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VISIT BY MRS, GONZALLZ VIDEIA, WIFE OF THE PRESIDENT OF CHILE

1. The CHAIRMAN welcomed Mrs. Gonzalez Videla, wife of the President of
Chile, on behalf of the Commission on Human Rights and expressed gratification

at her vigit and her interest in the work of the Commission.

2. Mrs. FIGUERCA (Chile} cxpressed appreciation of the welcome extended to
Mrs, Gonzalez Videla who shared in the concern of the President of Chile for the
promotion of human rights. The visit of the wife of the President of Chile to the
Commission constlituted a tribute to the noble work of its Chalrmen, Mrs. Roosevelt,
and a reverent tribute to the memory of Franklin Delano Roosevelt.

3 As a citizen of a country which not only respected but defended humen
rightes against totalitarian forces which threatened the very existence of democracy
Mrs. Gonzalez Videla symbolized Chile'as faith in the value of the work of the
Commission on Human Rights and the Chilean nation's firm belief that real peace
was dependent upon respect for the rights of the individual and that the inter-
national covenant on human rights would represent a substantial advance in the

achievement of a democratic world which was safe from the enemies of 1liberty.

DRAFT INTERNATIANAL COVENANT ON HUMAN RIGHTS (E/1371, E/CN..4/365, E/CN,L4/353/Addl0,
E/CN.4/415, B/cu.4/k15/Corr.1, B/CN,4/42k, E/CH.4/U32, E/CN.4/433, L/CN.4/b3k)
(continued)

Article 17 (continued)

b, The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of
America, recelled previous comments regarding the essential similerity emong the
French, United Kingdom and Unlted States proposals for Article 17. In deference

to requests that non-essential differences should be recbnciled, the

United States delegation had prepared a revised text of its proposal incorporating
as much as 1t could possible support of the forumlations proposed by the

United Kingdom and France {E/CN.4/433) and taking into account most of the points
raised by the representatives of Australia, Denmark, Indie and Lebanon,

S The first paragraph of the revised proposal accepted most of the language
of the corresponding paragraph of the United Kingdom text, the ouly meJjor differers:t
being the omission of the phrase "or by duly licensed visual or auditory devices",
That phrase was susceptible of completely arbitrary interpretation because it would

appear that with such language a government might deny license7 f%ﬁ a%y réason and
w ou
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without regard to the limitations set forth in the second paragreph. No standard
or teat was provided and, in the view of the United States delegrtion, such a
clause had uo place in an article on freedom of information. Moreover, as the
representative of Australia had,;ndiqqted;,the inclgsibn of such language wae
completely unneceseary to Justify the normal‘practice of contfolling'radib
frequencies through a licensing'system. No reaéonable interpretation‘of the
general limitaticns contalned in article 17 could exclude the licencing of
broadcasting facilities. o o | o

6. - The-only other changes which the United States suggested in the first
‘peregraph of, the Unibsd Kingdom proposal were almost entirely:qﬁééﬁions of style.
"Everyond' hal, been subsgtiltuted for ”everyvpersonf'to follow terminoiogy employed
in other artlcles. "Frsedom of thought" hed been_omitted because 1t was covered
by erticle 16 and repetition seemed unnecessary. The wofd ”seék” had been added
because the important. right to seek information, as distinguished ffom t@e passive
right to recelve information, seemed to have been omitted inadverteﬁtly from the
United Kingdom draft., Finally, the revised United States proposal suggestéd the
phrase "through epsoch, the press, art or any other mediae" to replace the

United Kingdom worling "either orally, in writing, Qf in print, 1h the fdrmvof
art". The more cumpact and expressive language oflfhe United States:pfdpoaai
seemed more appropriate for an article on freedcm of expression and had the
advantage of including specific mention of the classical components.of freedom
of expression. TR

Ts It was to be hoped that the representative of the United Kingdom would
not find it difficult to accept the first paragraph of the revised.United Staﬁes
text and that the representatives of India, Lebénop and Australia would be in a
position to support it. . N ' :  , | oL |

8. In paragraph 2 of 1ts revised proposal, the.United'S£ates ﬁéd’substituted
the phrase "the reputations or rights of 6pher persons" fbr 1ts previous wording
"rights and freedoms of others”. Trat addiﬁion, teken from both the Frenoh and
United Kingdom texts, seemed useful and appropriate In order to take care of
questians of 1libel and slander. | X |

9. Paragraph 2 in its revised form was Very similar to paragraph 3 of the
French proposal and included everytking in the French text except "in a democratic
gociety” and "respect for law". The French delegation was free to propose the

inclueion of "in & democratic socisty' as an smendment if it felt strongly on the

matter. The United States Government could not, however,support that phrase

because it was subject to varying interprevations and would introdu~s .ep_ &mbiguous
and unnecessary concept into the formula of general limitations previously employe.

in other articles of the covenant.
/10. The basic
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10. The basic differsnce bétween the French and the United States proposals
8til1l remained. The French‘delegation felt that the article on fréedom»of
information should not be limited to governmentel interference alone while the
United States believed that any atfempt to broaden the scope of the article
beyond governmental interference would involve serious complications and
difficulties. ‘
11, The United States could not support the phrase "respect for law"
which appeéred in the French text because in its view that expression was
equivalent to the United Kingdom wording "for the prevention of disorder or
crime” which might serve as an arbltrary basis for limiting freedom of irnforma-
tion. Governments would merely have to enact legislation designating any act
as a crime in order to be able to prohibilt or punish any expression relating to
that act. In®the abscnce of any possible test or standard to evaluate the
reascnableness of such a measure, the United States delegation deemed that
provision an improper and unreasonatle limitation for an article on freedom of
information.
12, The United States could not agree to the inclusion of the laat two
clauses of the second paragraph of the United Kingdom text because 1t consldered
that their content was already provided for in the general limitatlons which had
been included and because the last clause relating to the authority and impar-
tiality of the Judiciary was an unnecessarily broad and restrictive statement.
In the opinion of the United States delegation, the only proper elements in that
clause, the guarantee of a fair trial and the maintenance of order in the court-
room, were covered by the general limitations on public order and the rights of
other personsa,
13. Recalling the United States arguments against specific limitatione, she
reaffirmed the conviction that a general limitetlon paragraph in article 17 should
follow the same approach used in article 16 and under consideration for articles
18 and 19. The United States was more certailn than ever that it was neither
feasible nor desirable to attempt %o enumerate specific limitations. Action
by the Commission to list specific limitetions would almost certalnly lead the
General Assembly to add further limltations, If, however, the Ccmmission
presented & general limitation formula, the General Assembly was far less
likely to suggest additional exceptions,

/14, The revised
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‘14, © The -revised United States proposal represented.a gincere attempt
to meet the views of the maJjority in the difficult and controversial question
of formulating an article on freedom of information. Agreement in a spirit

of reasonnvle compromise was of the greatest lmportance 1n the interest of all.

5. . . MEETA (India) requested clarification of the decision of the
General Aseecmbly in.connexion with the work of the Conference on Freedom of
Information.. Was it the intention of the General Assembly to consider the
cenventlon on freedom of information or would 1t replace the convention by an
article in the covenant? The decision of the Commission Wouldlbe determined

by the anzwer to that question since the simple United States proposal would

be adequate if a saparate conventlon on freedom of information were contemplated
while the more detalled United Kingdom text would be advisable if the con-

vention were to be dronped.

16. The CHATRMAN replied that the General Assembly had postponed its
decision on the enitire question until its fifth regular sesslon., At its
previous session, the Assembly had found 1t extremely difficult to draft a
convention without having it become Increasingly restrictive. It had there-
fore referred ths question to the Commisslon on Human Riéhts but had reserved
its right to-draw up a convention 1f ‘such octlon seemed indicated. Therefore
-further acticin. by the General Assembly had been deferred pending formulation
of an article or articles on freedom of information for inclusion in the

-covenant,

17, Mr-. HUMPHREY-(Secretariat) indicated that the convenkion on freedom
‘of information was among the 1ltems on the agenda of the fifth session of the

- General Assembly,

18, Mr. JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) indicated that he concurred in the genere
consensus, that freedom of .eXxpression thfough all media was desirable, but
recognized that certain limitations irere eséential. He could not, however,
agree with the way in which 1t was proposed to express those limitations, In

most cases, formal definitions were proposed with such criteria as public

r/order and
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order and national éecurity. Since such general criterla were open to abuses
by the State, the Yugoslav delegation had proposed specific limitations which
would provide for restrictions only "In defence of democracy". The purpose was
to limit freedom of information only to prevent aﬁuees such as propaganda for
aggression, warmongering, hatred or unfriendly relations between pecples.

12, Recalling the sufferings of the Yugoslav people, which had heen
subjected to restriction of its freedom of information from various quartere in
modern times, Mr. Jevremovic stressed the necessity for & clear-cut definltion
of the interests of derocracy. Bxcept for a passing reference to that term in
the French proposal, aemocracy was studiowsly avolded in all the proposals before
the Commission, The tendency to glogs over the importance of freedom of the
Press as a fully guaranteed democratic right was lamentable. The argument that
the concept of democracy was indefinite and sublect to varilous interpretations
vas untenable, since "public security" was an equally vague concept. He wrged
the Commisslon to avold indeterminate e2nd vague formulae, and to pursue the
obJectives of the Charter by promoting dewnocracy and the related fundamental

rights.

20. Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) sald the representative of India had clearly

stated the real problem confronting *the Commission. It should decide whether it
wished to draft a general provision for inclusion in the Covenant, to be supple-
mented by & convention on freedom of expression or whether 1t intended to cover
the matter thofouchiy in the covenant and thereby eliminate the necessity for

a convention. Before considering any gpecific proncsals on article 17, there-
fore, the Ccmmission should first decide the question of principle. Furthermore,
failure to present a clear-cut decision on the matter would undoubtedly hemper
the discussion on that item at the forthcoming session of the General Assembly.
21. The Lebanese delegation would prefer a general clause 1f 1t was under-
stood that the article would be supplemented by a convention on the sublect. If,
however, the article was intended to take the place of a convention, 1t would ask
that a detailed text should be drafted in order effectlvely to prevent States
from infringing the fundamental right of 1te citizens to freedom of information.
It was apparent therefore that the Commission had first to decide the question

of principle before it pronounced itself on the varlous texts before it.

/22. In contrast
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22, " In contrast to the other articles which had been discussed, the texts
currently before the Coumission represented a compromise between a genoral draft
without exceptions and a text including a detailed list of limitations.
Therefore, the question of whether the article shouyld include a list of
limitations and exceptions did not arise. He pointed out, however, that in the
United Kingdom and the United States drafts, the right to freedom of thought.

had been subjected to the same limitations as the.right to freedom of expression,
which he felt was unwise. Moreover, it was unnecessary to mentlon freedom of
thought in article 17 as it had been included in article 16. ‘On the other hand,
article 17 could be redrafted so that the limitations would apply only to freedom
of expression. : | :

23, Before those questlons of detail were discuésed, howsver, he streséed
agaln that the Commlission should take a decision on the fundamehtal queétion of
principle involved. | A

2k, The CHATRMAN pointed out that at 1ts forthcoming session theAGeneral

Assembly was to discuss the wholevquestion of freedom of expression. Furﬁhermore,
it was not the Commission's task, in her opinion, to draft a convention onvfreedom
of information. Its only Jjob was to prepere an article for the General Assembly's

consideration which would fit into the general framework of the covenant.,

25, " Mr. KYROU (Greece) thought that in any case it would be better to draft

e Urief, general clause for the General Aszembly to study.

26. Mr. A7KOUL (Lebanon) agreed with the Chairmen that the Commission could
‘not draft a convention on freedom of expression, He pointed out, however, that
many delegations had feared, when work on the draft conventibn had been halted,
that 1f an article on freedom of information were included in the covenant; that
would be interpreted to mean that no convention on the sﬁbjeqt vas negessaiy. To
allay those fears, therefore, the Commission should clearly stafe that'ayﬁicle 17
of the covenant would not make such a convention qnnecessafy. The assurance that
& convention would be drawn up would permit the Lebanese Govgrnmént to,accépt a

general article in the covenant.

/27. The CHAIRMAN,
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27. ' The CHAIRMAN, although she understood the Lebaness renresentative's
cbncern, thought the Cormission could not prejudge what steps the General Assembly
might take in the matter, but should merely attempt to draft the most suitable
text on freedom of information for inclusion in the covenant. It would then be

for the General Assembly to decide if it wished to take any further action.

28. Miss BOVIE (United Kingdom) appreciated the United States attempts to
achleve an acceptable text, and she agreed to substitute the word "everyone"

for the words "every person" and the words "this right”‘for the phrase "these
rights" which appeared in the United Kingdom draft, Nor did she cobject to the
deletion of the words "the right to freedom of thought and" as that concept had
been covéred in article 16. She preferred the United Xingdom phrase "in writing
or in print", however, to the phrase "the press" in the United States text
because she felt ﬁhe latter could be interpreted to exclude books and publications
and was therefore too narrow. She hoped the Unlted States representative could
agree to retain the original United lingdom wording.

29. She thought paragraph 2 of the United States text could not be
considered a compromise. The Thild Committee had found the task of drafting a
convention on freedom of information very difficult, and it was for that reason
that the Commission on Human Rights had bheen asked to draft an acejuate article
on the subject for inclusion in the covenant. Bearing in mind tie viaows expressed
in the report of the Geneva Conference and the Third Committee's wenoirt, the
United Kingdom hed drafted a precise text and it didé not feel, theraioce, that
it could accept the more general draft of the United States. She pointed out,
moreover, that if no‘adequate article on freedom of expression were included in
the covenant, and if the General Assembly did not drew up & convention on the
sub ject, the United Nations would have falled in 1ts duty adequately to protect
the individual's right to freedom of information.

30. As to the objection that the phrase "for prevention of disorder or
crime" in the United Kingdom draft would provide a loophole for arblitrary action
by Governments, she sald that in her opinion, the words "public order" in the
United States text, were also very brosd and might be used to cloak many abuses.
For those reasons, she preferred the Unitea Kingdom draft of paragraph 2. The
meaning of the words "for prevention of disorder or crime" should be perfectly
clear, Moreover, should‘any Government, availing itself of that phrase, attempt

/to enact
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to enact legislation making freedom of expression a crime; it would be acting
contrary to the provisions of paragraph 1 of the article.

31, She was gratified that the United States had incorporatsd the important
phrase "or the reputations or rights of other persons” in its text, but thought

that draft was incomplete on another score. The phrase "the exercise of these

freedoms carries with it duties and responsibility and may therefore be sub ject

to certain penaltles, liabilities and restrictions"” was also of paremount

-importance and should be included in the erticle. Furthermore some reference

should be made to the necessity of preventing the disclosure of information

received in confidence in the interests of the proper conduct of public affairs.

It was equally important to protect persons on trial by préventing the press

from commenting on Jury cases while they were in the process of trial. For that
reason the United Kingdom felt thet the phrase "for maintaining the authority end

4 impartiality'of the jﬁdiciary" should be included in paragraph 2.

32, She pointed out that the United Kingdom had adopted the practice of

licensing visual and auditory devices, and therefore could not eign the covenant

unless some such provision were included. While the phrase “public order" in the

United States text might be accepted as covering the licensing system, the

United Kingdom delewgation felt the phrese was too vague and general to be

. satisfactory for other purposes and asked that the wording suggested by her

delegation should be retained. -

33. The United Kingdom had also tabled an additional amendment to article 17

(B/CN.4/432) which would enable Governments to restrict their purchasés of certain

types of publications, in order to husband thelr foreign currency resources.

34, Turning to the Indien amendments to the United Kingdom proposal

(E/cN.b/42k) she observed that if it were included in article 17, it could be

interpreted to prevent the free discussion of foreign relations end forelgn

policy;vmatters vhich the United Kingdom felt should be open to debete by the

general public. Although she appreciated the motives which had impelled the

representative of India to offer the emendment, she could not vote for it in

that context. She suggested, however, that it might be iIncorporsted in article 21

35. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguey) thought the representative of India had raised a
question of fundamental importence. He agreed with the Cheirman that the
Commission would have fulfilled ite task If it drafted a concise article on
freedom of expression which would provide a firm btesls for the General Assembly's
discussions of the whole problem of freedom of informetion.

36. From thet point of.view, the draft texte of article 17 were incomplete.
If the Commission intended to offer the General Assembly any guldance in the
matter, it would be prudent to refer briefly to the ch%ggegroblems relating to the

question of freedom of information. The general concept of?mOf infornation and ti:
proper
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proper limitations to that right should be determined. Thet question was
closely related to the problem of the international gathering and transmission
of information. There was the further question.of the internetional right of
correctionvand lastly, there was the matter of how broad the concept of freedom
of lnformation in the covenant should be, Both the Geneva Conference and the
General Assembly in the draft convention on freedom of information had ufged a
broad interpretation of the concept., It was the Commission's duty to consider
~those problems and include in the covenaent the necessary provisions to_déal'with
them. : .

37. - He did not agree that the phrase "freedom of thought" should be
deleted from article 17. The idea referred to in article 16 wae not the same as
the idea in article 17.  As the deletion of the phrase "freedom of thought" from
article 17 might therefore result in a confusion of ideas, he thought it should

be retaihed.

38. The CHAIPMAN, spealiiny asz the representative of the United States of
America, sald that she had thought, in company with the rerresentative of
Uruguay, that there was a distinction between the freedom to hold opinione and

the freedom of thought., If, however, the representative of Lebesnon felt strongly
that freedom of expression implied freedom of opinisy, because & man must be free
to hold an opinion before he could give expresslon to it, she would be prepared
to delete the phrase "to hold opinions" from the United States revised text
(B/cN.4/433).

39. ‘Although she still considered that the phrase "through speech, the
press, art or eny other media" could be construed to cover books and magazines,
she would be prepared to accept the United Kingdom representative's view and to
substitute the words "either orally, in writing or in print" for the words
“through sreech, the press", o

4o. It should be noted, however, that the United Kingdom representative was
again urging thet the exceptions should be enumerated; that raised the saﬁe
problem as had arisen on many previous occasions. A list of exceptions couid
never be exhaustive. (

4. She found the United I'ingdom representative's objection to the words
"public order" somewhat strange, as that expression had been accepted by the
Commission in article 16 and would most prcbebly be similarly accepted in articles
18 and 19. There was no apparent reason why it should receive a broader interpre-

tation in erticle 17 than in those other articles.
/42, She could
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Lo, She could not accept the additional paragraph proposed by the

United Kingdom delegation (E/CN.L/432). It was universally appreciated that the
balance of poyments currently affected every area of the lives of naticnale of
countries in which the balance of trade was unsatisfactory. The»United States,
es was well known, had done ite utmost to assist countries in such a plight.

Her delegation could not, however, support the addition of & paregraph deeling
with such a very specific condition, the more so &s 1ts Interpretation might
"lend itself to abuses. As that peragraph stocd, Govermments themselves were
empowered, without any limitation, to decide whatever restrictions or prohibitions
on the import of news material they deemed necessary. Nothing in the article
impaired the right of Governments to protect their vital rsserves of foreign
exchange., The proposed additional paragraph'was, thérefore, UnNnecessary .

L3, Mr. ORDOMNEAU (France) wes glad that the Indian anpd Lebanese (
reopresentatives had ruised the quection of the exect dutles of the Commission on
Human Rights in connexion with article 17. ‘The precise intention of the
General Assembly in referring the question of freedom of information back to the
Conmission was eomewhat uncertain, but it had obviously regarded the
Commission as the bedy best quelified to pass on the subject from a general
point of view. Since the General Assembly had made the request that the
Commission should include adequate provisions on freedom of information in the
draft internaticnal covenant on human rights, the Commission must draft that
article as adequately as it could; but it was free to inform the General Assembly
that it felt that the provisions were necessarily inadequate and to request it
to draft the appropriate convention. It was out of the question for the
Commission itself to attempt, in the brief time at its disposal, to draft
anything so complex as a convention on freedom of information. He therefore
agreed with the Lebenese representative that the Commission should state that,
in its opinion, the provisions of article 17 could not be wholly adequate and
leave it to the Gensral Assembly to solve the question which it had itself raised.
bl As he had stated at & previous meeting, the French delegation was in
favour of 2 text which would state the right as fully and generally as possible,
without, however, restricting the right of the General Assembly to draft a
convention on that subject. Such a text should be simple, concise and devoild
of lengthy legal stipulations rather than the specific one suggested by the
/United States
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United States and United Kingdom drafts. It would be most unwise to reject

e general text at a time when the Commission wes aware that the General Agsembly
had the question of a specific convention on its agenda. The decision between
a general br an enumerative text had already bveen taken 1in comnexion with other
articles; and that docilsion for e general text in itself appeared to dispose
‘of the United Kinzdom proposal.

45, He regretted that the compromise text submitted by the United States
delegation (E/CE.4/433) did not go far enough towards incorporating some of the
fundamental views of the Fronch delegation, The pfoblem in article 17 was the
game as that in article 16. Every freedom had two espects: that of the
protection of the individual againet the State and that of the protection of the
freedom itself by the enforcement of the individual's respect for it. He
could, therefore, accept the United States text in so far as it stated the

first of those aspects, but the expression "without governmental interference”
wa3 too great a restriction on the gecond . The views of the French delezation
on that question had always beeﬁ congistent; to adopt the United States text
‘would be inconsistent not only with those views, but also with the Commission's
attitude to all gimilar articles., The same question had arisen in connexion
with article 11, in comnexion with which the Commission had rejJected the same
form of words prop05éd by the United States delezation, That rejection had
implied that tho Commission had decided at that stage thet it would in subsequent
articles recognize the two aspects of freedom. lo final decieion had yet been
talen on article 2, but the Commiscion hed adopted the words "4o respect and
ensure to all individuals.,.the rizhts defined in tihis Covarant". If the
United “tates text for srticle 17 were wdopted, the general principle stated

in the draft of articls 2 would be nullified.

46, It had been nbjected that the Trench text for parasraph 3 (E/cK.h/365,
paze 51) was more restrictive than the United States text (Z/ck.4/433). As

the French delesation had explained in comexion with previous articles, the
regtrictions provided by Zaw had been sitinulatad beccugo it was understood that
such laws would necsssarily e Iin conformity with the Charter, the Universal
Declaration and the covenent itself. The Uritsd States phrase "pursuant to law'
gave the individual much le3s protection than the French text did, as legislators
were not always the best judges of the eztent to which freedowms might be safely
limited. Tuwrthermore, the United States text nowhere stated what authority

would declde upon the limltations contemplated.
/7. He did
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L7, Ho d1d not think thot the difficulties of definition with regard

to the phrrse "in a democratic soclety” in parcgraph 3 were so great es had
been esserted. Tho interprotation of the word "democratic” was quite clear
from the context; the reference provided a form of touchstone for the
democratic character of governments and would prevent the imposition’ of
restrictions, penalties and llabilitles by an anti-democratic law such as those
enacted by the fasclst and nezl regimes,

L8, The Chairmen had suggested that the French délegation could, 1f 1t
80 wighed, submit amendments to the revised Unlted Statos text; he did not
think that possible, because the French text had been sudbmitted as a proposal
for the text of the article, not as an amendment to the United States text.
He must therefore request that the vote should be taken on the French text

in its existing form (B/CN.4/365, pege 51).

49, \ The CHATRNMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of
America,‘said that she was not obJecting to the exyression "the restrictions...
provided by law" and would be willing to substitute the words "provided by law"
for "pursuant to law" in paregraph 2 of the Uhited‘States reviged text. She
could not, however, accept the words "respect for lew" in peragraph 3 of the
French text,

50. Throughout the history of the convention on freedom of information at
the Geneva Conference, in the Drafting Committee on article 17 and in the Third
Committee of the General Assenbly, 1t had always been the intention to limit
the gafeguards envisaged to protection againgt governmental interference., It
was eseentinl, therefore, that that idea should be stated in article 17.

51. Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) observed that the confusion about paragraph 3
of the text proposed by the French delegation (E/CN.4/365, pege 51) had arisen

out of an obvious mistranslation: the phrase "le respect des droits de la

' régutation..." hed been rendered "respect for law and the reputation..,"

52, Mr. KYROU (Greece), supported by Mr. ORDONNFAU (France) suggested that
the point about the Commission's duty with regerd to General Assembly resolution

313 (IV) reised by the repfesentatives of Indie, Iebenon and Uruguey might be

/meﬁ
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met by the inclusion in the report of a statement that the Commission on
Human Rights had concerned itself merely with drafting adequate provisions on
freedom of information for inclusion in article 17 of the draft covenant

ond had never had eny intention of drafting a convention on freedom of

information.

53. Mr. AZKOUL (Lebenon) agreed with the Greeck representative that the
Commission should state that article 17 wes not intended to be a substitute
fcr 2 convention on freedom of information., Since, however, the Commission
on Humen Rightes was essentlally the body most concerned with the subJect.
such a limited statemont mighf be misunderstood, A statement that the
Commission believed that the provisions of article 17 were adequate only for
the purposes of the draft covenant, but inedequate, in the sense that it felt
that a special conventlon would be required, might be construed as a belilef
that those provisions were inadequate in the absolute and that the Commission
hed thus failed to carry out the recommendation in resolution 313 (IV) of the
General Assembly. The Coumission should, therefore, go further and state 1ts
continuing concern with the subJect. A resolution should be drafted or a
statement inserted in the Commliscionts report to the effectthat the Commlssion
regarded the provisions of article 17 es edequate for the draft covenant but
npt'as a substitute for a convention, in which 1t st111 had a continuing

interest, whicn extended beyond the scope of its duties under resolution 313 (IV)

sh, The CHATRMAN saild that the discuseion of such a statement was
premature at that stage. The text of such a statement muet be carefully
prepered and might he discussed later.
55, For the vote on article 17 there wns no basic text before the
Commission. The Secreﬁeriat had therefore suggested that, under rule 61 of the .
rules of procedure, the proposed texts should be voted on in the order in which
they had been submitted -- that in which they were to be found In document
E/CN.4/365 -- with the relevant emendments. Rule 61, however, provided that the
Commission could vote in sny other order, should it so decide., Mombers of the
Commisgsion would be given the opportunity to exvress their views on the order
of voting. '

The meeting rose at 1 p.m.

28/4 p.m.





