs, on 
les separe de leurs farnilles. 

Cette attitude des Etats-Unis, du Royaume-Uni 
et de la France est en contradiction flagrante avec 
les accords conclus entre ces Puissances et 
l'URSS, ainsi qu'avec les decisions de 1' Assemblee 
general e. 

M. Stepanenko declare que le probleme est 
urgent: il faut terminer en 1949 le rapatriement 
total des refugies et personnes deplacees. Ce rapa
triement ne sera possible que si on laisse aux 

I 
interesses une entiere liberte de decision, c'est
,'t-dire si !'on interdit la propagande antisovietique, 

I l'activite des organisations fascistes et le recrute
ment pour les formations militaires et paramili-
taires, si l'on interdit l'entree des camps aux recru
teurs et si !'on admet dans les camps les repre
sentants des pays dont les personnes deplacees 
sont originaires. 

La proposition polonaise repondant a ce but, 
la delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie votera en 
sa faveur. 

1\1. AzKOUL ( Liban) desire attirer !'attention 
de la Commission sur le fait que l'OIR a ete etablie 
pour s'occuper au premier chef des refugies et per
sonnes deplacees du fait de la deuxieme guerre 
mondiale. Or il Jui semble que !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies devrait s'interesser tout autant, 
sinon plus, au probleme des refugies arabes de 
Palestine, qui resulte directement d'une decision 
de !'Organisation. 

L'OIR, en pretant son appui a la politique qui 
consiste a faire le vide dans une region partant, 
,l creer des personnes deplacees - pour y installer 
d'autres personnes, est en partie responsable du 
sort des refugies arabes de Palestine. 

Le representant du Liban precise que l'OIR 
n'est pas libre de decider a sa guise si des per
sonnes doivent OU non etre reinstallees. Le rapa
triement des personnes deplacees constitue la mis
sion principale de l'OIR, et celle-ci ne pent reins
taller les refugies que clans le cas de personnes qui 
ont des raisons satisfaisantes pour refuser de re
tourner clans leur pays d'origine. M. Azkoul cite 
un paragraphe de !'annexe I de la Constitution de 
l'OIR1, clans lequel il est <lit que: 

"Seront considerees comme raisons satisfai
santes: 

"i) La persecution . . . du fait de la race, de la 
religion, de la nationalite ou des opinions poli
tiques ... ; 

"ii) Les objections de nature politique jugees 
"satisfaisantes" par !'Organisation ... " 

:YI. Azkoul sait parfaitement que certaines cate
gories de refugies qui entrent en Palestine satis
font a ces deux conditions. II en est une, par contre, 
qui ne les remplit pas. Le nazisme ayant ete 
elimine sous sa forme organisee, et un grand 
nombre de ces personnes partageant les vues des 

1 Voir Jes Resolutions adoptl!es par I' Assem/J/ee generate 
pendant la seconde partie de sa premiere session, No 62 
(I), page 113. 
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with the views of the Governments of their coun
tries of origin, these refugees could invoke neither 
fear of persecution nor objections of a political 
nature, There was nothing to justify the IRO in 
working for the resettlement of people who were 
thus taking the place of other persons who had 
become refugees, and whose situation was much 
worse. 

In that connexion he quoted a passage from the 
Report on the Progress and Prospects of Repatria
tion, Resettle1nent and Immigration of Refugees 
and Displaced Persons ( E/816), which read: 

"The procedure followed by PCIRO [ Prepara
tory Commission of the IRO] for arriving at a 
conclusion as to 'valid reasons' may be thought 
somewhat routine, but on the other hand, the in
terpretation of 'valid reasons' given in the Defini
tions is very wide and not very precise." 

In conclusion, he expressed the wish that the 
United Nations would pay due attention to that 
aspect of the question. In his opinion, the Third 
Committee should express its regret that the IRO 
should have any part in action which amounted to 
the settlement in Palestine of persons who were 
not displaced persons, thereby creating new 
refugees. 

.Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
thought it should not be necessary to continue the 
discussion. The question seemed to have been fully 
covered, and those who sincerely wished to help 
refugees and displaced persons had no use for 
arguments and repetitions of accusations which 
were already well known; they did not want to use 
the distress of those people for propaganda pur
poses. 

The draft resolution submitted by Poland only 
reproduced the terms of previous proposals which 
had been rejected. She thought that the draft de
served the same fate as its predecessors. 

As regards the second part of the item of the 
agenda, she suggested that the Committee confine 
itself to taking note of the report of the Secretary
General drawn up in consultation with the IRO 
(E/816). She saw no objection, however, to the 
Committee's voting on the draft resolution sub
mitted by Brazil, the Netherlands, the United 
Kingdom and the United States (A/C.3/403). 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics), seconded by Mr. DEMCHENKO (Ukrain
ian Soviet Socialist Republic), proposed that the 
debate should be adjourned until the following 
day. 

The CHAIRMAN put the motion for adjournment 
to the vote. 

The motion was rejected by 22 votes to 6, with 
7 abstentions. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) emphasized that for four years the prob
lem of repatriation of refugees and displaced per
sons had remained unsettled and that many of 
them, torn from their native land by the Nazi oc
cupation forces, had not yet been able to return 
home. 

That was not due, however, to any failure to 
draw the attention of the United Nations to their 
pitiful fate, and the melancholy existence which 

gouvernements de leur pays d'origine, ces refu
gies ne peuvent invoquer ni la crainte de la perse
cution, ni des objections de nature politique. Rien 
ne justifie le fait pour l'OIR de s'occuper de 
reinstaller des gens qui prennent ainsi la place 
d'autres personnes devenues des refugies dont la 
situation est bien pire. 

M. Azkoul cite a cet egard un passage du 
Rapport sur les progres et les perspectives du 
rapatrienient, de la reinstallation et de !'immi
gration des refugies et personnes deplacees (E/ 
816), ou ii est <lit: 

"On peut estimer que la procedure suivie par la 
CPOIR [Commission preparatoire de l'OIR] 
pour parvenir a une conclusion au sujet des "rai
sons satisfaisantes" est quelque peu autornatique 
mais, d'autre part, !'interpretation des "raisons 
satisfaisante" donnee dans les Definitions est tres 
large et peu precise." 

En conclusion, M. Azkoul exprime le vreu que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies accorde !'atten
tion necessaire a cet aspect de la question. Selon 
lui, la Troisieme Commission devrait marquer 
son regret de voir l'OIR participer a une activite 
qui equivaut a installer en Palestine des personnes 
qui ne sont pas des personnes deplacees et, par la, 
a creer de nouveaux refugies. 

Mme RoosEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) es
time qu'il ne devrait pas etre necessaire de pour
suivre le debat. La question semble epuisee et 
ceux qui ont tm sincere desir de venir en aide aux 
refugies et personnes deplacees n' ont que faire 
de polemiques et de· repetitions d'accusations bien 
connues; ils ne desirent pas utiliser la detresse de 
ces personnes a des fins de propagande. 

Le projet de resolution de la Pologne ne fait que 
reproduire les termes de propositions anterieures 
qui ont ete rejetees. Mme Roosevelt pense que ce 
projet merite le meme sort que ses predecesseurs. 

En ce qui concerne la seconde partie du point 
de l'ordre du jour, la representante des Etats-Unis 
suggere que la Commission se borne a prendre 
note du rapport du Secretaire general prepare en 
collaboration avec l'OIR (E/816). Elle ne verrait 
toutefois aucun inconvenient a ce que la Commis
sion vote sur le projet de resolution commun du 
Bresil, des Pays-Bas, du Royaume-Uni et des 
Etats-Unis (A/C.3/403). 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques)' appuye par M. DEMTCHENKO 
( Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine), pro
po~e que le debat soit ajourne et repris le lende
mam. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la motion d'ajour
nement. 

Par 22 voix contre 6, avec 7 abstentions, la 
motion est rejetee. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) souligne que, depuis quatre ans, 
le probleme du rapatriement des refugies et des 
personnes deplacees n'a pas ete tranche et que 
nombre de ceux qui ont ete arraches a leur terre 
natale par l' occupant nazi n' ont pu encore re
j oindre leurs foyers. 

Ce n'est pas faute pourtant d'avoir attire l'at
tention de !'Organisation des Nations Unies sur le 
sort pitoyable et la triste existence qu'ils menent, 
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most of them were leading in camps in the west
ern occupation zones in Germany and Austria. The 
USSR, anxious over the fate of her citizens, had 
many times asked that the artificial obstacles placed 
in the way of repatriation by the three occupying 
Powers of the western zone should be removed. 
To that end, it had made representations to the 
General Assembly and directly to the Governments 
concerned. 

The General Assembly had adopted two resolu
tions on the subject: resolution 8 (I), which stated 
that the main task with regard to displaced per
sons was repatriation, and resolution 136 (II), 
which re-affirmed that no obstacles should he placed 
in the way of that task. 

With regard to the three States concerned, a de
cision had been reached at the Council of Foreign 
Ministers in Moscow on 23 April 1947, under 
which the occupying Powers undertook amongst 
other things to prohibit all propaganda against re
patriation and any hostile activity against any of 
the Allied Powers both in the camps and at the 
assembly centres, to facilitate the admission into 
those camps and to those centres of representatives 
of the countries of origin, to allow those represen
tatives to make contact with displaced persons and 
to give the latter every assistance of which they 
might stand in need with a view to their repatria
tion; and lastly, to authorize the distribution of 
newspapers, periodicals and pamphlets from the 
countries of origin. 

Neither the General Assembly's resolutions nor 
the Moscow decision had been respected by the oc
cupation authorities in VI/ estern Germany and 
Austria. Nearly 400,000 Soviet citizens had not 
yet been repatriated, amongst them a large num
ber of children who were either orphans or sepa
rated from their parents. The Soviet citizens were 
making efforts to return to their country, but, in 
''iohtion of the international obligations which they 
had undertaken, the occupying Powers were deny
ing them that legitimate right. 

The United Kingdom representative had tried 
to convince the Committee that the USSR alone 
was responsible for the situation; he had stressed 
the fact that all the displaced persons from West
ern Europe had already returned to their respective 
countries and that the problem no longer affected 
any but the citizens of Eastern European countries. 
He had alleged that the United Kingdom would 
be happy to see them return to their homes, but 
that they themselves refused to be repatriated, be
-cause those who had returned had painted a very 
unattractive picture of what was happening behind 
the so-called "iron curtain". Thus the flow of re
patriated persons had ceased. The truth of the mat
ter was that repatriation had been entirely broken 
off owing to the action of the authorities of the 
three western occupation zones. Those authorities 
allowed slanderous propaganda against repatria
tion to be carried on freely in the camps, and they 
had also allowed punitive measures to be taken 
against persons desirous of returning to their coun
try of origin. 

To put a stop to false rumours, the USSR would 
have liked some light to be thrown on living con
ditions within its frontiers. It had proposed at the 
-eighth session of the Economic and Social Coun
dl1 that an international investigation should be 

1 See Official Records of the Economic and Social 
Co1incil, fourth year, eighth session, 254th meeting. 

pour la plupart, dans les camps des zones occiden
tales d'occupation en Allemagne et en Autriche. 
L'URSS, inquiete du sort de ses propres citoyens, 
a maintes fois demande que soient ecartes Jes obsta
cles artificiels apportes au rapatriement par les trois 
Puissances occupantes de la zone occidentale. Elle 
s'est adressee a cet effet a l'Assemblee generate et, 
directement, aux Etats interesses. 

L' Assemblee generate a adopte deux resolutions 
a ce sujet: la resolution 8 (I), aux termes de la
quelle le rapatriement doit constituer la tache prin
cipale envers les personnes deplacees, et la reso
lution 136 (II), qui indique la necessite d'ecarter 
tous les obstacles qui s'y opposent. 

A vec les trois Etats interesses, une decision a 
ete prise au Conseil des Ministres des affaires 
etrangeres tenu a Moscou, le 23 avril 1947, par 
laquelle les Puissances occupantes se sont enga
gees, entre autres, a interdire toute propagande 
contre le rapatriement et toute activite hostile 
contre l'une quelconque des Puissances alliees tant 
clans les camps que clans les centres de rassemble
ment; a faciliter !'admission clans ces camps et 

J clans ces centres de representants des pays d'ori
gine ; a permettre a ces representants d' entrer en 
contact avec les personnes deplacees et de fournir 
a ces dernieres toute l'aide dont elles pourraient 
avoir besoin en vue de leur rapatriement; enfin, a 
autoriser la diffusion de journaux, periodiques et 
brochures en provenance des pays d'origine. 

Or, ni les resolutions de l'Assemblee generate, ni 
la decision de Moscou n'ont ete respectees par les 
autorites d'occupation en Allemagne et en Autri

J che occidentales. 11 en resulte que pres de 

I 
400.000 citoyens sovietiques n'ont pas ete rapatries 
a ce jour, et parmi eux une grande quantite d'en
fants, soit separes de leurs parents, soit orphelins. 
Les citoyens sovietiques s'efforcent bien de revenir 
clans leur patrie, mais les Puissances occupantes, 
en violation des obligations internationales qu'elles 
ont assumees, s'opposent a ce droit parfaitement 
legitime. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a essaye de 
convaincre la Commission que l'URSS etait seule 
responsable de cette situation; il a souligne que 
toutes les personnes deplacees originaires de 
!'Europe occidentale etaient deja rentrees clans 
leurs pays respectifs et que le probleme ne se 
posait plus que pour les citoyens des pays de 
!'Europe orientate. II a pretendu que le Royaume
Uni serait heureux, quant a lui, de Jes voir revenir 
chez eux, mais qu'eux-memes refusaient de se 
laisser rapatrier, parce que ceux d'entre eux qui 
sont rentres clans leur pays ont depeint de fa<;on 
peu engageante ce qui se passe derriere le pretendu 
"rideau de fer". C' est ainsi que le flat des rapa
tries aurait tari. La verite est que le rapatriement 
a ete completement interrompu par la faute des 
autorites des trois zones occidentales d'occupation. 
Ces autorites ont laisse libre cours clans les camps 
a une propagande calomnieuse hostile au rapa
triement et, surtout, elles ont permis que s'exer
cent contre ceux qui voulaient regagner leurs pays 
d'origine des mesures de repression. 

Pour couper court aux fausses informations, 
l'URSS aurait voulu que la lumiere fut faite sur les 
conditions de vie a l'interieur de ses frontieres. 
Elle a propose, a la huitieme session du Conseil 
economique et social1' qu'une enquete internatio-

'Voir Jes Proces-verbaux ofjiciels du Conseil economi
que et social, quatrieme annee, huitieme session, 254eme 
seance. 
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conducted by a qualified comm1ss1on, including 
trade union representatives of all shades of opinion 
and from the majority of countries, into living 
conditions both in the capitalist States and in the 
peoples' democracies. The United States and 
United Kingdom delegations had opposed the idea, 
and a docile majority had rejected this proposal, 
which would have given short shrift to the lying 
fables which were current concerning living con
ditions inside the Soviet Union. 

Neither those calumnies, nor the irony with 
which its protests had been greeted, would prevent 
the USSR from continuing to raise its voice in de
fence of its citizens, until the latter had been re
stored to their country. 

The true causes of the stoppage of repatriation 
were brought out by a number of statements and 
letters which the representative of the Soviet 
Union had in his records, and which all showed 
that efforts ,vere being made to deter Soviet citizens 
from returning to their homes by fear of what 
awaited them in the USSR, by threats and even 
by intimidation. One of them had even been hit on 
the head with an axe because he had insisted that 
he wished to be repatriated. The only hope for such 
persons was to escape from the camp by night and 
then they had to be careful not to fall into the 
hands of the police, as had happened to two of 
them who had been sentenced to six months' im
prisonment. All that was evidence of the at
mosphere of hostility against the USSR and the 
peoples' democracies prevailing in such camps. 

In the occupation zones what amounted to a 
positive sabotage of repatriation was going on, 
which was hardly surprising since such activity 
was largely directed by war criminals or traitors 
who should be extradited under the 1947 decision, 
but who were finding in the camps not only asylum 
and impunity, but a field in which to exercise their 
hatred against the USSR. It was they who were 
terrorizing Soviet citizens and who were even 
"liquidating" any who did not bow to their will. 

Of course the occupation authorities were well 
aware of what was going on; they were doing 
nothing to prevent it; on the contrary, they were 
encouraging it. In violation of the decision of 23 
April 1947, they were refusing access to the camps 
to officers of the Soviet repatriation mission. Any 
excuse was good enough for the purpose : either 
the liaison officer was not there, or there were fears 
for the safety of members of the mission-because 
in certain cases they had been insulted and at
tacked, their reception having been carefully staged, 
as might be guessed, by the camp authorities. More 
than once the missions had met with a categorical 
refusal to allow them to visit camps. The Soviet 
mission at Frankfurt am Main had been suppressed 
on 1 March 1949 after a unilateral violation of the 
agreement on repatriation between the USSR and 
the United States of America. 

The cause of that attitude was easy to guess. The 
members of the mission would evidently be em
barrassing witnesses of the arbitrary and brutal 
acts of which the Soviet citizens in those camps 
were the victims. Moreover, it was not desired that 
they should be able to provide the displaced per
sons with impartial information on their country 
of origin, which the latter could no longer obtain 
through the Press, since the introduction, sale and 
distribution of newspapers, periodicals and books 

nale fut conduite par une comm1ss10n qualifiee 
comprenant des representants syndicaux de toutes 
les nuances et de la plupart des pays, pour deter
miner les conditions d'existence aussi bien dans les 
Etats capitalistes que dans les democraties popu
laires. Les delegations des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni s'y sont opposees et une majorite 
docile a rejete ce projet qui aurait fait justice des 
inventions mensongeres que l' on fait courir sur la 
vie interieure en Union sovietique. 

Ni ces calomnies, ni l'ironie avec laquelle sont 
accueillies ses protestations n'empecheront l'URSS 
d'elever obstinement la voix en faveur de ses ci
toyens jusqu'a ce qu'ils soient rendus a leur patrie. 

Les veritables causes de l'arret du rapatriement 
se degagent d'un certain nombre de declarations et 
de lettres que le representant de l'Union sovietique 
detient dans son dossier, et qui toutes etablissent 
que, par la crainte de ce qui les attend en URSS, 
par la menace et meme par la terreur, on essaie de 
detourner de leur propos les citoyens sovietiques 
qui desirent rentrer dans leurs foyers. L'un d'eux 
a meme ete frappe d'un coup de hache a la tete 
parce qu'il avait insiste pour etre rapatrie. La 
seule ressource de ces personnes est de s'evader du 
camp, la nuit: encore faut~il qu'elles ne tombent 
pas aux mains des gendarmes, comme ce fut le 
cas de deux d'entre elles, qui furent condamnees a 
six mois d'emprisonnement. Tous ces temoignages 
revelent !'atmosphere d'hostilite contre l'CRSS et 
les democraties populaires qui regne dans ces 
camps. 

II se pratique done clans ces zones d'occupation 
ce que !'on pourrait appeler un veritable sabotage 
du rapatriement, ce qui n'est pas fait pour etonner 
si l'on sait que cette activite est dirigee la plupart 
du temps par des criminels de guerre ou des trai
tres qui devraient etre extrades en vertu de la 
decision de 1947, mais qui trouvent da11s· ies 
camps non seulement asile et impunite, mais encore 
un champ d'action pour leur haine contre l'URSS. 
C'est eux qui font peser la terreur sur les citoyens 
sovietiques et qui vont jusqu'a faire disparaitre 
ceux qui ne se plient pas a leur volonte. 

Les autorites occupantes sont, bien entendu, au 
courant de ces agissements; elles ne font rien pour 
les empecher; au contraire elles les favorisent. En 
violation de la decision du 23 avril 1947, elles re
fusent l'acces des camps aux officiers de la mis
sion sovietique de rapatriement. Tousles pretextes 
sont bons a cette fin: tantot c'est !'absence de l'offi
cier de liaison, tan tot c' est le souci de la securite 
des membres de la mission, car, dans certains 
cas, ils ont ete insultes et attaques, leur accueil 
ayant ete soigneusement prepare, on le devine, 
par les autorites du camp. Plus d'une fois, ces 
missions se sont heurtees a un refus categorique 
de laisser visiter des camps. Enfin, la mission 
sovietique a vu son activite supprimee a Francfort
sur-le-Main, le ler mars 1949, a la suite d'une 
rupture unilaterale de !'accord sovieto-americain 
relatif au rapatriement. 

La cause de cette attitude est facile a deviner: 
les membres de la mission seraient evidemment 
des ternoins genants des actes d'arbitraire et de 
brutalite dont les citoyens sovietiques sont l'objet 
dans les camps. De plus, on ne veut a aucun prix 
qu'ils puissent donner aux personnes deplacees 
des renseignements objectifs sur leur pays d'ori
gine, que celles-ci ne peuvent plus recevoir meme 
par la voie de la presse, puisque l'entree, la vente 
et la diffusion des journaux, des periodiques et 
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from the East were expressly prohibited. On the 
other hand, the camps had been deluged with news
papers and lampoons preaching hatred against the 
USSR and frequently war against that country. 

Anything was possible when former Nazi col
laborators and war criminals who had borne arms 
against the Soviet Union and her allies laid down 
the law in the camps. Men were recruited there for 
military or para-military organizations and for so
called security detachments; thousands of Soviet 
citizens had been recruited for the French Foreign 
Legion and had been sent to fight against the lib
erators of lndo-China; spies were even recruited 
there for the intelligence services of certain coun
tries. All this went on with the blessing of the oc
cupying authorities, although their essential duty 
was to promote the repatriation of all displaced 
persons. 

The appearance of the IRO on the scene had 
only made matters worse; from the outset that or
ganization had adopted a policy which tended to 
substitute for repatriation the resettlement of dis
placed persons in other countries, on the pretext 
that those remaining in the camps did not wish to 
return home. No proof was offered of that purely 
gratuitous statement, which would not for a mo
ment deceive anyone who was aware of what was 
going on in the camps. 

Four years after the end of the war, the plight 
of those poor people, who had been dragged into 
slavery under the threat of fascist sub-machine
guns, was still tragic; they could not return to their 
homes; their fate was to provide cheap labour for 
the countries who were vying with one another to 
acquire them. Thus more than 130,000 displaced 
persons had already been distributed amongst a 
number of countr;'2S. A kind of labour market had 
been establish.:d where some twenty countries 
in,i.icitainea representatives for the purpose of re
cruiting good, strong, muscular workers. They 
were led to expect good wages and favourable con
ditions. In any case, how could they refuse, since 
they were placed in a situation which had no other 
issue? In practice they were employed on the heavi
est, least skilled and worst paid work. The IRO 
presided over the market, and had been reduced 
to a mere employment agency, acting in the inter
ests of the capitalists, whose only idea was to ob
tain the labour they needed at the lowest price, even 
when it meant separating a wife from her husband 
and parents from their children. 

Australia wanted 200,000 agricultural or domes
tic workers; the United States was going to raise 
the immigration quota for displaced persons from 
205,000 to 400,000. Thousands of Soviet citizens 
had already been deported to the United States, 
the United Kingdom, Belgium, Canada, Brazil and 
Venezuela. 

The letters they wrote and the information ob
tainable on their working and living conditions 
showed that they were employed on the most ardu
ous work in mines, forests and plantations. Com
plaints came in from all sides: in the Belgian mines 
they were forced to work until they were complete
ly exhausted and were treated without considera
tion, having no right to any accident insurance; in 
the United Kingdom the wages and food rations 
were insufficient to allow the immigrant to eat his 
fill. In Canada the position was far from being as 
favourable as the representative of that country 
had made out. Most of the displaced persons there 

des livres en provenance de l'est sont expresse
ment interdites. En revanche, les camps sont sub
merges de journaux et de libelles qui prechent la 
haine de l'URSS et souvent la guerre contre elle. 

Tout devient possible lorsque d'anciens colla
borateurs nazis et des criminels de guerre qui ont 
porte les armes contre l'U nion sovietique et ses 
allies font la loi dans les camps. On y recrute des 
hommes pour former des organisations militaires 
OU paramilitaires et de pretendus detachements 
de securite ; on y a engage pour la Legion etran
gere frarn;aise des milliers de citoyens sovietiques 
qui sont alles se battre contre les liberateurs de 
l'lndochine; on y recrute meme des espions pour 
le compte des services de renseignements de cer
tains pays. Cela se passe sous l'ceil bienveillant 
des autorites d'occupation, dont la tache essentielle 
devrait pourtant etre de favoriser le rapatriement 
de toutes les personnes deplacees. 

L'entree en activite de l'OIR n'a fait qu'aggra
ver les chases, car, des le debut, cette organisa
tion a adopte une politique tendant a substituer au 
rapatriement la reinstallation des personnes depla
cees dans d'autres pays, sous pretexte que ceux 
qui sont restes clans les camps ne veulent pas ren
trer chez eux. On chercherait vainement une 
preuve de cette affirmation purement gratuite, qui 
ne saurait tramper quiconque est au courant de ce 
qui se trame dans ces camps. 

Quatre ans apres la fin de la guerre, la situation 
de ces pauvres gens, qui ont ete emmenes en escla
vage sous la menace des mitraillettes fascistes, 
demeure toujours aussi tragique; ils ne peuvent 
rentrer chez eux: leur sort est de fournir en main
d'ceuvre peu couteuse les pays qui se les disputent. 
C'est ainsi que plus de 130.000 personnes depla
cees ont ete deja reparties entre plusieurs pays. 
II s'est cree une sorte de marche de la main-d'ceu
vre ou une vingtaine de pays ont leurs repre
sentants charges de recruter de bons travailleurs, 
solides et bien muscles. On leur fait esperer de 
bons salaires et des conditions favorables. D'ail
leurs, comment pourraient-ils refuser, puisque 
la situation qu'on leur a creee les accule a cette 
seule issue? En fait, ils sont destines aux travaux 
manuels les plus penibles, les moins specialises et 
les plus mal retribues. L'OIR preside ace marche; 
elle a ete reduite au role d'officine de placement, 
agissant au profit des interets capitalistes, dont le 
seul souci est d'obtenir au meilleur prix les bras 
dont ils ont besoin, quand bien meme ils devraient 
pour cela separer le mari de la femme et les parents 
de leurs enfants. 

L' Australie reclame 200.000 personnes, ouvriers 
agricoles ou domestiques; les Etats-Unis vont 
porter de 205.000 a 400.000 le contingent de per
sonnes deplacees autorisees a immigrer. Des mil
liers de citoyens sovietiques ont deja ete deportes 
aux Etats-Unis, au Royaume-Uni, en Belgique, au 
Canada, au Bresil, au Venezuela. 

Des lettres qu'ils ecrivent et des renseignements 
qu'on peut recueillir sur leurs conditions de tra
vail et d'existence, il ressort qu'ils sont utilises 
aux taches les plus rudes, dans les mines, les forets 
et les plantations. Des plaintes arrivent de toutes 
parts ; dans les mines belges, ils sont astreints a 
travailler jusqu'a epuisement complet et sont trai
tes sans menagement, n'ayant droit a aucune assis
tance en cas d'accident; au Royaume-Uni, les salai
res et les rations alimentaires sont insuffisants pour 
que !'immigrant puisse manger a sa £aim. Au 
Canada, la situation est loin d'etre aussi favorable 
que le representant de ce pays l'a affirme. La 
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were working on farms in very difficult conditions; 
husband and wife were frequently working for dif
ferent employers. Cases had been reported where 
the working day was twenty-one hours. Further, 
the wages paid to displaced persons were lower 
than normal wages, in some cases only half as much 
and sometimes even less. A spokesman for the De
partment of Agriculture had stated officially that 
immigration was necessary to carry out work in 
the fields and forests which the local population 
refused to do. An Ottawa newspaper had said that 
an immigrant did more work for the same wage 
than a Canadian worker : a statement which re
vealed how the displaced persons were exploited in 
that country. 

The same thing was happening in other coun
tries. Everywhere an effort was made to get as 
much as possible out of displaced persons as if they 
were nothing but slaves. Naturally the slightest 
attempt at protest was severely suppressed, and it 
was legitimate to ask what had become of that free
dom of expression upon which the Western de
mocracies prided themselves so much. 

No humanitarian principles inspired the work 
of the IRO. It was merely a profit-making con
cern for the capitalists of the beneficiary States. 
But it was not only the IRO and the three Powers 
which were responsible. He thought that the repu
tation of the United Nations itself might be in
jured if such activities were to continue without 
any attempt on its part to stop them. 

There was one intolerable situation in particu
lar, which should be remedied at once: that of 
children separated from their families or orphans 
who were vainly awaiting repatriation. There, too, 
the officers of the Soviet mission had encountered 
ill-will on the part of the occupation authorities 
even when they had only asked for information 
concerning children without parents. Most of them 
were in the orphanages of the IRO where they 
were brought up in the German fashion by a staff 
conspicuously hostile to the USSR. Some of them 
had been entrusted directly to German families; 
others had been sent to Canada or the United 
States. The latter case apparently concerned 67 
girls and boys between the ages of 7 and 14 years, 
from the Baltic countries. By what right were they 
sent to America instead of to their countries of 
origin? It was certainly not because they refused 
to be repatriated because of any a version to the 
Soviet regime .. 

The most elementary humanity and justice re
quired that displaced children should be returned 
to their parents or next of kin, if any, or at least 
to their country of origin. The Government of the 
Soviet Union would take care of the Soviet chil
dren, for it could not allow them to be brought up 
to despise their country, and later to become cheap 
labour to be exploited by the capitalists. 

The USSR would continue to protest unre
mittingly until it succeeded in having all its citi· 
zens returned, in order that they might resume the 
constructive work interrupted by the invasion. 

It was not surprising that such an attitude should 
be displeasing to the United States and United 
Kingdom. Their policy with regard to repatriation 
was in truth no more than the logical consequence 
of their general policy towards the USSR and the 
peoples' democracies. Just as they opposed the 

majorite des personnes deplacees y travaillent dans 
les fermes, dans des conditions fort penibles; sou
vent mari et femme ne sont pas employes chez le 
meme patron. II y a eu des cas OU la journee de 
travail a ete de vingt et une heures. En outre, 
les salaires payes aux personnes deplacees sont 
inferieurs aux salaires normaux, de moitie dans 
certains cas, et parfois meme davantage. Un fonc
tionnaire du Departement de l'agriculture a declare 
officiellement que l'immigration est necessaire pour 
que puissent etre accomplies aux champs et dans 
les forets les tiiches que la population locale se 
refuse a executer. On a pu lire dans un journal 
d'Ottawa que, pour un salaire egal, !'immigrant 
fournit plus de travail que l'ouvrier canadien; cette 
constatation permet de mesurer a quel point les 
personnes deplacees sont exploitees dans ce pays. 

11 en est de meme dans d'autres pays. Partout, 
on cherche a tirer des personnes deplacees le maxi
mum de benefices, comme si elles n'etaient que de 
simples esclaves. Naturellement, les moindres ten
tatives de protestation sont reprimees avec rigueur, 
et l'on peut se demander ce que devient dans ces 
cas cette liberte d'opinion tant vantee par les demo
craties occidentales. 

Aucun principe humanitaire ne preside a l'acti
vite de l'OIR. C'est pure affaire de lucre pour les 
capitalistes des Etats beneficiaires. Mais cette orga
nisation n'est pas seule en cause avec les trois 
Puissances responsables. M. Tsarapkine estime 
que !'Organisation des Nations Unies elle-meme 
pourrait etre atteinte dans sa reputation si de tels 
agissements se poursuivaient sans qu'elle y mette 
bon ordre. 

II y a notamment une situation intolerable a 
laquelle elle devrait immediatement porter remede: 
c' est celle des enfants separes de leurs familles ou 
devenus orphelins, qui attendent vainement leur 
rapatriement. La aussi, les officie;!' de la mission 
sovietique se sont heurtes a la mauva::;e- volonte 
des autorites d'occupation, meme lorsqu'ils ont 
demande de simples renseignements sur les enfants 
sans parents. La plupart se trouvent dans les 
orphelinats de l'OIR ou ils sont eleves a !'alle
mande, par un personnel eminemment hostile a 
l'URSS. Certains d'entre eux ont ete confies direc
tement a des familles allemandes; d'autres sont 
envoyes au Canada, aux Etats-Unis. 11 s'agit clans 
ce dernier cas, parait-il, de 67 fillettes et gar<;ons 
de 7 a 14 ans, originaires des pays baltes. M. Tsa
rapkine se demande de quel droit on les 
envoie en Amerique au lieu de les diriger sur 
leur pays d'origine; ce n'est certes pas qu'ils 
refusent d'etre rapatries par aversion pour le 
regime sovietique. 

L'humanite la plus elementaire et l'equite exi
gent que les enfants deplaces soient renvoyes a 
leurs parents ou a leurs proches s'ils en ont, et 
sinon dans leur pays d'origine: le Gouvernement 
de l'Union sovietique prendra soin des enfants 
sovietiques, car i1 ne saurait admettre qu'ils soient 
eleves dans le mepris de leur patrie, pour devenir 
plus tard une main-d'ceuvre facile a exploiter par 
les capitalistes. 

Sans faiblir, l'URSS reclamera, jusqu'a ce 
qu'elle l'obtienne, le retour au pays de tous ses 
citoyens, afin qu'ils puissent reprendre le travail 
constructif interrompu par !'invasion. 

Que cette attitude suscite la mauvaise humeur 
des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni, cela n'est pas 
fait pour surprendre. En realite, la politique de ces 
pays en matiere de rapatriement n'est que la suite 
logique de leur politique generale a l'egard de 
l'URSS et des democraties populaires. De meme 
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sending of Marshall Plan goods to Eastern Europe, 
under the pretext that that would increase its war 
potential, for the same motive they interrupted the 
repatriation of people to those countries. This rea
son was at the root of their decision, and it ex
plained the situation prevailing in the camps and 
the substitution of resettlement repatriation. The 
result was that hundreds of thousands of poor peo
ple were scattered throughout the world and were 
working for their exploiters, bent double in the 
mines or scorched by the tropical sun, after being 
sold into slavery. 

Such a situation must not continue: it was too 
far contrary to the principles of humanity and to 
human rights. All the work of repatriation had to 
be finished in 1949. It was necessary to establish 
conditions favourable to repatriation, after all the 
obstacles intentionally placed in its way had been 
removed. Any recruitment of displaced persons for 
military or para-military organizations should cease 
immediately, and the representatives of the coun
tries of origin should have the right freely to visit 
the camps. 

It was for the l:nited Nations to ensure as rapid
ly as possible the implementation of its previous 
decisions on repatriation. 

In that connexion, the Polish draft resolution 
laid down the minimum steps which must be taken 
at once to allow hundreds of thousands of the vic
titns of fascist barbarism to resume in their own 
countries a normal life free from any mercantile 
exploitation. This solution would make it possible 
to remove at last from the General Assembly's 
agenda a problem which had been on it for too 
long. 

__ Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) regretted that the 
United kingdom representative had thought fit in 
his reply to take liberties incompatible with parlia
mentary usage, instead of confining himself to the 
facts and figures quoted by the Polish delegation. 
Those figures had been deliberately drawn from 
statistics provided by sources hostile to repatria
tion, in order that there might be no question of 
their value. Thus they could not be contradicted 
any more than the facts themselves. 

Poland was asking for the faithful implementa
tion of the General Assembly's resolutions, in order 
that the refugees and displaced persons might be 
free to state their wishes with regard to returning 
to their country of origin. As far as those who had 
chosen to emigrate were concerned, the legal pro
tection of the Government of origin should go with 
them to guard them against any kind of exploita
tion. That was a principle generally admitted 
wherever there were immigrant workers. 

He appealed to the feelings of the members of 
the Committee and asked them to not forget that 
the problem upon which they were to give a de
cision was not an abstract question, but concerned 
human beings, particularly Polish children, who 
were lan,;uishi.11g in Germany and whose tragic 
position was well known. 

Mr. BAGDADI (Egypt) wished to explain the 
way in which he was going to vote. He was cer
tainly interested in the humanitarian aspect of the 
problem, but he pointed out that the United Na
tions had already reached decisions on the subject, 
which had to be implemented. 

qu'ils s'opposent a l'acheminement des marchandi
ses du Plan Marshall vers !'Europe orientale, sous 
pretexte que cela renforcerait son potentiel de 
guerre, de meme et pour le meme motif, ils ont 
interrompu le rapatriement a destination de ces 
pays. Cette raison est ;', la base de leur decision, et 
elle explique a la fois la situation qui regne clans 
les camps et la substitution de la reinstallation au 
rapatriement. Le resultat est que des centaines de 
milliers de pauvres gens sont disperses de par le 
monde, ou ils travaillent pour le compte de leurs 
exploiteurs, durement courbes au fond des mines 
OU brules par le soleil tropical, apres avoir ete 
marchandes comme des esclaves. 

Pareille situation doit cesser: elle est par trop 
contraire aux principes d'humanite et aux droits 
de l'homme. Toutes les operations de rapatriernent 
doivent etre terminees en 1949. II convient de creer 
des conditions favorables a ce rapatriement, apres 
qu'auront ete ecartes tous les obstacles qui lui ont 
ete intentionnellement opposes. Tout recrutement 
de personnes deplacees pour Jes formations mili
taires ou paramilitaires doit immediatement pren
dre fin et les representants des pays d'origine doi
vent avoir libre droit de visite dans les camps. 

II appartient a !'Organisation des Nations Unies 
d'assurer le plus rapidement possible !'application 
de ses decisions anterieures sur le rapatriement. 

A cet egard, le projet de resolution polonais pre
voit Jes mesures minima qu'il faut prendre sans 
delai pour que des centaines de milliers de victi
mes de la barbarie fasciste puissent reprendre clans 
leur pays une vie normale liberee de toute exploi
tation mercantile. Cette solution permettrait enfin 
de retirer de l'ordre du jour de l' Assemblee gene
rale un probleme qtti y figure depuis trop long
temps. 

M. ALTMAN (Pologne) regrette que le repre
sentant du Royaume-lJni, dans sa reponse, ait cru 
devoir prendre des libertes peu compatibles avec 
les usages parlementaires, au lieu de s'en tenir aux 
faits et aux chiffres cites par la delegation polo
naise. Ces chiffres ont ete scrupuleusement pui
ses clans des statistiques provenant de sources hos
tiles au rapatriement, afin qu'on ne puisse en 
contester la valeur. Aussi bien n'ont-ils pu etre 
contredits, pas plus que les faits eux-memes. 

Ce que la Pologne demande, c'est !'application 
loyale des resolutions de l' Assemblee generale, de 
fa<;on que les refugies et les personnes deplacees 
puissent se prononcer librement sur leur retour 
dans leur pays d'origine. Quant a ceux qtti auront 
choisi d'emigrer, la protection legale du gouver
nement d'origine doit Jes suivre pour Jes mettre a 
l'abri de toute exploitation. C'est la un principe 
generalement admis partout ou il y a des travail
leurs immigres. 

Le representant de la Pologne fait appel aux sen
timents des membres de la Commission et leur 
demande de ne pas oublier que le problerne sur 
lequel elle va se prononcer n'est pas une question 
abstraite, mais qu'il concerne des etres humains 
et particulierement les enfants polonais qui vege
tent en Allemagne et dont la situation tragique est 
connue de tous. 

M. BAGDADI (Egypte) desire expliquer la fa<;on 
dont il va voter. II s'interesse, certes, a !'aspect 
humanitaire du probleme, mais fait observer que 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies a deja pris, en 
la matiere, des decisions qui doivent indiscutable
ment etre mises en ceuvre. 



464 

He agreed with the Polish representative on the 
need for a frank and fair attitude towards the 
problem, but considered that the great principles 
governing the question of refugees, particularly 
the right of voluntary repatriation, should be re
spected within the framework of the decisions al
ready adopted. 

Hence the Egyptian delegation would abstain 
from voting on the substance of the Polish draft 
resolution, while urging that the United Nations, 
in a spirit of goodwill, should implement its previ
ous decisions which, in the delegation's opinion, 
were quite adequate. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) asked that the resolution be put to the 
vote in parts. Although he was in favour of the 
draft resolution submitted by Poland, he wished 
to abstain from voting on paragraph 3, which he 
did not consider necessary. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he would ask for a 
vote first on paragraph 3 of the Polish draft reso
lution (A/C.3/513), and then on the remainder 
of the text. 

Paragraph 3 of the draft resolution was rejected 
by 20 votes to 3, with 12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put the rest of the text to the 
vote. 

At the request of Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) the 
vote was taken by roll-call. 

Turkey, having been drawn by lot by the Chair
man, was called upon to vote first. 

In favour: Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repucb
lic, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian Soviet So
cialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics, Yugoslavia. 

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Chile, 
Costa Rica, Denmark, France, Honduras, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Sweden, 
Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
United States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela. 

Abstaining: Argentina, Burma, China, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, India, Liberia, Mexico, Pakistan, Saudi 
Arabia, Syria. 

The draft resolution, excluding paragraph 3, 
was rejected by 19 votes to 6, v.1ith 11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then called for a discussion on 
the draft resolution submitted by Brazil, the Neth
erlands, the United Kingdom and the United 
States (A/C.3/403). 

Mr. JocKEL (Australia) recalled that Mrs. 
Roosevelt had admitted that the text was a little 
out of date. 

The United States representative had suggested 
a simple statement to the effect that the Commit
tee took note of the report of the Secretary-Gen
eral drawn up in consultation with the IRO, on 
the repatriation, resettlement and immigration of 
refugees and displaced persons. 

Mr. CoRLEY SMITH (United Kingdom) sec
onded the proposal. 

\Vhile awaiting distribution of the new and more 
concise text, the CHAIRMAN called for a discus
sion on the Uruguayan draft (A/C.3/514). 

II est d'accord avec le representant de la Pologne 
sur la necessite d'une attitude honnete et loyale a 
l'egard du probleme, mais considere que c'est clans 
le cadre des decisions deja adoptees qu'il faut faire 
respecter les grands principes qui gouvernent la 
question des refugies, surtout le droit au rapatrie
ment volontaire. 

C'est pourquoi la delegation de l'Egypte s'abs
tiendra de voter sur le fond du projet de resolu
tion polonais, tout en insistant pour que les 
Nations U nies, dans un esprit de bonne volonte, 
appliquent les decisions anterieures qui, a son sens, 
sont parfaitement suffisantes. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia
listes sovietiques) demande que le vote ait lieu par 
division. En effet, s'il approuve !'ensemble du pro
jet de resolution soumis par la Pologne, ii compte 
s'abstenir sur le paragraphe 3, qu'il n'estime pas 
necessaire. 

Le PRESIDENT annonce qu'il mettra aux voix 
d'abord le paragraphe 3 du projet de resolution de 
la Pologne (A/C.3/513), puis le reste du texte. 

Par 20 voix contre 3, avec 12 abstentions, le 
paragraphe 3 du projet de resolution est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le reste du texte. 

Sur la demande de M. ALTMAN (Pologne) i} 
est procede au vote par appel nominal. 

L'appel commence par la Turquie, dont le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

Votent pour: Republique socialiste sovietique de 
Bielorussie, Tchecoslovaquie, Pologne, Republi
que socialiste sovietique d'Ukram.::; Ui:iion d§ 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie. 

V otent contre: Australie, Belgique, Canada, 
Chili, Costa-Rica, Danemark, France, Honduras, 
Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Norvege, Philippines, 
Suede, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Venezuela. 

S' abstiennent: Argentine, Birmanie, Chine, 
Egypte, Ethiopie, Inde, Liberia, :'.\iiexique, Pakis
tan, Arabie saoudite, Syrie. 

Par 19 voix contre 6, avec 11 abstentions, le 
projet de resolution, paragraphe 3 exclu, est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT met ensuite en discussion le pro
jet de resolution soumis par le Bresil, les Pays
Bas, le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis (A/C.3/ 
403). 

M. JocKEL (Australie) rappelle que la represen
tante des Etats-Unis a reconnu que ce texte etait 
quelque peu perime. 

Mme Roosevelt a propose que la Commission 
prenne simplement acte du rapport du Secretaire 
general, etabli en consultation avec l'OIR, sur le 
rapatriement, la reinstallation et !'immigration des 
refugies et des personnes deplacees. 

M. CORLEY SMITH (Royaume-Uni) soutient 
cette proposition. 

Le PRESIDENT, en attendant la distribution d'un 
nouveau texte plus concis, met en discussion le 
projet de !'Uruguay (A/C.3/514). 
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Mr. PITTALUGA (l.:-ruguay) agreed to withdraw 
paragraphs 2 and 3 of his text, but insisted that a 
vote should be taken on paragraph 1. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that that paragraph 
involved the amendment of a text already adopted 
by the General Assembly. That was an unusual 
procedure. 

He suggested to the Uruguayan representative 
that the wish expressed by his delegation should 
be noted in the records. 

Mr. PITTALUGA (Uruguay) accepted that sug
gestion. 

The Uruguayan delegation thought that in para
graph ( c), sub-paragraph (ii) of General Asesem
bly resolution 8 (I) of 12 February 1946 the 
words: 

"No refugees or displaced persons who have 
finally and definitely, in complete freedom, and 
after receiving full knowledge of the facts in
cluding adequate information from the govern
ments of their countries of origin, expressed 
valid objections to returning to their countries 
of origin and who do not come within the pro
visions of paragraph ( d) below, shall be com
pelled to return to their country of origin." 

should be replaced by the following words : 
"No refugees or displaced persons who have 

freely expressed their desire not to be repatri
ated shall be compelled to return to their country 
of origin." 

168. Discriminations practised by cer• 
t,!l.iu States against immigrant 

· · labour and in particular against 
labour recruited from the ranks 
of refugees: item proposed by the 
delegation of Poland 

The CHAIRMAN having opened the procedural 
debate on item 4 on the agenda, Mr. ALTMAN 
(Poland) said he was willing to withdraw his pro
posal if the Committee agreed that it should be 
placed on the agenda for the following session. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that it was the Gen
eral Assembly which had referred this item to the 
Third Committee, and only the Assembly could 
withdraw it. At the same time, there was no reason 
why the Polish delegation should not ask that the 
item should be placed on the provisional agenda 
for the following session. 

The Chairman accordingly proposed the adop
tion of the following draft resolution: 

"The General Assembly, 
"Considering the statement made by the Polish 

delegation to the effect that it wishes to postpone 
examination of the item to the fourth regular ses
sion of the General Assembly, 

"Withdraws from the agenda of its third regu
lar session the item entitled: Discriminations prac
tised by certain States against immigrating labour, 
and in particular against labour recruited from the 
ranks of refugees." 

That draft resolution u.,as adopted unani11wusly. 

M. PITTALUGA (Uruguay) accepte de retirer les 
paragraphes 2 et 3 de son texte, mais insiste pour 
que le paragraphe 1 soit mis aux voix. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que ce paragraphe 
demande la modification d'un texte deja adopte 
par l'Assemblee generate. C'est la une procedure 
inusitee. 

Il propose au representant de l'Uruguay que 
l'on consigne dans le compte rendu le desir exprime 
par sa delegation. 

M. PITTALUGA (Uruguay) accepte cette sug
gestion. 

La delegation de l'Uruguay estime qu'il con
viendrait d'amender la resolution 8 (I) adoptee 
par I' Assemblee generale le 12 fevrier 1946 en 
remplac;ant, a l'alinea ii) de son paragraphe C)' 
les mots: 

"Aucun refugie OU personne deplacee qui, en 
toute liberte, aura finalement et definitivement, et 
apres avoir eu pleinement connaissance de la situa
tion et des renseignemeuts fournis par le gouver
nement de son pays d'origine, fait valoir des rai
sons satisfaisantes pour ne pas retourner dans son 
pays, pourvu qu'il ne tombe pas sous le coup des 
dispositions enoncees au paragraphed) ci-dessous, 
ne sera contraint de retourner dans son pays d'ori
gine." 
par les mots : 

"Aucun refugie OU "personne deplacee" qui a 
librement exprime son desir de n'etre pas rapatrie 
ne sera contraint de retourner dans son pays d'ori
gine." 

168. Mesures discriminatoires prises 
par certains Etats contre la main• 
d'oeuvre immigree, et notamment 
contre la main-d'oeuvre recrutee 
parmi les refugies: point propose 
par la delegation de la Pologne 

Le PRESIDENT, ayant ouvert le debat de proce
dure sur le point 4 de l'ordre du jour, M. ALTMAN 
( Pologne) accepte de retirer sa proposition si la 
Commission est d'accord pour en proposer l'ins
cription a l'ordre du jour de la prochaine session. 

Le PRESIDENT fait observer que c'est l'Assem
blee generale qui a renvoye ce point a la Troisieme 
Commission: elle seule done peut le retirer. D'au
tre part, rien ne s'oppose ace que la delegation de 
la Pologne demande !'inscription de ce point a 
l'ordre du jour provisoire de la prochaine session. 

Le President propose done d'adopter le projet 
de resolution suivant: 

"L' Asseniblee generate, 
"C onsiderant la declaration faite par la delega

tion polonaise exprimant son desir de remettre a 
la quatrieme session ordinaire de l'Assemblee gene
rale I' examen de ce point, 

"Retire de l'ordre du jour de sa troisieme ses
sion ordinaire le point intitule : Mesures discrimi
natoires prises par certains Etats contre la main
d'c:euvre immigree, et notamment contre la main
d'<euvre recrutee parmi les refugies." 

A l'imanimite, ce projet de resolution est adopte. 
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169. Refugees and displaced persons 
(conclusion) 

REPATRIATION, RESETTLEMENT AND IMMIGRATION 
OF REFUGEES AND DISPLACED PERSONS: REPORT 
OF THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL (E/816 
AND A/C.3/375) (conclusion) 

The CHAIRMAN called for a discussion of the 
following draft resolution, which replaced the 
joint draft (A/C. 3/403): 

"The General Assembly 
"Takes note of the report of the Secretary-Gen

eral, drawn up in consultation with the Interna
tional Refugee Organization, on the repatriation, 
resettlement and immigration of refugees and dis
placed persons." 

Mr. CORLEY SMITH (United Kingdom) having 
asked how the IRO's report would be brought to 
the General Assembly's notice, the CHAIRMAN ex
plained that as the IRO made an annual report to 
the Economic and Social Council, the latter would 
include in its annual report to the General Assem
bly the information which was supplied. The ques
tion would thus be automatically referred to the 
General Assembly. 

l\Ir. Pf,PEZ PEROZO (Venezuela) suggested that, 
for the sake of precision, the symbol numbers of 
the document concerned, E/816 and A/C. 3/375, 
should be inserted in the text of the draft resolu
tion. 

It was so agreed. 

The CHAIRMAN put the draft resolution to the 
vote. 

The draft resolution ·was adopted by 27 votes to 
5, ·with one abstention. 

Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
thanked the Chairman, the Rapporteur and the 
Secretariat for their work during the session, and 
particularly the Chairman for the amiability and 
tact with which he had conducted discussions often 
of a delicate nature. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee had 
covered the whole of its agenda. 

He thanked the members for their patience and 
the spirit of co-operation which they had shown, 
and the Assistant Secretary-General in charge of 
the Department of Social Affairs for his collabora
tion with the Committee during this particularly 
busy session. 

He particularly congratulated the Secretary of 
the Committee, the interpreters, the precis-writers 
and other members of the Secretariat whose hard 
work had seen them through all their difficulties. 

Finally, he thanked the three successive Vice
Chairmen and the Rapporteur for their collabora
tion. 

The meeting rose at 2.10 a.m. 

169. Refugies et personnes deplacees 
(fin) 

RAPATRIEMENT, REINSTALLATION ET IMMIGRA
TION DES REFUGif:s ET DES PERSONNES DEPLA
CEES: RAPPORT DU CoNSEIL ECONOMIQUE ET 
SOCIAL (E/816 ET A/C.3/375) (fin) 

Le PRJ'.:srnENT met en discussion le projet de 
resolution suivant, qui remplace le projet commun 
(A/C.3/403): 

"L' Asseinblee generate 
"Frend acte du rapport du Secretaire general, 

etabli en consultation avec !'Organisation inter
nationale pour les refugies, sur le rapatriement, la 
reinstallation et !'immigration des refugies et per
sonnes deplacees." 

M. CORLEY SMITH (Royaume-Uni) ayant de
mande de quelle fa<;on l'Assemblee generale 
serait saisie du rapport de l'OIR, le PRESIDENT 
explique que l'O IR faisant rapport annuellement 
au Conseil economique et social, celui-ci mention
nera dans son rapport annuel a l' Assemblee gene
rale Ies renseignements fournis. La question sera 
ainsi automatiquement transmise a 1' Assemblee 
generale. 

Dans un souci de precision, M. PEREZ PEROZO 
(Venezuela) propose d'inserer clans le texte du 
projet de resolution la cote du document qui y est 
mentionne, soit E/816 et A/C3./375. 

Il en est ainsi decide. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le projet de resolu
tion. 

Par 27 voix contre 5, avec une abstention, le 
projet de resolution est adopte. 

Mme ROOSEVELT (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) re
mercie le President, le Rapporteur et le Secretariat 
des efforts qu'ils ont fournis pendant cette session, 
mais surtout le President pour l'amabilite et le tact 
avec lesquels il a mene des debats souvent delicats. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la Commission a 
epuise son ordre du jour. 

I1 remercie les membres de la Commission de 
la patience et de !'esprit de cooperation dont ils 
ont fait preuve, et le Secretaire general adjoint 
charge du Departement des questions sociales de 
la collaboration qu'il a accordee a la Commission 
en cette session particulierement chargee. 

II felicite tout specialement le Secretaire de la 
Commission, Jes interpretes, les redacteurs de 
seance et les autres membres du Secretariat dont 
le travail assidu est venu a bout de toutes les dif
ficultes. 

Enfin, il remercie les trois Vice-Presidents qui 
se sont succede et le Rapporteur de la collabora
tion qu'ils lui ont apportee. 

La seance est levee a 2 h. 10. 




