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DEAFT INTEENATIONAL COVENANT ON BUMAN EIGHTS (AÎ INEXES I AND I I OF TEE EEPOET OF 
THE FIFTH SESSION OF THE COI#IISSION ON HUMAN EIGHTS, DOCUMENT E/1371) (continued) 

A r t i c l e 17 (E/CN.i^/365, E/CN.Ít/353/Add.lO, E/CN.1|/360, E/CN.Íf/360/Corr.l, 
E / C N . I ^ A I5, E / m . k / k 2 k , E / C N . V ^ 3 2 , E/CN.l*A33Aiev.l, E/CN .V^ЗЗ^ev.2, 

E / m . k / k 3 h ) (continued) 

1, Mr. WHITLAM (Australia) said that the general discussion on 
a r t i c l e 17 had c l a r i f i e d the si t u a t i o n to a considerable extent, but at the same 
time i t had l e f t certain grounds f o r anxiety. 

/ 2 . In h i s 
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2* III ̂ i s f i r s t speech, he had expressed the hope that the delegations 
which had submitted draft texts would speedily succeed i n reconciling t h e i r points 
of view and presenting a single t e x t . I t seemed, however, that f a r from drawing 
closer together, t h e i r positions had c r y s t a l l i z e d and that f i n a l l y , the Commission 
would be cal l e d upon to make a choice among the various proposals before i t . In 
that eventuality, the Australian delegation's preference would go to the text 
proposed by the United Kingdom delegation. 

3. Explplning the reasons f o r that preforence, he recaxied ев an eу ample 
that on the previous day he had commented on the phrase "by duly licensed v i s u a l 
or auditory devices", end suggested thet I t was undesirable t h r t i n a gensral con­
vention such PS i t wea t h e i r Intention to draw up, such doteiled provisions should 
be included. However, none cf the other texts proposed would seem to make adequate 
provision f o r the spec i a l p o s i t i o n of bróedcaating i n A u s t r a l i a end i n the United 
Kingdom. Wireless communication i n Austral!)? wrs subject to a system of licensin/ 
f r e e l y accepted i n the general Interest, The Australian peoplo were unanimous i n 
believing that such a system guaranteed them ordorod freedom'in respect of the 
dissominetlon of information end were ettached to i t . 

.r. Furth.r, i n paragraph 2 of the United Kingdom text, there was a refererct 
to the duties and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s which the exercise of the freedoms set f o r t h In 
a r t i c l e 17 carried with i t . He believed that Buch a reminder was absolutely nec­
essary at a time when i t seemed increasingly d i f f i c u l t to draw a dividing l i n e 
between l i b e r t y and licence. A u s t r a l i a , l i k e alx ¿enocratic countries, was 
opposed to censorship. However, i t wished to be able to exercise 'ohe freedom 
which i t sought within the framework of an ordered society, conscious of i t s 
duties and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s . 
5. Paragraph 2 of the United Kingdom text had yet another merit i n the eyes 
of the Australian delegation. One of the most cTten-riic-uijiied oiec'tions that had 
arisen in. connexion with each a r t i c l e of tha c-'y;'-. mr/- la tvo.T. -.Г'̂д 'Khe'fher the 
Commissio-^, should be content with a general as-:Inrt/'-ica vf prii,\civl9 or whether 
the excep•̂ .iэn£ v?-.ic:h ought to be establishad 'i.n co'.an-i::lcn w".b.o езха r i g h t should 
be ey*',.-•:.,.] In general, the Australian dói¿;:?.t:.on h\ú o-^t^-O. fo:-r the f i r s t 
solution; neveri:,heJ.ess, i t helioveci 'f.h&t ç-rtlo le 'v;');.--¡;'i d.'3t",lt wii}h freedom 
of Informati.on, should be regarded from a sl:i.g;r';."ly c-li'feieTi'", :^:4_JЛ^. The 
General Assembly had already studied the question of freeao^i o"'' i " s f o r a t i o n and 
had agreed on the necessity of establishing an interua^ional convention 

vvoj. +^г,-<л T+r. rrrtrV had лot vet been crowned with achievement 
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and the Anstralian delegation f o r i t s pai't was doubtful whether the Assembly . 
would reach a positive restât at i t s next session. . In the circumstances,'it 
would appear that i t was the Commission's duty to adopt a very f i r m stand with 
regard to the problem of l i m i t a t i o n s i n respect of a r t i c l e 17. The resolution 
adopted by the General Assembly at i t s fourth session i n fact directed the 
Commission to Include In the covenant on human rights a provision regarding 
freedom of Infoiination which would be adequate and which would at the same time 
take into accoimt the work already done i n that f i e l d by the 19^8 Conference 
and the Third Committee. The Australian delegation f e l t that the United Kingdom 
text complied with the Commission's twofold instructions most clos e l y and , 
concisely and would vote In favoixc of i t . 
5^ F i n a l l y , the United Kingdom proposed a t h i r d paragraph which answered 
exactly to the situation i n A u s t r a l i a : that country too was suffering from the 
d o l l a r shortage which seemed to a f f l i c t a largo part of the world. The problem 
was r e a l and i t was hard to say when i t would come to an end. Tho A u s t r a l i a n 
delegation did not i n s i s t on the Uhited Kingdom text b-it I t would agree to 
another text only i f i t could be shown that the wording was calculated to a l l a y 
i t s anxieties In that respect. In tho circmstances, however, i t s 

o n l y co^e© was to vote f o r paragraph 3 of the United Kingdom text, 

7. Mr. RAMADAN (Egypt) said that he f e l t somewhat g u i l t y i n what he was 
about to say, f o r he proposed to discuss the prerogatives of the press. 

6, Information was considered the best means of fostering understanding 
between peoples. I t was deemed Indispensable to the establishment and maintenance 
of peaceful and f r i e n d l y relations between nations and peoples. The Important 
nart played by Information on both national and the international levels had 
brought out the necessity of finding requisite ways and means to consolidate i t s 
advantages and to offset the consequences of possible errors. That had given 
r i s e to the concept of the r i g h t to reply, the value and usefulness of which 
could not be underestlaiated. I f a State believed that f a l s e or distorted 
Information, p r e j u d i c i a l to i t s relations with other coimtrles, had been 
transmitted from one country to another or disseminated abroad. I t had the 
r i g h t to send an o f f i c i a l statement to the State where that information had been 

/published, 
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published, which the latter'would have to disseminate through the usual media and 
according to the procediire customary for the publication of news about intei--
national a f f a i r s . 
9. ^'Ibile i t v.'as regrettable that i t had not proved possible immediately to 
establish on an international l e v e l penalties f o r the publication of false or 
distorted information, there could at least be no doubt that the right of correc­
tion' v.'as a perfectly adeqvia,te means of counteracting the excesses to which un-

" controlled freedom of the press might lead. I t was the desire to check such 
аЬгшее which had led the Egyptian delegation to introduce an amendment c a l l i n g 
f o r the addition of the following paragraph to a r t i c l e 17: 

"Any offence committed through the press against the person of a 
sovereign or head of state of a foreign country and l i l r e l y to impair the 
frie n d l y relations e x i s t i n g betvreen States s h a l l also be l i a b l e to 
•penal'fcy." (E/CT.lt-A3i^). 

10. Tliat amend.ment was a reply to the campaign v;hlch had been conducted 
for some time past by certain United Statefj Journalists aga-Jnst his coimtry. The 
campaign had taken on a very wide v.?r'jety of foras and had beenoDUched i n termfl 
showing utter disregard f o r that international courtesy p.i-evailing among coun"tries 
which, from the e a r l i e s t times, hod maintained the most fr i e n d l y relations and 
whose frequent int'orcoiu:se i n the c u l t u r a l and a r t i s t i c spheres had continually 
strengthened those bonds. As the right to reply did not exist i n the United Stetes 
every effort, to have n correction published i n the magazine or e d i t o r i a l s which 
had published or spread the defamatory information had been useless. 
11. The Egyptian representativo recognized the l i b e r a l t r a d i t i o n of the 
United States тзгеэе. nevertheless, vrhen a "oress campaign s i m i l a r to that to 
which he had Just referred threatened to impair f r i e n d l y relations between two 
State!3 i t was necessary to add a provision to international law in, order to 
prevent such abusée. 
12. The Egyptian amendment reproduced the text .of an a r t i c l e of the Egyptian 
criminal code; i t was also to be found i n the French and Belgian criminal codes. 
13. •• Referring to the French proposal, -Mr. Eamadan said that he approved 
i t i n p r i n c i p l e b u t the terms used seemed to be too laconic. He would there­
fore have to abstain from voting on that proposal, and he would support the 
text of the United Kingdom., delegation. 

Ih. ' Mrs.'MEHTA (India) explained -bhe position of her delegation with 
regard to the various-amendments ' submitted. 

Д5. She thought 
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15. She thought the text of the f i r s t paragraph of the United States 
amendioent (E/CN.4/433/Rev,l) was satisfactory with the exception of the words 
"without governmental Interference". In her opinion, that text was preferable 
to the one appearing In the French amendment (Е/СЫ.4/365). The p r i n c i p l e of 
those two texts was the. same, but the concise text of the French amendment was 
out of tune with the text of the a r t i c l e s which had already been adopted. 
16. 

Passing to the examination of paragraph 2 , she repeated that she 
preferred the United Kingdom text (E/CN.4/365) which reproduced a r t i c l e 2 of the 
Geneva Convention. The Indian delegation had thought I t necessary to submit 
an amendment (E/CÏÏ.4/424) to that p.aragraph. I t seemed l o g i c a l that I f certain 
r e s t r i c t i o n s could be Imposed "In the Interests of national security", other 
r e s t r i c t i o n s might be necessary In the Interest of International security. That 
amendment took up, In a different form, the p r i n c i p l e s expressed i n a r t i c l e 21 , 
which the .Commission had not yet studied. 
17. She thought the amendment suggested by the Egyptian representative was 
unnecessary as the p r i n c i p l e i t contained had already been expressed i n the 
amendment submitted by India. 
18. Referring to the United Kingdom amendment, she pointed out that 
paragraph 3 ,which i t was suggested should be added, contained a provision 
which applied only to a temporary s i t u a t i o n and should not be Included i n a 
general International covenant. 
19. Miss SEISDER (International Confederation of Free Trade Unions) f e l t 
a growing concern about the l i m i t a t i o n s which the Commission kept introducing 
into the draft covenant. She was p a r t i c u l a r l y opposed to the repeated use of 
the expression "public order". I t should not be forgotten that the covenant on 
hxmian rig h t s was intended f o r those very countries i n which the righ t s the 
Commission was endeavouring to define were not respected. There was a r i s k 
that those countries might use so vague an expression to suit t h e i r own ends, 
and i t should therefore be rejected. 
20 . She shared the Indian representative's opinion with respect t o the 
United Kingdom amendment to paragraph 3, and pointed out that the measures 
l i s t e d i n that amendment were dictated by a temporary economic necessity and 
could not be likened to measures of censorship. 
2 1 . Tiurning to the various paragraphs of a r t i c l e 17 and the amendments to 
them, she said that paragraph 1 of the United States amendaient was sat i s f a c t o r y , 
but that she would prefer paragraph 2 to be drafted along the l i n e s of the United 
Kingdom amendment. ^^^^ 
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22. Mr. CMKG (China) suggeeted that, i n view of the number of proposals 
and amendjTients before i t , the Commission should adopt the procedure of making 
a separate study of a basic proposal, deciding whether i t required amendments 
and then voting on the amendments, 
23. Following his own suggestion, he would confine his comments to the 
text of the United States amendment (E/CN,it-/433/Rev,l), The f i r s t paragraph 
of that text was s a t i s f a c t o r y , but the words "of information and" should be 
inserted between the words "freedom" and "of expression" i n the f i r s t l i n e . 
Inasmuch as the Commission had been concerned for three years with the freedom 
of infonnation, mention of i t appeared indispensable. He also suggested that 
the words "without governmental interference" should be voted on separately, 
and that, f o r reasons of form, i t would be better to гер]лсв the word "by" 
before "any other media" by the word "through". 
2h. He was opposed to the words "This r i g h t " at the beginning of 
paragraph 2 , Reference to paragraph 1 showod that the r i g h t i n question 
included "freedom to hold opinions, to seek, r Q c e b r e and impart information 
and ideas", The r i g h t to express opinions and the freedom to seek and receive 
information could not be subject to "such li m i t a t i o n s as are provided by law", 
which could apply only to the r i g h t to Impart information. Ho therefore 
suggested that the f i r s t l i n e of paragraph 2 might be re-drafted to read: 
"The ri;i,ht to impart information and ideas s l m l l bo subject onlj',..". He 
also surjoOsted that the words "for the protection of"before "national security" 
should DO repDjiced Ъу " i n the interest of", and that the words " f o r the 
protection of" should be inserted before the phrase, "the r i g h t s , reputation 
or freedom of other persons", 
23. He explained that he had asked f o r a separate vote on tho words 
"without govai-nmental interference" because he considered them dangerous i n 
that they mi'iht open tlie door to many abuses. There would, i n any case, be 
govemmontal interference as only Governments could impose the l i m i t a t i o n s 
mentioned i n paragraph 2 . A r b i t r a r y interference, however, should be 
prevented and i f the Coironission so decided, i t could stipulate i n paragraph 1 

that tho ri g h t to froedom of j.nformation and expression belonged to the 
in d i v i d u a l and that there could be no a r b i t r a r y interference on the part of 
the Government. 
26, The Commission шв engaged i n the study of an extremely broad 
subject; when futui'e conventions and protocols were being dravm up i t could 
return to the same questions and study them i n a more detailed •••".iainer. 

/ 2 7 . The СНАШад, 
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2 1 . The CBAIEMAN, speaking as the United States representative, accepted 
the amendcients proposed hy the Chinese representative to paragraph 1 of the 
United States text. She would hoxrever prefer to keep the beginning of the 
second p.aragi'aph i n i t s present form, and to delete the words "to hold 
opinions" i n paragraph 1. She was -írllling to accept the substitution of the 
words " i n the interests of" f o r the term "for the protection of". 
28. ¥ith regard to the words "to be free from governmental interference", 
tho p r i n c i p a l source of interference was censorship enforced by the State, 
The words "to be free from govommental interference" must therefore be 
rete.ined i n a r t i c l e 17;' they provided the necessary protection f o r freedom 
of Information. 

29. Miss ПОЧТЕ (United Kingdom) thought that i t was necessary to keep 
the reference to the r i g h t to freedom of opinion i n pamgraph 1 and would 
prefer the Chinese text to tl i a t propoaed by tho Uni tod States representative, 

30. Mr. KYEOU (Greece) approved tho Chinese amendments on the whole, 
but thought that the addition of the words "of information and" i n paragraph 1 

a f t e r the word "freedom" would ovex-burden the t e x t . 

31. Mr. VAIENZUSIA (Chile) pointed out tliat the various proposals under 
discussion were i n no way di f f e r e n t i n substance. For i t s part, the 
Chilean delegation would prefer as a basic text that proposed by the French 
delegation. 
32. With X'-egord to the United States tex t , he objected to the inclusion 
•̂n ^^ara-roi.h 1 of the phrase "to be free from governmental interference" i n 
paragraph 1. The United States roprosentativ© had sho^m that those words 
vrero intended to f a c i l i t a t e protection against censorship and he thought 
that was a worthy aim. In order to c r i t i c i z e , however, tho Chilean delegation 
adopted a different standpoint. I t considered tliat the Commission should not 
allow i t s e l f to be influenced.by the tendency, a l l too common i n United Nations 
bodies, to set oovernmentft and people against each other and to regard 
bovernrnente as separate elements of the national community whose .sphere of 
a c t i v i t y i t ms es s e n t i a l to control and reduce. The Chilean delegation had 
almys opposed that tendency, feeling that i n every democratic country the 
govei-^maent emnatea from the people and was the expression of i t s c o l l e c t i v e 
w i l l . I t would therefore vote against the inclusion of that phrase i n 
a r t i c l e 17. ^3. Broachiní.-̂  
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33. . Broaching the question of the lim i t a t i o n s to he placed upon the 
freedoms proclaimed, he noted that the Yugoslav delegation was attempting to 
replace the idea of national security and puhlic order hy a sp e c i f i c reference 
to r a c i a l discrimination and incitement t o war. A l l the members of the 
Commission doubtless shared the aspirations of the Yugoslav representative, 
but they could not overlook the fact that the same clause had been o r i g i n a l l y 
submitted bir certain delegations inspired by p o l i t i c a l motives. The present 
intentions of the Yugoslav delegation were above reproach, but the text i t 
submitted was a l l too p a i n f u l l y reminiscent of the campaign of slander against 
the democratic Press, and the Chilean delegation did not wish to see i t 
adopted, 
34, He also feared that the United Kingdom text was too vaguo and 
f l e x i b l e ; national security could a c t u a l l y be put forward as a j u s t i f i c a t i o n 
f o r many abuses. In the absence of a more satisfactory proposal however, 
the Chilean delegation would accept the United Kingdom text, feeling that i t 
was essential to have some confidence i n the good f a i t h of the States which 
would si£pa the covenant. 
35, On the other hand, the Chilean delegation would vote against 
parar-raph 3 of the text proposed by the United Kingdom, f i r s t l y because i t 
referred to an exceptional case due to special circumstances which had no 
place i n the draft covenant, and secondily because the adoption of such a 
provision raight be interpreted as an encouragement to a l l countries In 
d i f f i c u l t i e s to balance t h e i r payments with the d o l l a r zone. 
36, № . Valenzuela understood the motives which had led the Egyptian 
representative to submit his amendment. But either the press was a 
government service, i n which case the government was responsible f o r v^hat 
was published, or the press waa a free enterprise, and journals' contributions 
could i n no way compromise relations between countries, A r t i c l e I7 appeared to 
af f i r m the p r i n c i p l e of a free and independent press; to adopt the Egyptian 
amendment would however, be equivalent to endorsing the pr i n c i p l e of 
censorship. For those reasons, the delegation of Chile could not support 
the Egyptian proposal. 

/31,Ыг. JEVPEMOVIC 
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37. .Mr. JEVRIMCWIC (Yugoslavia) expressed his gratitude to tho Chilean 
roproaentatlve for tlio l a t t o r ' s understanding of Yugoslavia's d i f f i c u l t s i t u a t i o n ; 

. hut he f e l t that the reproaentntlvo of Chile was mistaken i n thinking that tho 
Yugoslav dolegntlon'o amondment had takon account only of Its own country's 
d i f f i c u l t i e s . The Yugoslav amondmont was hasod on a fundamental p r i n c i p l e 
and flowod from tiio dealro to provont any attempt to creato.conditions favourahle 
to a now world war. 

38; The CEAIRMATJ, speaking as the representative of the Iftiltod Stetos of 
America, said that althotigh tho Yugoslav amendment contained certain provisions 
intended to prevent the spread of false information, i t was nonotholoaa founded 
upon tho concept of a society Indoctrinated Ъу the .State, In which freedom of 
exprooslon was tolerated only i n со f a r as i t oervod the alms of tho party 
i n power. Tho emondinont was not hased upon tho generally accoptod concept of 
freedom of information, and the Uhitod States delegation could not, thoroforo, 
support I t . 

39. Mr, i'̂ KOUL (Lchanon) explained theit hla delegation opposed the Yugoslav 
amondmont Ъосаиво, I t f e l t that the words " i n tho Intorosts of domocraoy" wero 
amblguoUD and might givo rlüo to a l l manner of аЪипоа. 
1̂ 0. Aa regard the text proposed Ъу tiao tJhltod Kingdom, Mr. Azkoul said that 
notwithstanding tho sympathy o r i g i n a l l y f o l t Ъу hia delegation for that text, 
I t could not support I t for\a numbor of reasons. F i r s t of a l l , tho Lohanoso 
delegation f o l t conslderciblo apprehension regarding tho Australian representa­
tive'a contention that i f nood Ъе, that text oould serve to roplaco a convention 
on froodom of information and of the press, m tho second place, a close exami­
nation rovoalod tho f a c t that t h e text contained certain detalla which dlminlGhod 
Ito vnluo and oven rendered I t dangerous. For example, the United Kingdom had 
suhatitutod for the idea of "public ordor", that of "disorder". But the 
oxprosoion "public order" was a well-kno\m and accoptod phrase which coxild bo 
c l o a r l y doflnod, whoroaa tho word "disorder" had no proclso l o g a l meaning. 
S i m i l a r l y , Mr. Azkoul objected to tho exprooslon "crime", since unless i t 
woro provloualy dotorminod what acts tihould be cousldorod In that category, 
tho Statu was l o f t froo to designate cny act аз criminal. F i n a l l y , tho represen­
tat i v o of Lebanon opposed the oxpresslons "Information rccelvod In conf1donee" 
and "authority ,., of tho Judiciary", Onco again, the former l o f t oxcooslve 
power to tho Stato and tho l a t t o r would permit tho I n s t i t u t i o n of I l l e g a l 
consorohlp, Д , . 

A l . Mr. Azkoul 
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hi. Mr. Azkoul thought the only Intorestlng Idoa which mcrltod rotontlon 
In paragraph 2 of tlio Unltod Kingdom text was that to l i m i t freedom of Information 
In order to aafoguard "tho i m p a r t i a l i t y of the Judiciary". For the roat, tho 
United Kingdom delegation had attempted to reproduce the toxt adopted Ъу tho 
Conforonco on Freedom of ]ïiformatl.on and of tJie Press, whllo destroying i t s 
fjuhatonce. 
42. The United States proposal was almost j d o n t i c a l to tho Fronch proposal 
except for tho roferonoo to govornmontal Intorforonoo, He did not aoo why 
froodom of information should ho ensured protection only against govornmontal 
Interforenco. m many countrieu, prlva.to interference from groups of individuals 
waa more to ho feared than govornmontal Intorforenoe. His delegation would 
therefore l i k e reference to he mado to private Intorforence, 
43. As to tho Egyptian amendment, ho sai d i t must ovolco some sympathy 
when the tondentloua Information csx Middlo Eaatomcountries puhliahod hy certain 
©lemonts of tho western Press was romomborcd. He would therefore ho Inclinod to 
support that amendmont i f i t wore not for tho fact that he thought the Indian 
amendment adequately f u l f i l l e d the aim of the Egyptian reprcsontativo. In 
order to uomhino tho t\7o amendments ho proposed tho addition, at tho ond of 
the second paragraph of the Unltod States text, of tho words "or fr i e n d l y 
relations hctweon nations", 

44. F i n a l l y , Mr. Azkoul said that i f the Commission wished to r e t a i n the 
idea of freedom of opinion, a r t i c l e 17 should, for greater c l a r i t y , he divided 
into three paragraphs, the f i r s t of which would begin hy the words "Every person 
s h a l l have the r i g h t to freedom of opinion", the second hy the words "Every 
person s h a l l have the r i g h t to seek, receive and Impart information...", and 
thé t h i r d Ъу the words "The r i g h t stated In paragraph 2 may be subject to 
r e s t r i c t i o n s but only with regard to...". 

45. Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) i n reply to the remarks of the Lebanese 
representative, said that the text proposed by the United Kingdom delegation 
was i n no way intended to replace a convention on freedom of Information. The 
United Kingdom delegation had merely drawn up the draft of an a r t i c l e on the basis 
of discussions which had already taken place, and i t had reproduced almost word 
for word the text of a r t i c l e 2 of the draft convention adopted by the Third 
Committee, except for the reference to "the authority of the Judiciary", which 
replaced the reference to "the f a i r administration of Justice". 

A6.The CHAIRRAI, 



,Цб,, The CHAIRM/Uír, speaJcing as the re rares en tat 1 ve of the United States of 
America,„submitted a new.text which she proposed for a r t i c l e 1? (É/CN.ifA33/Bev.2) 
and.whloh embodied most of the suggestions made by the Chinese représentative. 
The United States delegation regretted that I t was unable to accept the 
Indian amendment. I t was not unaware of the s i t u a t i o n e x i s t i n g i n certain " 
countries and i t understood that there were cases where limit a t i o n s of the typo 
v i s u a l i z e d by the Indian amerdment were f u l l y J u s t i f i e d . But the f i r s t duty . 
of the OorcmlDslon was to protect freodom of Information and i t would not be 
able to do so i f I t had to take into account a l l the problems which nowadays 
must be faced by Govemmenta. I t shoiild not be forgotten that most of those 
d i f f i c u l t i e s were temporary, whereas the covenant was to be a l a s t i n g thing. 
The coveneuat would, bos I d e a i n c l u d e a general l i m i t a t i v e clause which shoxild 
be s u f f i c i e n t , to a l l a y a l l anxiety In that f i e l d . 
1̂ 7. She did not think the Egyptian amendment should, be retained, for i t s 
r e s u l t would be to prohibit a l l legitimate c r i t i c i s m of Heads of State, which was 
contrary to democratic p r i n c i p l e s . 
kS. Proceeding, then to answer the representative of Chile, she pointed out 
that censorship, for example, was Imposed by the Government but borne by the 
people, i n democratic ootmtrles, the problem did not ar i s e . The case of 
t o t a l i t a r i a n regimes must, however, be provided for and a guarantee should be 
Included i n a r t i c l e 17 against possible State action against media of Information 
when i t was to tlie State's Interest to suppress freedom of the press. 

k 9 . Mr. CRDOïïKEAU (France) agreed that I t was d i f f i c u l t to take a vote when 
there waa no basic text. When- thei'e wore аетв'т! *;e2te eaoh of vnloh ra-'.eb.t be 
taken as a basic text, tho generally accoptod Cï̂ lterlon for distinguishing 
between them was the order In which they had been submitted. The Commission 
should therefor© decide f i r s t whether I t would apply that c r i t e r i o n or whether 
on the contrary I t would select the text which i t considered most l i k e l y to 
f a c i l i t a t e i t o voting procedure. 
5 0 , He personally f e l t that both those methods were acceptable. 
Hovertheless, I f the Càamissîon decided In favour of tho pr i n c i p l e of the 
ordor i n which the texts had been submitted, he would be obliged to maintain 

/that the 



Е/СПД/ЗВ,1бЗ 
Page 13 

that the French t e r t undouhtedly took chronological precedence, f o r i t \r&8 
hased on the origina .1 proposal suhmltted hy the French reprosontdtive to the 
Drafting Committee i n Geneva i n 1949. 

51. At the same time, he vas ready to agree to the Chinese representative's 
suggestion and to adopt the tJhited States text as the haslc t e y t j he reserved 
the r i g h t , however, to present amendments to that text r e f l e c t i n g the French 
viewpoint on the question. 

52. Mr. CHANG (China) formall;''- asked the Commission to adopt document 
E/CN.4/433/Rev.2 as the haslc toyt. 

That proposal was adopted hy 12 votes to none, with 1 ahstentlon. 

53- Mr. NISOT (Belgium) requested that when the revised version of the 
American text was put to the vote, a separate vote should he taken on the words 
"without government interference", which he would vote against, and also on the , 
words "freedom of opinion" which the Belgian delegation did not wish to see 
Included without explanations In the hody of a r t i c l e 1?, as thinking as w e l l as 
breathing was a function of the human hody and the law could not impair I t . 

54. Mr. OEDONNEAII (France), supported hy Miss B0V7IE (United Kingdom), 
suggested that the voting should he postponed u n t i l the following meeting and 
that the Commission should adjourn immediately In order to enable representatives 
to draft t h e i r amendments to the basic text which had Just been chosen. 

I t was 30 decided unanimously. 

Tlie meeting rose at 4.^3 p.m. 

2/5 a.m. 




