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DRAFT IKTEENATIOHAL COVENAUT ON ЕШАК EIGHTS (ANKEJCES I AND I I THE REPORT OP 
TEE FIFTH SESSiœ QF THE C0MI4ISSI0N OH HUMAN RIGHTS,DOCUMENT E/1371) (continued) 
FreodoLu of Infomation; Joint draft resolution autciitted by E^gpt, Frangé, 
India and Lebanon (Е М Л А З 9 , E/CN.U/439/Corr.l); United States amendment 
to the Joint draft resolution (Е/'СНЛА1;2) 

1» The CHAIRMAN in v i t e d the Commission on Human Rights to consider the 
Joint draft resolution eubmitted by Egypt, France, India and Lebanon (E/CN,4/^39, 

Е/СИЛА39/СОГГ.1). 
2» Tho Chairman,speaking as the representative of the United States of 
America, f e l t that the Ccaraaiesion had not to take any action with respect t o the 
draft convention on freedom of information which was on the pro v i s i o n a l agenda 
of the f i f t h session of the General Assembly, The Commission had not considered 
the draft convention and waa not i n a po s i t i o n to pass Judgaeat upon i t . 
3» The a r t i c l e s of the draft convention could be found i n document 
E/CN.U/s^b.l/lOo. I f the Commission were to undertake a revi s i o n of the draft 
convention, i t should proceed to discuss i t a r t i c l e by a r t i e l e . I t would do 
better to complete i t s study of the draft international covenant on human r i g h t s . 

tha question of 
The Genei'al Assembly would, i n any event, consider/the draft convention on 
freedom of information and the Commission had not been requested to give i t s views 
on that draft convention. In the absence of such a request, a l l the Commission 
could do was to proceed with i t a work on the draft international covenant on 
human r i g h t s . 
h. Furthermore, proposals s i m i l a r to those before the Commission had already 
been defeated i n the Economic and So c i a l Council and the General Assembly. On 
20 October 194>, the representative of Lebanon had proposed that tho General 
Assembly should express i t a intention to complete i t s consideration of the f i n a l 
text of the draft convention at i t s f i f t h regular session. That proposal had 
been rejected by 26 votes t o 17, with 9 abstentions. The General Assembly had, 
however, thoroughly considered f i v e a r t i c l e s of the draft convention. On 
15 February 1950 the Economic and S o c i a l Commission, f o r i t c part, had refused 

/to irecommend 
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to. re.oofflinend to the General Assemhly that I t ehoixld complete consideration of, 
the ,draft convention at i t s f i f t h session. The Council had f e l t that i t was 
not i n a pooition to make a recommendation aa i t had not had the time to con-
elder i n d e t a i l the a r t i c l e s of the draft convention, 
5» Such were the reasons f o r which the Commission on Human Rights should ' 
r e j e c t the draft resolution before i t . A r t i c l e I7 of the draft i n t e r n a t i o m l 
covenant'on human righ t s must i n no way be construed as prejudging the 
General Assembly's decision with respect to the dr a f t convention on freedom of 
infonnation, Juat i n case tho Commission were to r e t a i n the Joint draft 
resolution by Egypt, Eranôe, India and Lebanon, the United States deleita t i o n 
had, therefore, submitted an amendment (^>/Cia»k/hk2) to i t which suggested that 
the l a s t paragraph of the Joint d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n should be replaced by a text 
which made i t clear that the Commission had no intention of prejudging, i n any 
way the decision to be taken by the General Assembly as to whether or not the 
drafting of'a convention on freedom of information was desirable, 
6, ' In the opiilion of the United States delegation, i t таа useless f o r 
the Commission to take any decision on the matter. 

7 , Mr. MALЖ (Lebanon) observed with surprise that the United States 
representative had submitted her amendment before the authors of the draft 
resolution had had any opportunity of submitting t h e i r text. He protested 
against that procedure, as being l i k e l y to influence the opinion of the 
Commission. 

&, The CE^IRMAN, apeakij^?, as the representative of the United States of 
America, apologized f o r hs.ving inopportunely submitted her amondraent. She had 
been under the impresHlon that the authors of the draft resolution, had already 
submitted t h e i r proposal at the previous meeting when she had not Ъееп present, 

9. Mrs, MEHTA (India) observed that when the Commission had considered 
a r t i c l e 17 of the dr a f t Interriational covenant on human ri g h t s she had pointed 
out that i f the General Assembly were to consider the draft convention on 
freedMû of information, as. i t seemed to intend to do, i t was useless f o r the 
ComiTiission to adopt a very detailed a r t i c l e , as a text of a very general nature 
would апф1у suffice f o r the covenant. / Ю » The aim 
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10. The elm of the draft jresolution submitted to the Commission was to 
remind the General Assembly thet i t would be advisable to adopt a special 
convention on freedom of information rather than to keep to the broad general 
provisions of a r t i c l e 17. 

11. Mr. M6.LIK (Lebanon) pointed out thet under resolution 313 (IV) the 
General Assembly had requested the Commission "to include adequate provisions 
on freedom of information i n the d r a f t international covenant on human r i g h t s " . 
The question which faced the Commission was therefore to decide whether a r t i c l e 17 

of the draft covenant contained such provisions. I f only as a matter of 
courtesy, a subsidiary body must reply to such a inquest from the General Assembly. 
12. The word "adequate" was c e r t a i n l y somewhat ambiguous, as provisions 
which might be adequate f o r the covenant might not be so f o r the convention. He 
did not think that i t could reasombly be maintained that the provisions adopted 
by the Commission i n connexion v i t h a r t i c l e 17 of the covenant could be considered 
as adequate f o r a special convention on freedom of information. I t could not be 
said that the General Assembly had dissociated i t s e l f from the question; i t had 
simply referred the matter to the Commission so that the l a t t e r might include ?n 
a r t i c l e on freedom of information i n the covenant. In doing so, the Assembly 
had not given up the idea of adopting a convention. Nor oould i t be said that 
a r t i c l e 17 of the covenant took suitable account of a l l the elements of freedom 
of information; certain Commission members were not even sure that that a r t i c l e 
•vras adequate f o r the covenant, 
13. The United States representative had pointed out that the Economic and 
S o c i a l Council and the General Assembly had rejected certain proposals, but, said 
Mr, Malik, tibey bad rejected them and had referred the whole questicm t o the 
Commission because neither of them had wished to prejudge the question and. 
because they had desired f i r s t of a l l to have the Commission's opinion. The 
only conclusion which could be drawn from the General Assembly's decision was 
that the CommissitMi must study the question of freedom of information. 
Furthermore, i t was quite natural that a United Nations body which had begun 
the study of a problem should continue to interest i t s e l f i n the study of that 
problem. The Lebanese representative feared that the Human Rights Commission 
might lose prestige i f i t dissociated i t s e l f from the question of freedom of 
information, 

/ikJAre. Roosevelt 
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1̂ .̂ Mrs. Boosevelt had se i d that the Commiesion should consider the draft 
convention oh freedom of information a r t i c l e Ъу a r t i c l e i He douhted the 
v a l i d i t y of that argument and observed thiat two years ago th© Conialâëion had 
already taken e f i r s t decision without proceeding to a detailed study of the 
draft convtu/'.lon. 
15. Ab to the Joint d r a f t resolution now before the Commission, he observed 
that i n tiiat resolution there was no question of the convention studied i n 19̂ *9 

by the General Assembly but of the preparation of a special convention. The 
United States amendment would have the effect of preventing the Commission from 
taking a decision on the question. He thought, however, that by adopting the 
Joint draft resolution, the Commission would i n no way prejudge the General 
Assembly's opinion. I t was merely a question of placing on record that the 
provisions included i n a r t i c l e I7 of the covenant did not adequately take the 
place of a convention. He thought that that was the least that could be said 
i n the circumstances, 

16. Mr. ЕАМАтк (Egypt) recalled that i n February 191*6 the United States 
had proposed that the General Assembly should appoint a committee to study the 
problem of freedom of information and the measures required to guarantee that 
freedom, îhe Economic and S o c i a l Council had created the Sub-Commission on 
Freedom of Information and bad convened a conference which had met i n Geneva i n 
March and A p r i l 19^8. 

17. During i t s ccaisideration of the text of a r t i c l e I7 of the di«ft 
covenant, the Human Bights Commission had t r i e d to prepare a general text, 
leaving i t to the General Assembly to draft a special convention embodying a l l ' 
the guarantees and l i m i t a t i o n s . The represen'tatives of Yugoslavia, India and 
Egypt had submitted substantive amendments to a r t i c l e 17; they had shown that 
freedom of Infoioetion entailed heavy r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s . The Commission had 
f e l t that i t could riot take any decision on those amendments; Mr, Eamadan had 
therefore withdrawn the Egyptian amendment, ' reserving his r i g h t t o submit i t . 
subsequently to the General Assembly. 

1S« In the сijrcumstances, i t was absolutely necessary that the various 
draft s should be submitted to the Genere 1 Assembly and that that body should, 
adopt a s p e c i a l convention oh freedcm of infonnation. 

/19.Mr. CASSIN 
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19, Mr. CASSIN (France) pointed out that he had always shown an interest 
i n the general nature of the Coffimission's mandate. The Commission had begm to 
study the draft covenant i n 19^7 and the Drafting Committee entrusted with that 
study had already given thought to the problems raised by freedom Of Information. 
But the Conference on Freedom of Information had been s i t t i n g i n Geneva at the 
same time and the members of the Drafting Committee had thought i t preferable to 
await the end of that Conference. 
20, -'The Economic and S o c i a l Council and the General Assembly had been 
ca l l e d upon to consider the r e s u l t s of the Conference. At I t s fourth: session, 
the General Assembly had f e l t that the work of the Commission on Human Eights 
should not be paralyzed by a detailed discussion of the convention on freedom of 
information and had therefore given f u l l discretionary powers to the Commission. 
21, The French representative believed that the Commission's discussion of 
a r t i c l e 17 of the draft covenant vas e n t i r e l y i n l i n e with the work that the 
Commission must carry out. The question uow was to decide whether the Commission 
regarded the provisions of a r t i c l e 1? of the draft covenant as adequate to cover' 
a l l the problems raised by freedom of information. 
22, On that point, he observed that the Commission had shown i t s preference 
fo r a b r i e f text embodying broad p r i n c i p l e s but which neglected a number of very 
important questions. He had submitted an amendment on technical and economic 
questions, but that amendment had been rejected. He w i l l i n g l y deferred to the 
Coinmission's decision which had meant that the l a t t e r favoured l i m i t i n g 
a r t i c l e 17 to very general p r i n c i p l e s . He concluded, however, from that decision 
that other United Nations bodies would study the problem of freedom of information. 
In that s p i r i t hé had accepted the defeat of the French amendment and had himself 
voted against certain other amendments. 
23, • The r e s u l t was that a large number of problems connected with freedom 
of information no longer f e l l w ithin the competence of the Coèûnission, and i t 
was that fact which J u s t i f i e d the draft resolution proposed by Egypt, France, 
India and Lebanon, whereby the Commission shif t e d the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r dealing 
with a l l the problems which i t had not i t s e l f been able tb examine i n d e t a i l to 
the General Assembly, 

yfê ,. The. decision 
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2 k , ТЙе decífrió» taken by the. Çonanisslpn çn .that draft resolution would 
decide the part i t was to play i n the elaboration of human r i g h t s . The 
Commis^sion had prepared a Universal Declaration of Human,Ei^ts which did not 
have cOiÇjlete l e g a l value.. I t had then been Invited to prepare the internatidnal 
covetíafit'whlnh was ;the sxpress^on in. l e g a l terms of the Declaration on a l l points 
on^hlch'tho 2 ч Iter couldtbe gi^en mandatory f о he believed that i t 
was also necessary to provide detailed rules to govern certain r i g h t s and 
freedoms ; Including freedom-of information and the economic, s o c i a l and c u l t u r a l 
rights'.' 'The question: would constantly a r i s e , therefore, of what part the 
Comifeston.: on Human Bigb^ts was t<3 play i n the work of preparation and what part 
would be played by other organs of the United Nations. 
25, " In that •connexion, the representative of France quoted a passage from 
a i*eport on the covenant on. hvaaan r i g h t s submitted to the Executive Board of 
UNESCO on '17.February 1950 (19 EX/UU), where i t was said that i t was not 
impossible to reconcile the two methods of the covenant and of special i n t e r ­
national conventions: the covenant would set f o r t h the minimum essential' 
p r i n c i p l e s i n the form of imperative rules of law; i t would serve as the l e g a l 
foundation and source of l a t e r conventions. Such conventions would thus have 
behind them the authority and prestige of the covenant* He l a i d p a r t i c u l a r 
ômplmsts • caa the f o j l c w l n g paBssge of the report» 

"In t h i s way, the Declaration would enunciate the general 
p r i n c i p l e , the covenant wpvud express i t i n l e g a l terms with' 
mandatory force, and the convention would complete i t s implementation 
by laying down precise rules fçr i t s application." 

2 6 , ' So f a r , the Commission had de^lt only with r i g h t s and freedoms the 
implementation of which did not require special conventions or covenants. i f 
the G'oîDÉlssion decided to adopt the draft resolution submitted to i t , i t wo\íÍd 
protect i t s e l f - f r o m two opposing dangers: i t wotild not r i s k taking upon i t s e l f 
a super-h,uman task beyond, i t s powers, by claiming that no other organ could 
diWcuis-iB'^humap'rights,-e^nd^ on the other hand, i t would not give the impression 
of resigning from the f r a y as.it. would do by recognizing that as soon as there 
was a special conference on a p a r t i c u l a r r i g h t or freedom, i t disassociated 
i t s e l f from i t e n t i r e l y . The draft resolution submitted to the Commission 
prepared an intermediate solution avoiding both dangers and l a i d the foundations 
of a genuine p o l i c y f o r the Commission on Human Rights which could be applied i n 
a l l s i m i l a r cases. 

/fe7, Mr. KYEOU 
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27, Mr, KYEOU (Greece) said that he vas In f u l l agreement v i t h the p r i n c i ­
ples invoked by the Lebanese representative i n support of the j o i n t draft resolu­
t i o n , but that the same p r i n c i p l e s led him to an e n t i r e l y d ifferent conclusion, 
28, In the f i r s t place, he believed that i t had never been the intention 
of the Ganei'al Assembly or the Economic and S o c i a l Council to impose upon the 
Commission on Нгтап Bights, v i t h whose heavy programme of work they were 
acquainted, the task of submitting to them a draft convention on freedom of 
Information. The word "adequate", used i n General Assembly resolution 313 (IV), 
undoubtedly simply envisaged the inclu s i o n of an a r t i c l e of that kind i n the 
covenant on human r i g h t s . From that point of view, the Commission could be 
regarded as having f u l f i l l e d i t s mandate. 
29, Moreover, Mr. Malik had stressed the need not to prejudge the 
General Assembly's decision; but the amendment which he defended had pre c i s e l y 
that r e s u l t as i t contained a recommendation which was tantamount to an 
inst r u c t i o n and exprensed the opinion that the only means of ensuring freedom 
of information was to elaborate a convention. 
316, For the reasons just set f o r t h , the Greek delegation would be unable 
to vote f o r the j o i n t draft resolution and i t would give i t s support to the 
amendment submitted by the United States of America. 
31. He agreed with the Indian representative, however, that the Commission 
vae i n duty bound to Ijjform the Economic and Soc i a l Council that i t did not 
consider that a r t i c l e 17 of the.draft covenant was an adequate substitute f o r 
a convention. He reminded the Commission that he had taken i t xcpon himself 
during the debate to propose that a statement to that e f f e c t should be Included 
i n the records. 

32. Mr. SOEEIiSON (Denmark) sold that i n the absence of instructions from 
hi s Government he was speaking solely as a member of the Commission on Human 
Rights. His position on the problem under discussion would be guided s o l e l y by 
h i s anxiety to ensure the ef f e c t i v e protection of htiman r i g h t s . 
33. He agreed with the observations of the French representative and 
enphasized that everything pertaining to human rights came within the Cc»amlsslon's 
general terms of reference. I t was the duty of the Commission not only t o follow 
a l l work done i n that f i e l d but also to encourage the other organs of the United 
Eatlons i n t h o i r own e f f o r t s . The Commission was, therefore, f u l l y q u a l i f i e d 

/on those 
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on those grounds to,Iftform the General Aeèî tily I t s vlevs and to submit to 
i t whatever-feeommenaations i t deelnsd useful* 
3^. He himself would vote f o r the, Joint draft resolution, 'which,- i n h i s 
opinion, i n no way prejudged the decision of,the General ЛЕветпЪ1у. I t was t o he 
noted, furthermore, that that resolution a^d the United StK,tas amendment were 
not mutxially'exclusive; he would have voted f o r the l e t t e r i f i t had not been 
submitted 'as a substitution f o r the. Joint text.. 

35. Mr. JMREMOVK! (Yugosleivia) also said that he'would vote f o r the Joint 
draft resolution. In order to.avoid at>y sub̂ âîjv.-̂ t эЛгпга-'v)«3t©aiding,-'howevery 
he must explain that his vote i n favour of :.t .'5;̂ ,я-]Д not bo i at игрх'о tod aà 
meaning that the Yugoslav Government appraved the t e x t of the draft convention 
on which the, General Assembly would be p;ai,"i.ed upon^ to decide. The po s i t i o n of 
the Yugoslav 'delegation on^.that rafitter wag, woli l-novn:̂ . 
36, • Mr. 'JevremovlG thought nonetlieleas that the Assembly would have to ' 
take that problem under consideration, a,s i t was undeniable that general 
agreement 'on'a convention of that kind w^'^d not f a i l to contribute to'the 
establlsimient of f r i e n d l y relations лтопв, natlozas and to promote thé aims of 
the United Nations. He would therefore vote.ac^ainst the United States amendment, 

37» Mr, NISOT (Belgium) noted that a l l representatives were i n agreement 
i n stating thaf'the Commission i n drafting., a r t i c l e 17̂  had not intended t o 
prejudge any decision which tho General Assembly might take with regard' to'a 
convention on freedom of informatic^i; the United ^tates amendment said nothing 
to the contrary and btr, Nlsot said that he vould vote i n favour of that 
amendment, 

38, Mr. KY&OU (Greece), i n reply to the. remarks made by the representatives 
of Franèe and Denmark, acknowledged., that i t •̂таа Incumbent upon the Conaaission • 
on Human Rights t o give the Economic and S o c i a l Council and the General Assei¿bly' 
the benefit of i t s advlce"on a l l ma,tters pertaining to human r i g h t s ; he believed, 
however, that by submitting to them, the draft covenant prepared by i t , and moiie 
p a r t i c u l a r l y a r t i c l e 17; "the Gcmml sa ion would have ..discharged that obligation. 

./39. The Cffî IPMAN, 
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39. ТНе СашМАИ, Bpealclng. as the. representative ef the tftilted States of 
America, drew the OomaiBelon's attention to paragraph 2 <̂f reselútión 313(Î^)> 
which, expressed the General Asôembly's Intentims very e l e a r l y . ThA Joint draft 
resolution when c©nsld©r,ed i n the l i g h t «f that roeolutlon would be ôoèh to be-
net merely, superfluous but even undosirable, owing to thé if'áct that i t prejudged-
the subs©(3u©rit d'3.r;islon of the Assembly. I t was that to wbich the Unitçid States 
delegation "^¡.¿m,. pj.inclpally; opposed. 

h o , Mr. C A S S ( F r a n c e ) expresaea tne opinion mat wnat tno uenorax 
Aseembiy had meant by "adoquate provisions" were provisions which were adequate 
by reference to the covenant and not provisions vhicfe would deal exháiistívéíy 
with the problem ef freedom .of laf.srwatlan .as a arbole. 
!+l. The votes which the .Gojmaiasiîn had taken on the subject bore but that 
view. I t had deliberately confir;;jd a r t i c l e 17 to a statement of p r i n c i p l e s , 
considering that the regulation, properly speaking, of the exerciso of freedom 
of infomation should be dealt with i n a convention drawn up f o r that'particular 
purpose. 
42, The Commissien had a precise task t o f u l f i l . I f i t f a i l e d te 
indicate. I t s views on the safeguarding of freedom pf infonmtion, i t would betray 
the trust;which the General Assombly. bad placed i n i t . 

4 3 . Mr. CHAIIG (Cliina) traced the history of the draft convention on 
freodem -of-•.information and pointed eut that t h * world s i t u a t i o n had inevitably 
had i t s effect on the course of the united Nations' work. The Conferônco on 
Fr^dcan of Information had been convened i n Geneva i n 1948 i n aocordanc» v i t h 
a decision taken two years e a r l i e r . The Conference had drawn'up three draft 
cornent lens, which had been examined i n turn by the E c ^ e i d c and Sooial .Ccunoil 
and by the General Aaeeably. I t had not proved possible to adopt the t h i r d 
draft at the CouncilIs ninth session on account of the large number ef amenamente 
submitted at.a l a t e stage by ce r t a i n delegatione; It should be berne In mind 
that at that time poel.tlons bad hasd<ap«d. I t tb«refor(i seemed v i s e r to'allow ia 
certain period to elapse. The General Assembly had abstained from taking a 
f i n a l decision i n the mattecrj i t had preferred to refe r i t to the OeamiiMiidn en 
Human Rights and to ascertain the general l i n e e cf the a r t i c l e on freedom ef 

/iafe r n a t l e n 
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information to Ъе'included in-the coVemrit on human Hghte. Such vas the actual 
sit u a t i o n ; the Cofflmission had drafted aitlôlO' 17 fend vould submit i t to the 
General Assembl^^, whidh vould of cours© take the f i n a l decision i n the matter. 
hk. In a l l the circumstances, Mr. Chang f e l t that the time had borne to 
take a vote, Outlining his views on the two texts, before the tJbmmlbsion, he 
pointed out with reference to the Joint draft resolution that the ргерагаИоп of 
a convention was one means but not the only means of eiisuring freedom of 
information and proposed that the text should be amended accordingly. Where 
the United States amendment was concerned, the d e s i r a b i l i t y of preparing a 
convention on freedom of information had already, been recognized by the General 
Assembly four years e a r l i e r , Лае only decision i t was s t i l l required to take 
was related to the tœct of that convention. I t would therefore be preferable 
to usé the plarase "with respect to a special.convention". 

k5* Mr. CASSIN-(Б^апсе), Mr. RAMADAN (Efeypt), Mrs. МШТА (India) and ' 
Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) agreed to amend t h e i r Joint draft resolution on the l i n e s 
suggested by the representative of China. 

k 6 . The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of 
America, said that she preferred her delegation's amendment i n i t s o r i g i n a l 
f o m . She was, however, prepared to put the Chinese representative's proposal 
to the vote, i f he wished her to do -so, 
1^7, The Chairman put to the vote the United States amendment to replace" 
the t h i r d paragraph of the Joint draft resolution by the text i n 
document i;/CN.4/Ult-2, 

That amendment was rejected by 7 votes to 3, .wi.th 3 abstentions. 

k8, Mr. NISOT (Belgium) then submitted, on behalf of his delegation, a 
new amendment i d e n t i c a l to that of the United States except that the words 
"with respect to a special convention" were substituted f o r the words "with 
respect to the d e s i r a b i l i t y of drafting a special convention." 

That amendment was rejected by 7 votes to 51 with 2 absten-tions. 

Д9. Mr. KÏROU 
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4 9 . Mr, KYBOU (Greece) i n turn suTamitted a proposal that the text proposed 
by the Belgian,representative, which had not been accepted to replace the t h i r d 
paragraph, should be added at the end of the j o i n t draft resolution, 

50. Mr» MALIK (Lebanon), on a point of order, r e c a l l e d that, under rule 58 

of the rule.i of procedure, a f t e r the voting had commenced, no representative 
should interrupt the voting except on a point of order i n coimexion with the 
actual conduct of the voting. In the circumstances, the Belgian amendment was 
not admissible since i t had been submitted when the Commission vae about to vote 
on the j o i n t draft resolution. The Commission could not continue by now 
agreeing, i n flagrant v i o i a t i o n of the rules of procedure, to consider the 
Greek amendment, 

51. I'h:. HISOT (Belgium) thcu/^ht the Commission should not be excessively f o r ­
mal and that i t should admit thfa Greek amendment which was of a compromise 
nature, 

52. Mr. KYROU (Greece) said that every delegation-had, up to the l a s t 
moment, the r i g h t to submit any amendments i t considered necessary. 

53. The CBAIRMAN, while recognizing that there might be two opinions on 
the subject, pointed out that there were precedents i n Which amendments 
submitted at the l a s t minute had been considered. She therefore declared the 
Greek amendment i n order, 

514-. Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) protested against the Chairman's decision as being 
contrary to the formal provisions of the rules of procedure. In answer to the 
Belgian representative's remarks, he stated that no one could be less of a 
s t i c k l e r f o r r i g i d formality than he was provided the rules of f a i r Play were 
observed. But i t шв obvious that the Greek delegation was attempting to 
re-introduce, i n a different form, what the Commission had already rejected. 

/ 5 5 . Mr. CASSIN 
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55» Mr. CÀSSiN (France) eald thô ¡fMlee of .ргосеДш^ were not based s o l e l y 
on procedural considerations but also on considerations of substance. The 
Cornmiasion could not take a decision on, an amendment, submitted at'the l a s t 
minute, before discussing i t . He therefore proposed that i t should vote oh the 
Joint draft resolution and should then proceed tp a discussion of the Greek 
amendme'nt on which representatives had d i f f e r i n g viewpoints to express, 

56, -The CEAIRMAH indicated,tbat. i n her, opinion rule 58 of the rules of 
procedure applied to the moment when the voting was a c t u a l l y taking place. 
But when the Greek delegation had presented i t s amendment, voting on the Joint 
draft resolution had not yet begun. 

57, Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) stressed that, i n the normal course of events, any 
amendment to a' text should be discussed before the l a t t e r was put to the vote. 
He did not agree however with the Chalrmn when she said that the Commission had 
not yet begun to vote on the basic t e x t . Voting on that text had begun as soon 
as the United States amendment, which was an amendment to that text since i t vjas 
Intended to a l t e r i t s t h i r d pa3?agraph, had been put to the vote. I f the 
United States amendment had been adopted, the Joint draft resolution would, bf 
that very f a c t , have been amended; i t could not therefore be maintained that 
the voting had not been on the basic t e x t . 

58, Mr.' ORIBE (Uruguay) thought, l i k e Mr, Malik, that voting, on an 
amendment should precede voting on the basic text; a l l the more so since. In 
the case under discussion, the Greek delegation was proposing an addition which' 
was Incompatible with the basic draft r e s o l u t i o n , A decision should be taken 
therefore f i r s t on the Greek amendment and then on the,Joint draft resolution. 

59* Mr. MISOT (Belgium) appealed to the Lebanese represen-tatlve not to 
oppose, f o r formal considerations, an amendment which,was l i m i t e d to Indicating 
that the Commission did hot prejudge the Assembly.'s decision. 

/ 6 0 . The CHAIRMAN 
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60, Th© CBAIRf'IAM again stated that the Greek amendment was quite 
admissible since i t had Ъе©п eubmitt©d h©fore voting on th© jo i n t d m f t 
resoî.ution had actua-lly begun. 

61, îir, MALIK (Lebanon), without wishing to contest the Chairman's r u l i n g , 
s t i l l maintained that i t was i r r e g u l a r . 

62, Mr. CASSni (France) declared that from a s t r i c t l y l e g a l point of view 
the Lebanese representative was r i g h t . 

63, Mr. VALEKZUEIA (Chile) proposed tho adjournment of the meeting. 

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m. 

5/5 a.m. 




