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DRAFT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON HUMAN RIGHTS (ANNEXES I AND II OF THE REPORT
OF THE COMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS ON ITS FIFTH SESSION (E/1371)(continued)

Article 17 (B/CN.4/365, EJCN.uju33/Rev.2)E/CN.4]M38/Rev.l, EjCN.h/h#O)

1. \ The CHATRMAN drew the Commission's attention to the third point of
the French amondmenﬁ' Bfem b /ha%/Rev, 1) to paragraph 1 of the new text proposed
for article 17 by the Uritwd Siates of America (E/CN.4/U33/Rev.2),to the effect
that the words "by any means he chooses" should be inserted after the word
Yexpresaion”". |

2, Speaking as the United States kepresentative, she thought it would be
d1fficult to accept that insertion. | ’ I

3. Mr, OFDONNEAU (France) was surprised by her statement. Since the
United States amordment already contained the words "or through any other media",
the Fronch amendment would 4o no more than lay stress on the right to choose

the medium.

L4, The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the United States representative, sgreed
that the principle behind the two amendments was the same, but would prefer the

‘wards "he chooses” to come et the end of the sentence.,

Se Mr, ORDONNEAU (France) 418 not obJect to that in principle, but pointed
out that the resulting sentence would be poorly constructed. It was purely

a question of styls,

6. Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) considered the words "by any means he
chooses" to be an unsatisfactory English trenslation. Moreover, they served no

purpose since freedom of expression obviously included the cholce of means.

Te Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) otserved that the United Kingdom representative
nerely obJected to the translation of the ﬁords which the French deiegatibn
proposed to add to paragraph 1 but would seem to accept the principle of the
amendment. If that were the case, the drafting of & more satisfactory English
text could be left to the Drafting Committes. In any event, there was no differ-

ence between "est libre d'exprimer,..ses 1ldees" as proposed in the French text

J(E/CN.4/365)
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(E/cN 4 /365) end “"a droit & la liberté...d'expression" as proposed in the United
Stetes amendment, There wes disagreement as to style, not. substance. It ehould
be specified that if e person had the right to freedom of expression, that
rizht could be exercised by whatever means he might choose, That was the obJect
of the French amendment.

8- ‘ Mr. KYROU (Greece) agreed with the French representative that, if it
was merely a question of wording, the matter could be left to the Drafsing
Committee,

9e .- ., The QHATRMAN, speaking s representative of the United States, did
not fully ehere that opin on. The question went beyond the competence of the
Drafting Committee. The French amsndment introduoed & new idea, that of choice.

She would therefore prefer tha’s & vote should be taken on the text as submitted.

10. lh_ _Mr, ORDONNEAU (Frence) would agree, as a comprondee measure, %o the
ineertion of the words "he chooses" at the end of the sentende.
The propoeal weg adopted.

1l. = The CHAIRMAN invited the Commiusion to conslder point 4 of the French
4 amendment to the reviced text of paragraph 1 nf e“tiﬂle 17 propoeed by the
United States, namely the delet*on of the words "without boverrmental inter-
ference". The United Kingdom had also drefted an emenduent (E/joN. 4/4k0) for
those worde, propoelng to eubstitute for the words withoub governmental inter-
ference” the words "without the imposition by the Government of any reetrictione
other than those which may be lmposed in pursuance of paragraph 2 " Should
the Commieeion adopt the French propesal the United Kingdom could introduce

its amendment ag a new text.

12, Mies BOWTE ' (United Kingdom) said the Coimission should decide whether
the restriction should he gemoral or confined to govermmental interference.

If the doclmion wore in favour of tho lattor course, the United Kingdom would
themimove 1'ta amendmemt.

3. e ORDONNEAU (Frence)‘etcted that the prohlem'df froedom of informa-
tion and -of expreesion could not he dealt with in a general documont wgggggt

considering both of 1ts aspecte nﬁmelJ regpect for those freedoms 7y/1teee



Page 5

and the obligation incumbent upon thé dyath to ensure respect for those freedoms,
Should the Cormission adopt either the United Stabtes or the United Kingdom text,
article 17 would neglect the second.espect. of the problem., The Commission had
already been faced with the same difficulty when it had considered article 11,
and it had then rejected the very seme formula which France now wished to delete
in article 17. A vote should first be taken on the question whether or not’ the
Commission 1nténded to leave aside the second aspect of the problem,

1k, Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) agreed with the French representative that freedom
of expression and of information should be absolute, e thougnt the United
States text excellent provided 1t did not give rise to any exclusive inter-
pretation. Mr, Malik wondered, in that connexion, whether the United States
representative would not agree to add the words "or any other form of inter-
ferénce” after the worde "governmental interference". Any other form of intéer-
vention would thus be prevented. Should the United States be unable to accept
that suggestion, the Lebanese delegation would vote in favour of the French
amendment. ‘It would take the same position with respect to the United Kingdom
amendment in which & similar change in substance, if not in the wording, -should

be made.

15. The CHAIRMAN, speaking &s representative of the United States, recalled
that the purpose of the United States amendment was to prevent governmental
interference in the exercise of freedom of information and of expression. Other
typesfof'interference did, of course, exist but 1t would be difficult to expose
or prevent them. The United States delegation therefore thought i% bad gone far
enough and was unable to accept the addition of the words suggested by the
reppesentative of Lebanon,

16, Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) shared the United States representative's
view and could not agree with the French and Lebanese representatives, The
Chileen and Chinese representatives were also opposed to the use of the term
“"governmental interference™. The United Kingdom delegation would therefore

abide by the text of its amendment which was explicit and linked the intervention
of governments with the limitations mentioned in paragraph 2.

/17. The CHAIRMAN
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17. The CHAIRMAN put to the 46%@ poiht 4 of the French amendment to delete
from the new text of article 17 proposed by the United .States the words "without
.governmental intexference".

Bhat, amendment was adopted by-8 yotes to 5 with 1 abstention.

18. :The CHAIRMAN submitted point 5 of the French amendment td thg.mew toxt
of iarticle 17 :propoped by the United States, namely to insert in the third line
of paragraph.l between the words "information" end “"and ideas” the words " of
all kinds, including facts, critical comment".

19. - Mr,. ORDONNEAU (France) explained that after, the deletion of the words
"of information and", decided upon &t the previous meeting, it was necessary o
explain- the .meaning. of the word “information" in the third line pf .paragraph 1,
a8 there were ._mam/.differenb:l'cinds of information. The French ame.ndm'ent had

been.proposed for.reasons of clarity., Furthermore, the word "ngtamnent;' in thzia
French text had the effect of limiting the list. . |

20.. wMr. CHANG (China) seid.that the United States. texy should be more
clearly defined. The text mentioned information and idees, .’but thoee not?:l’on.e
were not exclusive. He wished to know whether the French amendment, which ﬁaade
the text more specific, implied that critical comment should be deprecated.

He .thought 1t would be better to mention only facts ax;d ideas.

.2}« ., Mr, ORDONNEAU (Frence) said that he consldered the two terms comple-
mentery to each other. The former was positive in characte_r , the latter negaltlive.
If 1t.was.-8 guestion of grading the terms, he ettached po importance to their
order of pyiority,

22, Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) thought that the term "critical comment”
implied: gction against someone or. something. The word "information" hed a
broader meaning and was self-gufficient.

23. Mr. ORDONNEAU (Frg.nce ) accepted the Ph;lippi_ne 1nt‘,9rpretatipn but
.. neyvertheless thought 1t necessary to mention the types of inforpation.

/24, Mr. MALIK
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2k, Mr. MALTK (Lebanon) saw no reason why the various kinds of information
should not ve apecified, even certaln terms might be duplications. Such duplica-
tion was already apparent in the original text,

25. Mr. WHITIAM (Australia) agreed that the types of information should be
specified, but did not think 1t necessary to limit comment to "critical” comments
alone; perhaps that adjective could be deleted.

26, Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) said that 1t was merely a question of language.
Doubtless the word "comment” sufficed in English, but the word "appreciations"

did not suffice in French. There was a considerable difference in meaning

between the words "appréciations” and “apprécietions critigues”,

27. Mr. RAMADAN (Egypt) agreed with the vepresentotive of France. It was
possible to comment withoub criticizing, and 1f the ndjective "critigues" was

deleted from the French text, the sense of the text would be albered.

28, Mr. WIOITIAM (Aust-alia) felt that if no French equivalent existed
for the one word "comiwcnt"™ in the English text, it would bo preferable to make

no changes, since the French and English terts would be voted on together.

29, The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the Unilted States of
America, observed that in English the term "critical comment" implied an un-

favourable comment. . It need not, however, have that implication.

30. Mr. ORDONNFAU (France) explained tha% in French the word "critique"
did not necessarily imply an unfavourable comment. A criticism could be

favourabvle.

31. Mr. CHANG (Chine) remarked that if the Commission embarked upon an
etymological discussion, the debate might be prolonged unduly. He proposed that
separate votes should be taken upon the several partes of the French amendmment;

first, upon the inclusion of the words "of all kinds" ("de toute espéce");

then, if the French representative insisted, upon the words "including facts

("notamment des feits"); and lastly, upon the words "critical comment” ("des

/appreciations
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appréciations critiques"”). Further, if it was so desired, the Commission might
vote upon the words "and ideas", appearing: in the original text.

32, Mr, ORIBE (Uruguey) shared the opinion of the Chinese representative.
The words "and ideas" in the United States text seemed to him superfluous. The
word "information" was sufficlent, He felt, therefore, that the words "and
ideas" should be deleted from the United States text. Moreover, he thought
that the expression "of all kinds" in the French amendment sufficed without the
addition of the words "including facts, critical comment...”.

33. The CHATRMAN asked the representative of France whether he accepted
the suggestions of the Chinese and Uruguayan répresentatives.‘

34, Mr. RAMADAN (Egypt) felt that the three elements, fects, 1deas and
critical comment, should all be mentioned, eince they represented different
concepts.

35. Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) thought the word "1nformation"I&g%igiffering
connotations, and if it weve taken by itself, its meaning was not /fenough. TFor
that reason he had wished to design&te'qucificaily the sense in which it should
~ be interpreted in the present context. Otherwise, it might ve contended, for

example, that critical comment did not constitute information.

36. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 1 of the original text as
modified, up to the word "information".
The text was adopted unanimously,

37. The CHAIRMAN put %o the vote the first part of point 5 of the French-
amendment to the new text proposed by the United States of America, proposing
the insertion of the worde "of all kinds" after the word "informstion".

That part of the French a@gg@ment wasg adbpted by 10 votes to 1, with
3 abstentions,

/38. The CEATRMAN'
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38. The CHAIRMAN then put %o the voté the second part of voint 5 of the
French amendment to the text proposed by the United States, proposing the
insertion of vhe words "including facte" after the words "of all kinds".

Thet niw i of %he French smendment was reJjected by 6 votes to 5, with

3 absientions,

39. The CHAIRMAN thon stated that she would put to the vote the rest of
point 5 of the French amendment, proposing the insertion of the words “eritical
comment" before the words “and tdeas" in the third line of paragraph 1,

ho, Mr. CRDONNEAU {France) sald that since the Commission had rejocted the
second part of the text he had submitted, he preferred to withdraw the third
and last part cf roint 5 of his amendment.

ki, Mr., NISOT {Bolgium) asked for the vote to be taken next cn the words
"end 1deas" in the new text propossd for article 17 by the United States of
America, '

ho, Mr. CHANG (Chine) wanted to know in what pert of the sentence those

words would be placed.

43, The CHAIRMAN eaid that since the Commission had already adopted the
words "afcrrmaticn of all kinds", the words "and ideas" could only follow after
them,

e Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) d1d not seree and thought that expression
would be more forceful if the words "and ideas" were placed between "iunformation"
and "of all kinds".

Ls, In the absence of any obJection to that proposal, the CHAIRMAN put to
the vote the proposal to insert the words "and 1deas" between "information” and
"of all kinds", so that the phrase would read "informotion and ideas of all
kinds", ' '

The proposal wes adopted by 10 votes to 1, with 4 abstentions.

J46. The CHAIRMAN
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L6, . The CHAIRMAN tren asked the Cempittee to, examine point 6 .of tlp French
" amendment to paranraph 1 of. the new text of article 17 proposed by the

¥nited States of America, nemely the deletion of the words ."regardless of
frontiersﬁ from the third line of the paragraph, | |

47, Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) said that in view of the difficulties which his
proposal micht cause, he would withdraw 1t, The words "regardless of frontiers"

were, in’ any case tsed in the Universal Declaratioh of Human Rights,

L8, M., NISOT (Belgium) was 1ncllned to apprOVG the French renreqentatlve'b

decision but wwshed to ask Mr, Malik, iIn hisg oap301t" ag Rapp ortuer to explaLn
what. exactly was meant by, the expression in question,

kg, Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) replied that the provision wonld enable unyone to
geek information outalde his own counfry. Governwents should enforcé and
gearantee that right and should be reedy to exchange Information with other

Governmwents, .

50, The CHAIRMAN invited the Commission to consider the United Kingdom
amendment:(E/CN.h/huo) to paregraph 1 of the revised text of the United States
proposal for article 17. | - ’

51. . Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) gave an explanation of her amendment for
the, replacement of the worde "through eny other media" at the end of paragraph 1
by the words "by duly licensed vigual or auditory devices."

524 ~ The CHATRMAN stated that she would put the Uhited Kingdom amendment to
the vote; 1f 1t were rejected the Commieeion would have to vote on the French

awendment proposing that the words "he chooses' should be added after the words
"through any other media”,

53. Mr. CHANG (China) thought that the wording of paragraph 1 aa proposed by
the Uhited States was satiefactory and tnat it would be dangerous to. adopt the
restrictive formula suggested by the Uhited Kingdom.

- 5k, Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) supported by Mr. NISOT (Belziuw) egreed with the
representative of China, The members of the Commission must take into account
the fact that thelr work concerned the future and not the past; npo one could
foresee what information media would be employed in & hundred yeers' time,

/55. dlss BOWIE
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55& Miss BOWIE (Uhited Kirgdom) asked whether the . Commiseion would be ready
'to adopt 8 Comp“omise ‘golution ‘@nd add the. wordss = "provided that shall not
preclude t; 'iL"eﬁsihéAby the State of visual -or suditory devices after the

words "tavouga any other media".

56, Mr. NISOT (Belgium) pointed omt that the principle expressed in the
Uhited Kingﬁom awebdment Was dlready in erticle 17, paragraph 2.

57. Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) remerked that that would depend entirely on
the decision the Commission took with regard to paragraph 2; that principle
might be con%ained 1n the United States formule, but it vas not expreesed in the
United Kingdom text.

58, The CHAIRMAN, speaking ae the repressntative of the Unlted States,
thought there was no need to be as precise as vas the Uhited Kingnom amendments

59. " Mr. ORIBE (Urugmay) was ip complete agreement with the representative of
the United States. In his opinion it -would be contrary to the gﬁneral prineiple
of freedom of informetion, which the Commission was trying to estabiish, to adopt
tﬁé“féstficti?é fofmula'proposed<by the United Kingdom in paxqgraph 1,

60, Mr., MALIK (Iebanon) pointed out that the representative of the
United Kingdom seomed to want to redraft paragraph 1 of articlé’ 17 on the assimptior
thaet the United Kinpdom version of paragraph 2 would subssquently be adopted,

61, .. . In his oplnion, the restrictive formula proposed hy the United Kingdom
would be more in place in paragraph 2, He th@rcfore suggested that Miss Bawie
should withdraw her amendment on the undsrstanding that she wolld.reswbmit it
vhen the Commigsion_cpnsiderod»the text of paragraph 2,

FESTRR N

62, _ Mms BOWIF (United chdom) vreferred her amendment to be put to the
vote 1mmediately. mhouoh her 1dca was 1mpliﬁ1+ly sxpresszd in one of the texts
suggested for paragraph 2, it was not covered in the other, and no ons could. -

tell which text would be adopted,

f63. . Mr. MALIK
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£3. Mr, MALIK (Lebanon) pointed out that, if the Unlted Kimgdom amendment
wae put to the vote at once; 1t,ﬁoulq in all probability be reqected altogether,
It might'therefore be preferable not to put it forward until the Commiseion wae.
conaldering paragiaph 2 or even until the second}reading.

o, ‘Miss BCWIT (United. Kingﬂom) agreed that 1t might be better to wait
until article 17 hed been considared:as a_vhole before putting the United Kingdom
amendment to the vote and having to decide on the paragraph in which 1t should be

incorporated.

6,.  The CHATRMAN put to the vote paragraph 1 of the United States text
(E/cu. u/n33 [Rev.2 Jfoorr.1), together with the French emendment to add the words .-
"of his choice" after the words “or through any other media."

That tgxt wAs edopted unanimouely,

65, | The CEAIRMAN read the French amendment to Insers between paragraphs 1
and 2 a new paragraph worded as follows: "Steps shall be taken to eliminate
political, economic, technical and other obstacles likely to ilmpesir freedom of
information". ,

&7, Speaking ase representative of the Uhited States, she said she would

be unable to vote for the amendment, firstly, because she felt that the phrase
“political, economic, technical and other obstacles" was obscure and -secondly,

because the amendmwent was not couched in the legal form appropriate to a covenant,

68. Mrs. MEETA (Indie) said she would be unable to vote for the French

amendment for eimilar reasons,

69, Mr. ORDONNEAU (Frence) pointed out that the French amendwent reproduced
the terms of a paragraph in the dreft conventlon on freedom of information.

It was a matter of iIndifference to him whether thé amendment wes included in an
article of the draft covenant or in the convention to be drawn up'by the

Commission at a later date,

T0. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguey) suggested that the Commission might take a vote on

the appropriste place for the French amendment.
/71. The CHAIRMAN
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7, The CHAIRMAN wes of the opinion that 1t would be difficult to do so
in view of the fact that therewss no certainty that there would, in fact, be a
convention., It would therefore be preferable to put the FTenéh amendment to the
vote, ' ' '

The Ffendh emendment wag rejecfed by 10 votes to L,‘with>ﬂ gbstentions,

2. Mr. CORIBE (Uruéu&j) explained that he had voted against the French
amendment, not because he was opposed to it in principle, but because he
considered that its appropriaté place was a convention on freedom of information

and not a covenant,

3. The CHATRMAN read the French amendment to paregraph 2 of the United
States text to substitute the words "The freedomes referred to in paragrerh 1 of
the present article" for the worde "The right to seek, receive and impart

information and ideas...”

Th. Mr. CHANG (China) considered that the United States text gave a marrvover
definition of the limitations provided by the lew. The text of the French
amendment was more concise but extended thuom limitations to freedom of information,

which did not appear to be desirable.

5.  Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) wes prepared to withdraw his emendment in favour
of the more literal wording proposed by the United States delegation, '

6. The CHAIRMAN read out the United Kingdom emendment (%/CN.L/L40)
altering paragraph 2 of the United States text by the insertion of the words
"carries with it duties and responsibilities and may therefore be subject to
certain penalties, liabllities and restrictions providéd’by'law; which are

necessary'.

7. Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) said due stress should be laid on the
duties end responsibilities implicit in seeking and imparting informetion and
upon the fact that thet entalled and justified the imposition of penalties and

restrictions.

/18, Mr. MALIK
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78, Mr, MALIK (Lebanon) was in favour of the principle advanced by the
Qnited Kingdom delegation; he freely acknowledged that the right to freedom of
information neceésafily entailed serious responsibilities. A comparison 6f the
two texts proposed for parsgraph 2, however, showed that the United Stetes text
stipulated that the right to freedom of information could be subjected only to
guch liﬁitations és weré provided by lew and necessary in the interest of national
pecurity..., whereas the United Kingdom text merely stipulaeted that certain
penalties should be attached to that right and therefore provided a less solid
bulwark against possible impairment of freedom of information, in that 1t gave
States greater latitude to impose renalties than he deemed necessary.

9. . He ddﬁﬁfad;'theiefore, whether the Tnited Kingdom amendment was
really an improvement on the United States text.

80, The CHAIRMAN; épeaking as the representative of the United States of
Americe, still thought the United States text was the better ome. . Qther pro-
viplon® in the draft covenant/énéggi duties and responsibilities; it would,
therefore,. be both unnecesgsary and dangerous to refer to those duties in one
article only, when they were implicit in other articleﬂ.'

81, Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) thought fhat the aim of the United Kingdom
amendment was preiseworthy; he would be prepafed to accept it 1f the idea could
be inserted thaet the right to freedom of information could be subjected only to
such limitatiOns as were provided by lew, If that were done, he wbuld'be glad
to withdraw the French amendment proposing insertion of the words "penalties or
ligbilities" in paragraph 2.

82, Miss BUWIE (United Kingdom) said that her delegation's intention in
proposing its amendment had certainly not been to give the State broader povers
to impose limitaetions on the right to seek, receive and impart information and
ideas. It might be possible to alter the proposed text by stipulating that the
penalties, lisbilities and restrictions should be limited both by law and the
‘necessgity for them

83. Mr, MENDEZ (Philippines) observed that the use of the words "penalties
and restrictlions" wes not, in his opinion, very appropriate.
/8%, Mr. MALIK
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84, Mr., MALIK (Lebanon) said that the motives of the United Kingdom
delegation in submitting ite amendment had been most praiseworthy; it had
endeavoured to emphasize the importence of the responsibilities entailed by the
right to seek and transmit information and ldees. The members of the Commission .
themselves should féd.a sense of responsibility end realize that freedom of

information and expression should be guaranteed to everyone.

85. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) egreed with the United States representative ﬁhap‘
all the rights set out in the draft covenant entailed duties and rvesponsibilities.
He would be prepsred to support the United Kingdom amenduwent, but sicgzsted that
the first part of that amendment, down to the word 'respomsibilities’, should be
voted on seperately, after which the Commission should vote on the wording |
proposed by the United Stetes delegation "and shall be subject only to such

limitatione..."

86. : Mr. WHITLAM (Australie) . asked the United Kingdom representaﬁivé whether
she would be prepsred to accept the insertion of the word "speciel" before the
words "dutles and responsibilities” in view of the importence and special nature
of the responsibilities entailed in imperting information and ideas by television,

Tor example; or broadcasting.

&7. The CHAIRMAN reminded the Cammission that it had been unanimously
agreed during the drefting of the Declaration of Human Rights that emrhasis

ghould be  plnced upon rights rother than upon duties snd that it hed thérefore
been deoided that the question of duties and responsibilities should be deqlt with

in a single article, which hed been placed at the end of the Déclaratiou.

88. © Mr, JISOT (Belgium) wondered why the United Kingdom had thought fit
to mention at the beginning of paresgraph 2 that "The exerciée i thsere freedoms
carries with It duties and responsibilitiee”, He did not thinly it unrcessary thus
to explain in & legel text what moral reasons lay behind the pruvision for
certain pemalties, liabilities or restrictions, 4

89. Miss BGWIE (United Kingdom) did not share the viewpoint of the Belgian
representative., She thought it should be made clear thet penslties or restrictions
were yrovided for because the freedoms in duestion, by virtue of their very

nature, carried with them epeciai duties and responsibilities.
/' 90. Mr. RAMADAN
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90, Mr. RAMADAN (Egypt) supported the opinion of the United Kingdom repre-
sentative. The idea of duty and responsibility should be expressed; that was

8ll the more &4vidus wheén the current state of mind end tendencies of a certain
 section of the pross were considered.
91. He wighed to draw attention to the statement he had made during the
l63rd meeting a4 *o noint out that in the case of the press there did exist both
a penal ard a civil rag nonsibillty the first arose from legislative provisions;
the second was the COAS@QUEHCG of the obligations incurred by the press in carrying
out its work.
92, His delegetion woul. support the United Kingdom amendment.

93. My, MENDEZ (Philippines) feared that the insertion of phrases such as .
that which occurred at the begzimmingz of the second paragraph proposed by the -
United Kingdom might glve the draft covenant the tone of a sermon, He did not
think such e reminder of the duties end responsibilities of the press Justified,
for there was no resson for supposing that Journallsts did not have a sense of
their responsibility; on the contrary, it would seem that complete confildence
could be placed in them. ,

ok, He thought it would be preferable to retain in the draft covenant the .
objective language proper to treaties,

95. M, MALIX (Lebanon) remerked that many legal texts included provisions
such as the one proposed. by the United Kinsdom; the United Nations Charter amd
the North Atlantic Treaty contained many declarations of a purely moral nature.
There was ho question of nreaching e sermon or casting douvbt on the integrity of
the press, as the Philippine representative mainteined; the only aim was to
redaliithat speech, or any other form of exnression, was precious but might be a
very dahgerous thing.
96, ~ He thought that the exercise of the profession vhich coneisted in
seeking, receiving and imparting information snd ideas carried with 1t special
duties and responsibilitiss of such a nsture that it was advisable to recall them
in the draft covenant,

aT. . Mre. MEHTA (Indie) wished to poiht out that the text proposed by the
United Kingdom was teken almost literally from article 2 of the draft convention
on freedom of information (E/CONF.6/T9). It could not be asserted that the
Commission was "preaching” to the vress, since it confined itself to reveating
Jvhat had
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what had alveady been proclaimed by expérts on the subject.

as, She entirely shared the viewpoint of the Lebenese reurescntative:
freedom of information might give rise to abuse if not properly exerclpged; the
duties end responsibilities incurred by all vho were called on ‘to meke use of
that freedom should therefore be emphasized.

99. . Miss BOVIE (United Kinzdom) was willing to edd the word-“snecial"'to '
"quallfy the duties and responsibilities which accomnanied the exercise of the
freedoms in gquestion,

100,  She was opposed to the suggestion of the renresentative of Uruguey,
who asked that the first phrase of the parsgravh préﬁoeed by the Unlted Kinglom-
should be voted on semarately. There could be no remindef of duties and
responsibilities unlemit was followed by vhat logically should go with 1t namely
the mention of certain nenalties, lisbilitiles or restrictions.

101, . = She thought that reminding those seeking, receiving and imparting '
information of their duties and responsibilities indicated s reaiistié splrit
rather than a desire_to nreach. | | |

102, - . -She propogsd the addition aiter the word "reatrictione" of
- the words "but those shall be such only as are provided by law and

necessary", etc.

103, My. CHANG (China* vas 5retlfied that the United Natione Conference on
Freedom of IBformation had thought it wise to declare that the risht in auestion
carried with it dutles end resnonsibjlities On the other hand “he did not’
think it necessary to remind the oress of that fact once acain in the draft
international covenant on humen ri"hts. It would be well to retain the text of
paragravh 2. submitted by the United States deleﬁation.

104, + The introduction of the word "special” would make the Unlted Kingdom's
amendment even less acceptable; it might well be wondered whct were the

special duties and responeibilitles to which allusion was to be wmade.

105. The CHATRMAN put to the vote the United Iingdem smendment celling for
the substitution of the words "carries with it dutles and resvonsibilities and
may therefore be subject to certeln penaltles, liabiliﬁies and restrictiéns

/but those
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but those shall be such only as are provided by law, and necessary" for the
words "shall be subject only to such limitations asm are proyvided by law and
necessary’ .

The United Kingdom amendment was adopteg;pz;§ votes to 5, with 2 abstentiong.

106, The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the adoption of thé amendment made the
corresponding French amendment pointless,
107., She invited the Commiesion to examine the French amendment calling for

the substitution of the words "for the protection" for the words "in the interest'.

108, Mr. MALIK (Lebenon) asked what wes the aim of thet substitution. If
the amendment were intended to liberalize the provisions of peragravh 2, he would
naturally vote for it. '

109, Mr, ORDONNEAU (Frence) stated that that vas inieed the intemtion.
Measures might be teken "in the interest" of national security or public order
which could not justifiably be taken for their "protection"

110, Mr. CHANG (Chine) d1d not think the Bhglish word "protection” suiteble.
Abstractionssuch as national security, public order etc. could not be "protected".

111. Mr. ORIEE (Uruguay) realized the intention of the French amemdment but
could not vote for i1t, Uruguay as vell as most of the Latin-American countries
did not recognize the ildea of the ﬁrotection of national security in peace time.

112, Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) stated that "protection” applied not only to
national securlity but aléo to public orde:r, public health and public moralilty.
‘The Uruguayan delegation could therefore reject the idea of the protection of
national security, but might recognize the protection of public order, public
health and public morality.

113, Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) thought thet a more eXact English translation
than the one pronosed shoﬁld be found. The French amendment was an important
one, and 1t wéuld be regrgttable 1f it wvere not edopted merely on account of a
difficulty in the English translation.

/114, Following
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11k, Following an exchange of views, in the course of which the representa-
tives of China, Belgium, Australia and the United XKingdom proposed translation
for the phrase "pour la sauvegerde" other than "for the protection”, the
CHAIRMAN suggested that the French and United Kingdom reprecentatives should
agree on a vwording vhich would be setisfactory both in French and in English.
The nev amendment thus submitted could be examined during the Commission's next

meeting.
It was so declded.

The meetinz rose at 5.35 v.m.

2/5 p.m.





