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Re-proaentattves of opoe1nl1~ed ~enc1e!_: 

Mr. METALI, Intermt1oral Labour Organ1aat1o~ (ILO) 

V.r. WIS ll'.lternational Refugae Orga.nization (IRO) 

Conoultnnt f'ro~ a ncn-~overar.ontal orga.ntz,i.tion: 

Mr. STOI.Z ·Ame>_•~.can Federation cf Laber (AF ('lf L) 

secretartnt: -
Mr. 'HUMP1mEY 
Mr. Hr"GAN 

_Director, Buman Rights Division 

.Socrctary of tho Committee 

Itm.:RNATIClu\L STATUS OF nEFUG.Er:S AND STATELESS PERSOHS: DTIAFT CONVENTION RELATING 

TO THE STATUS o'? m:FOOE.Es (F./Ac.32/2, Eh,c.32/L.3, E/Ac,32/1.3/corr.1, 
E/AC,32/L,3/Corr.2). 

Chaptor v: Condit 1ono or e!:lploym9nt 

Art1 cle 13: 'Wr";O-i,arn1ng employment ( continued) 

l. The C"i.L".::ilU~U 1nv1ted the COl!llll1ttee to continue 1ta examination of 

artlclo 13 and ~opoead that the baeie for diacueaion ahou~d be the text of 

article 12 of the French draft (E/.n..c. 32/L. 3/corr.2), whioh yould replace 
, 

artlcle 13 cf tho Secretariat draft. 

It vae so 11 .. '.~ic!.ecl.. 

2. Mr. CUVEUER {'Bolg1um) remarked that tho Freµc~ tex:t would accord the 

most favourable trentmont to re:f'usoea as regards the right to engage in wage• 

earning employment; ho wondered whether that wore the intenti0n of the Cot1D1ittee, 

ar 1f 1ts intention ~ere not rather t~ aoc~rd them only. the treatment granted to 

foreigners generally. Tho ropreaentative of Bel.glum bad no i,reference fc~ either 

couree, but tt the Co1m:11ttee approved the clauae providing for the most favourable 

treatment, he -would be obliged to make reservations. 

3 • Mr. RAIN {France) explained that the French Goverlltlent thought that 1 t 
_vae legitimate and desirable to accord., the most -favourable treatment to refugees 

·as regards the right to ensage tn wge-earning employment a.µd. not only the 

,, . 

/treatment 
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treatine~t ·_e.cc~ded to f~reign~r~. ~e:r~tally :o·~bau~e ·:refugees by: :theii- :vary mture 

vere denied 'the BU];rpcrt •: ~f 'their :Government~ ·and. could' not· hope' for .. gov'ernmental 

int_e~e~tion in their favour in o;taintng e~ce:ptions to'the :gailera:l rule .. "t?y'tnea.:ns 

of conventiona. Fm.nee ··was thus 'merely being faithful to the spirit wh:toh·haa.< 

heretofore guided United. Nations action in f.:..v-:;m:- of refugees: the purpose of 

that action -was tcr- obtain f'or refugees the ac.vantagea which· Goverl.'.llllerita sought 

to have· granted to their own subJeota~ 1 .. 

4·. ·: Mr. RE!JKIN (unt'ted. states of. America). concurred. entirely in the views 

expressed by tha representative cf Francie and emphasized the fact that if the 

Committee mer&ly granted tr, refugee~ the treatment.grented·to foreigners generally, 

it would actunlly bring about no impr~vemant in:their lot because it was. impossible 
I 

to give them less than that general'treatment. 
,. 
:, ., 

5 • Mr. WEIS (International Refugee Organization) pointed out that under 

the term.a of aub••:paragraph (~) l"f th~ third paragraph of :the French text, in order 

to have reatri 01;1 v-e measures f:: uspended. in. bis case, a refugee would have to have 

at least three yea.rs' residence in.t:tie country of reception. He feared that. the 

expreeaion "at least" might lead to misunderstanding •. -It might be understood to 

mean that vhat vas involved vas a periiod of undetermined duration that was, 

however, in :exc.i:.''.B of three years. The 1933 convention _which contained. a similar 
. -~ . . 

provision clearly set the period of-residence at·threo years. 

6.· Mr. RAIN (France) saw no ·obJection to the deletion of the e:x.presaion 

"at least", if ita retention might· leaci to·debate.· Deletio~of that expressirn 

would in no vay change the meanir.g of the French text of that aub-pa.ragraph vhich· 

we, moreover, identical with the correa:ponding eub~paragraph of the Secretariat 
text. 

7 • Mr. WEIS (Inter:cattonal Bofugea Organization) recalled that IRO bad·· 

conolud.ed: agr~ementa with certain· ooun'trie~ of i-eoepticn ,Pl'oviding for a mass ib.fltu 

of refugees into those countries under a aoheme f~ ·m~power - re'oruitment. 

/Those agreements 



ThoBG Cf"r&OJOOnta ntipul.o.ted, that.after .eQml)lot1on .or _theb; arig1nn; eqn:tJ::~c~~, •;. 
retueooe vould bo ~nt1tlod·to thQ -BOJne. co:ndit1onij•na -no.t1ono.lf3.n;a_ r.eeJir~. the,~._, 

·rif'ht·. to ·ong,.r.o 1n vo.~-oarn1ng employttont. - In ~he .. light q_f .~o~~ ~e.c~s, ·r,::.~~:: 

no pro,oeod the n.ddi tion. after n.rticlo 13 of a. su11plo?Itentnry .:(tr tic~; de~ng -~ • 

vith tMt o~c1al cn.to~ry or• ref'ugoee antl. -r0uding. o.e i'ollovr~: . : , ·., . ,_: •: > ~.. .· 

.;. : . - . . "il . ~no· B1s!i ~ Contra.~ting Parties undurto.li:e to accord: to '"i'efu~ee :.: --~ 

o.drdttod to tbo1r to:rr1tory under a ochoina for recruitmen:t·of-·f6re1sn -- · :-~­

n.anpovor, the oruoo troatI!lont c.ccorded to thoir nntionals in respect 

.... ~or accoeo' to''pnid en.ploymnt; prov1dod they have fulfilled the•·o'bligat1onB· 

~ ·ot:'th\lir or1Rirtil' contra.ct. , . ' ·;; '. ,: ,:·, I. · .·:,· 

• · • · ·' ~) R~u~ee adl:>.1 tt&d to tt:J torr 1 tcry of one of the Bi Sh·· · · :.· :< ." · · ' · = 

· ... Contre.cting P0rt1oo under tin 11Ilirdaration echema-·aooll also be ·accor·c1ed · 

tJw arune troaUIAJnt o.e nat1on.~1s· wlth ·rue'i>t,ct to acce~a to ~id. • ' ·: : ,. • < 

cmplo3]48nt." 
•... 

. '•.:- 8 / .~ '. . :. : Mr•· RAI!i (Fro.nee) tl:lougbt that· thtl supplementary ~t1cle wo:uld SO' 

l>ayonc'. tho into::.tions ot 'hie Government which bnd. mnde .o. tremendous .effort- to -~ 

·establish a· eU:t1c1en~ broo.d f'orll!Ula; it could not a.cree· to put ref:ugees ·· ·,. 

vbo 'lr.<1:'Juet been ad!aittud to the terr1tor'y of the •country ·of reception on t~ 

sruoo 1'o6ting ·c.e ·nationnlo.· Moreovorj ·it vo.a likely· tha.t· a provision of: t~t: 
-~1t1nd voul.d bo ~.ravournb4" received.by the trnde unions concerned 1n.:t~- country 

of reception c.nd thnt.,· in fact, .:it -might work e.ga1net tht3 ref'.ugeea and_-~gainS.t J 

thtt 1mnie:rat1on -pol1c1 vh1ch the French Gover~nt for 1 ta Fl-rt fully favoured. 

_F1nri.1l;J; ·. there ;vas no reo.eon for. includins in· a general __ convention _applying to · 

each e1ann,tory country as a vl\ole o.. special pro~1o1on which rtllate~ only_ to ,'. · ·· 

· certain p:i.rt1culc.r ·terr 1 tor ios •. _ 
. . ....... ... 

.... 
. . . 

9 • 1-lr. CUVEIJER (Bolg1um) aha.rod the viowa of th!.;} representativd of Fra11ce. 

Tbe suggeet.1on or t.he xe-p:resentntive of IRO might be o.cc~ptnbl~ in itself but 

ahou1d not. -am;eoo: .. 1n tho. ~xt,of'. tho convention .... Ite .. :z::1ght:f'u~ pln~e :wa,e in tha . . ~ . . . ' . 
· · .: .. agroement.a vhioh: IRO (lnd. the .Co\Ultr1ee conoe;rned. hnd•:concludecl- or w~~- c0:1clu.de 

with re~d- to refug~es -~tted• .under .ecbamee tor -r.ecr_ui ~ont of_ fo~.eign'.~n~er 

or 1mnigration. It did not Deem thnt Ooverninonte which would conclude such 

aereements 1n the future shou1d bo comr.dtted in advance. 

.• _ .. !•' /10 • Mr • BE:NK!N 
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10. .. , Mr~ EENKDT (United.States of ~.merica) feit that' the Belgian ·a~d-.French. 

delegat~ona B~uld ~ot be f ~;ced to· ~oo~pt a clause' to 'which they objected.', ;_Re . j ' 

vondered., ~wever, whether a parngraph re:produc:ing the gist of paragraph ·3 :·of··· · · · · ._. 

ai:t;c~ 13 ,of th~ Secr~tai:iat draft 'might 'not be.added to-'the hen6i't:text~ ,'thrli:-'·;'.:•,;, 
~re.graph, however, should te ~r~ded to :rc~d thc.t the-.Hir,h Con~acting ~r{iJ~· ,· 
vo4~ g;ie. fB:vom:o.bl~. conside~e.tion to•· thu .- p~ssib1l1 ty of accordi~g the ·treatment :· 

' . . . '• ' ' ' ' ' ! ' ' ', ; ' ' . ' .. ' . :. . 

given to na.t~or.al -wa.ge-earnera to B!Jec1f1~d. ce.tegories of refugees inatead:of;,• 
merely. s~t1ng that '\hey ffresorve · tho ri~t" to do oo. . · · 

: Ii 

..... ; . 

11.. Tllo CHAIRMAN felt that the !Ro i-o:rreeentst;ve's p-o:poeal to de:f'1ne 

~tte_rs moro p::eoiae~y ao_ a.a to bonefl t · tho rotugeeo of the category 1n queat_ion 
merited attention. · - -· 

12 • Sir l.tJsl!e BP.ASS (United. K1ngclom) empb".si'r.ed that hie• Gcverriment was 

in: full BYlllJ?e.t~ with the aims of the O~ittee l r...O!:;,ly, the· i."l:.provement of . ~· 

the eta.tue of refugees. Indeed, the United Kingdoir. b.acl raMf1ed the 1933 and ... 
1938 Convent!.ons conte.1n1nB provisions ,airuilar to those pr0poaed. by the Secretar.1a: ·· 

R1a Government "l-7 1shed to bo as generous·: ns l)OBB1ble towo.rdo refu30es,. but should 
sucu o. 1)ol1cy _entail too heavy co::imitmen~s it might be .forced to restrict the . 

I 

admiaaion oi" refugees to the United K1ngd.om. 
13.. Indeod, the l.933 and 1938 Conv~nt1onB had oonco:rned only U linitod group· 

of 'refugees co ~hL,~ the fe.vourablo t:roa.tn:ent pi·ovic~d t'cr t:be:o had ceuaed no· 

sericue he.rd.abip ~o :British workers. Sinco tool'l:, hcwa.ver, the vo:r had altered the~ : · 

economic situation of· the United Kingdom which was current~ facing serious · ~­

d1tf1m.u.t1es resulting both fro~ the me.t0rio.l da,mages it had eusta.iri~d. and from , 

the !act that ita oconamy ho.d been gee.red to wnr production over a period of' 

8e~0ral Y.enra. To remedy th~ situation, the Unit1;;d Kingdom, in agreement with ·. 
empl.qyera I end · ·. 
the/trnde union orgnnit.atione concorned, and for the common good of the people, 

had. had to e.dol)t a oyetem of :plnnnecl econonzy-. The Unitad Kingdom had bad, for 

instance, t~ e.ubjoct/!~~;ra who were ita own nationo:la to certain restrictions. 

/14 • It could 
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14 ~ It could not, theref'or·e, undertake to tree the refugees from all 

employment_ re~tr1ct1ons. _The to~al number of refugees had risen by· 250,000 

e1n~e 1939 and mos~ of whom _hed enter~d · \h~- Uni t~d Kingdom du;i~ ·th~·- :previous ·.-
~ • • • • ~ • • • ' , .. t- ' '• - ,. •$ • ' .. ,-.: • 

three yeere I . }J.,a~ hed _volunterily agreed to employment in· certain specified 
. . t· . . 

1nduat~1ee only.. It vea not a question ·o:t ret'using to give refugees the most· 

f~vourable, tr~a.tmen~ regarding wgee or vork.ir.g c~ditione proper, once they had 

. been .allowed t~ vork in a given industry; t'iie restriction which the United Kingdoo 

could. not .i~rt_ tor· their benefit -..-ea thett concerning access to paid. ~mploym~nt 

of their ovn choice. The United Kingdom delogatio~ wee therefore unable to·; 

accept the first parac;raph of the French text I . . • ' • ' . ' . 

15, . Regarding the _second. paragraph, he believed that the lengt~,of 

:t"ee1dcnco provided for 1n oub-parugrop~ (a) wee inadequate, because h'ie Government 

could. not undertake to tree the refugee~ ;~ a ii '•~ostrictiona, even those, whfch 

applied to its c-,m nationals, efter three years of residence. 

16. He he.id no object1ona to eub-para~ph (~). . .. 

17. · · Ho' enphaaized that sub-paragraph (~) raised a question of nati~nality 

which·vould be Gett~d 1n accord.once v-lth the different naturalization laws_ of 

thb various eigr.atcry Statea. The United Kingdom, for instance,. applied -the 

·principle_ of ~ ~: ell children born on Er1t_iah territory were !]utomotical~ 

Br1t1nh subjects; th&t applied to children of refugees born 'in the United Kingdan,­

The implementa-+,i:in of thE.t sub-paragraph would lead to a· ·capricious 'discrimihation 

. b~t~e~ ;efug~~c, 'b~ ·rav~1ng those- who· had .children born after their arrival'. 

• • • • ■ 

18. . The CliAIRMAU, speaking ea repreaontat~ve of Can&da, said thiit'hfa· . 

country could easily accept the :t~xt or' the article prop~aod by the' French ··. 
delegation; he .reol1zed, however, that it Illight give rise t·o di~!icultfoa ... 

resultµig from the different laws .of'. vor1QUB countries ·in that field. . 
~ ,0. • • a • • • , 

19.•· Mr. IARSEN (Denmark) aeid thtit his c;untry'~ -~ositio~ in the_~tter' 

vas much,ltke .. ~hat of, th~ United ~1~do~. De~rk,had ~lao signed the 1933' 
Convention, but had made reservations concerni~ ~rticle 7, which 'wa~ · ·. · 

similar to ert1cle 13 of the draft under discussion. He had no serious 

object.too to the solution advocated by the irench .t-epraaentative but was 

/not in 



not -in a. position to. 'e:x::press: his Government!$ -9:Piniol'.}., 0.n that subjecJi,; at th13-. 

existing juncture~ · . His Government. would undoubtedly. try ,tp obtain the. -

eGree:m.ent of the trade union.organizations cond~rned for the implementation_ 

of the provisions of· that article., .. but it could not collllllit_ itself in advance 

on that score; Furthermore, Denmark.had satisfactorily .solved the problenl'of 

man:power on its territory., so that the question-of- im:portinG fore:i._gn manpower 

did not arise in 1 to case. Nonetheless,___ eYen •if· th() Danish Govermnent clid - . 

not acce:pt the obliGation resultinG from tho p1--o:posed·.article, it would pursue 

the )?Olicy 1 t had ado:pted towards the 1933 Convention_ and. would not fail to -

con3ider the provisions of that article ~a conatituti11g a moral obligation to 

be taken into account in connexion with every individual case. 

20. Mr. CHA. (China) said that his delegation oupJ)orted the ]?rinciple o.f 

c;iving refucoea the most favourable .trQit.t.ment -possible. -Although China was 

a very uencely-~opulated country, .in vhich the. ]roblem of unem.,loyment fre~uently __ 

became very acuto, it had never hesitated to aclmit to its torrito1--y refugees 

who had. requi3sted asyl1un.. . Tha. t hac" .. been so in parti~ulo.r .with· rega:.."d to the _ 

Russian refu3ees after the First World :tar. The Chinese Government bad given 

them :particularly- favourable treatment, -since it had accorded to them full 

freee.am of access to wace-ea:::ni.."1g employmen~. _ It was· true that .they had hardly 
,· 

taken advantace of that freedom, preferring eelf-em.ployment which had given 

them greater in~le:penclence ancl lar~r profits, -

21. He would. therefore be prei,ar0d to acceJ)t the text of the first .para-

graph of the article proposed by the French dele(£ation. lie would, however, 

like the expression ·"a favourable_ tre';l.tJ:n.ent" to be substi~utod fa.' "the most -

:favourable treatment". The latter micht be. a source of m1$Tu:'lderstanding, as 

it ,rould be hard to say exactly what constituted. tho most favourable treatment. 

22 • · The Chinese delecation saw ce1 .. tain objections to the o.dop_tion of 

sub •:paragraphs (~), ('2_) and. C.s) of the second. Il~agraph, For tll0 so.me re3sons 

as those stated by the representative of the United ICingdOlll1 it could. not 

acce:pt the fixing, of the timo of residence .at three_ years •. · 



23. Sub;.;.piresrnph. (b) raised a. :pro9iem:'.o~.nationallty •. China.appl~ed 

the Jus sanrr.unis 1n that resi;oct.,. under which ::the .natio~ali ty ·of the ~~us.~: 
.. .. ' . 

,ma not cha.113ed by ma.n--1:ige. .Thore_ was, .therefore,·· no reaaon in law to 

ro.vour a rafugoe vho I!IEl.rried a pcroon of -Ch~ne:Je Il8: tiono.11 ty. 

-24. Uith recard to chilc1.ren, on~ thos3 ,who :'mre ~orn of o. Chinose _mother 

or father. becano c:unooe. · It was· ther~fore unlilcoly tlmt ouo-~ragrarih (g.) 

wulo. be o.p:plied frequently in his cqun.tl"'Y and the q111~ese Government <iou_ld not 

b& o:icl)Octed to alter 1to legiolo.tion on nation~li ty merely to improve the 
' . ' ' ' 

o1 tua tion of refueeoo. The Chineao · doloc;a tion would. the:refore find. ~t hard 

to accept thaoo throe nub-I~!"O.Jrnphc. 

25. Tho CHJ\IR,L'\II notifiod the del060,tions vhich had reservations to make 

vi th re:;ard to that article that they. vould have ever/ opportun1 tr.. of exprass1ng 

theo durinc the diocuooian or article 35 of the d.rnft convention. 

26. · Hr. lIE!t:IU (unitoa. Gto.tee of .America) remarlred that, s1.nce.all dele'." 

GD,tiono dic1 not oeon able to ncco:pt a solution as broo.cl as that !)reposed, the 

CC?ItlU. ttoo could chooce between the. following two methods: either to provide 

onl:r mi.'1.i=iUD moauurcE· in :i'avour of -rel1'{;ees, which uould be accepted witl~out · 

. reoervatiaiw c.m.ost \uw.nb.ouoly., or to l.ny dorm m.eo.suros ·more fc.vourable to them, 

BLd to romit 'I~iorVt:.tionn., in the hol)·e that .they wou~. not ult1mately be ver1/ 

m,.;lll8roue o:.-- norioua. In his opinion, tho b ttol" sol:ution ohoulc. be. adopted, 

as it would bo batter to incocyorate 1n the convention a clause.providin~ [ 0 ~ 

a real in~rovement of the reZu_eoea' sitmtion in that rosDect., ev~~ if t:hat 

claune vere to :r'-"ult in ~EJ9I"Vf:!.t1:ma, wh1ch, it might "ho hoped, wotilcf- -- · · 

not be very n\ltleroua or extensive. 

27 • Mr. ClNEI.Iin (Belgi"Jlll_) ob □e!'Ved .i;bn:t tho text :pro~osed by ~he Frel)-ch 

dologe.tion cOI!l.:priaecl- o. firut !)(\rt which ro:prl)sentod an Q.dvance upon -t?ho_ ;l?rovisions 

of previous convontiono on the oubjoct and. a ~~c~nd. -i-.hicl1. m.~rely roprod.uced the 

st11,1ulatione of the 1933 ancl 1938 Conventions. . Whilo it }ffiO unde_rstand.able 

that oOlJl.8 delecat1ons shoulcl. hcsitato to accert the innovation in the first part, 

it would be B"UrJ?risinB ii" the COLll'.ll1ttea should wish to retreat from the results 

/obtained 



obtai;ned by ,th~ . rrev:iotts Conventions; and to end With, a text .which would con-: 
. . : .. :· .. ·, '·: -···,._ .·.<:~·.-· .r~-;· __ ._ .. ,~:··:~~--.;,.· •w,J"'•,-~ ·;·t:· .. /:~.·-:<·.·· .... ·~---:· .. ·,·-=---t~•\

01.\ .. , ,,1-:~ _:-~·-< 
tr,ibute nothing to\rards the imp1:ovement;,-o:(t1~ c·onci1t1ons 61' :refuifees~ :· He. 

su~~~te~ th~t··the: Co~tt~~-:~h~ui~,_·;~te "ae~rat~ly on 'ea:cjl' '~r :t~ose tw◊·;l)af~is •. 
" 

28 ... ' ' . ~ir 'I~esl:te BR,'\S3. (U~i~a-d ici~t:~~ j '1-T1~h~d to 1;em1na\iie "cokn'i.~tee -~ :{" 

41 _princi:91~ the_ Unite.a "ic1n~ciom had ai~ro.yo accorci~d to fore1gners 'rr.e~do~:.bf 
~hoic~ wit.h. r~~a~4 ~ ~3-~-e~~:Ln~ e~pl.~flllent. ·'.··Temporary: difficiu~ti~s ·~:ion~'.•·. 
had comiielled it to de};Jart from that pol:tc'y. · The r~strictioris ·w1iidii it. had ;; 

been forced to a1_:i:ply in that field were reflected in tlie · ~g~ew.edt~· ·,~i tl~ · ~gard· _" 

to certatn refugees uhich it had made with !RO. If the article were adopted_ 

. in the' ;e;~i'on -propoo~d by .tii; 'Fr~l;Ch' daleg;·tiori, however; the: .und~rtaking 't~ ' '-! \ ::;, 

. _-S~:pe:lJ.d:, all ~oat~•1ct1o~s ~11 ,l'e~~eea' lTOUld~ it ~~poared, compel the United,;'·. '' 

Kin13d~ Gov~rnmen~ .to 'WO.iv~ the ~~nditi~no in those agteenietite.- . ·.--' ... -:·:: 
. ! • 

. .. " ... · .-

29. Mr. TIP.Ill (Frm1ce) observed that the. ~o;tricti~ns referred to Int~~'. 
• ' . , • _, • I . . • , , : , ..• ,..f:. " ... ,. ·.: ·: 

second :parngrc:ph '\-Tere certainly not those stipulated in' agreements ·between'::. . : . 
certain c_ountrieo and IRO. They wqre restrictions a.eriving from th~ domestic . ·. 

law .,of variouo CO'-:Ultries. France itself was :prep-lred. to renounce in fav~ur _ 

~:f th~sa ~fUGees wi10 lulfilled one of the -~onditions· set out in·-~~ib-parngraJ?lis': 

{~.), (!?_}and{£) the rost1•ict~ons·'stipul'.:l.t~d in tho i~,:i- of 1932'~ · By-" d.oing·~o,, 

it woula. po lll'.:l.!cinc; no innovation whatever, _ao the Conventions of 1933 and 1938 

bad already_ mi ticatecl: -\;he ~-icro~ o~. th~t ·1aw. . Li:i:~ ·&he representativ~ of; . 

. B~~ium, h~ thouglJt that the Collllllittee sh~uld not tc.lce a retroGrado step in·. 
that field. 

; : - . 
30 • Mr. WEIS (Intern!! tioi'ml •,Refu3ee Or~~ization) thou.Jlit 'that the·. s·oiution' : 
r~~oumended by the United States re:9r.esente.t1ve an\i supporte0. _by the Chainnan . :·· 

. . . ' • • ' • . • . . . .. . . .. ~. • . . ' ,. ' . . ' ' ) . ·i . --

vroula be the beat one~ The· convention. voulcl inc·or·,10:rate· t11e ;:;reateat possible : · 
• .. • • 0 • ~ - • ::4- • • • • , • •· • • ; '• • • ' C ,_ • • ,,, ' 

nm:ibm .. " or measu:r9s favourable t~ tho rol'u3eeo; it would be· a standard ~o aim_. 

at in t,hat reai;ect, on the unc:orstandinc that the sigru:i.to;7 fu~tes ;ould. b~ . 

en.e.bled. to malco :rosorvations . under article 35. of . the draft con­

vention.. . . Such a aolut.ion uas·. in .lJal:'t'icula~ ·. to ._.be preferre_d 
•· . ' ·: ' . . .'. ~. . .. . . •' .. . . . . . \ . " -.. ·., . . . .. .-· ~ . . 

. , ... . 
... . .. . 

/to-that 
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to that of including· in artic1e · 13 only the ·1owest common denominator of the 

advantages which Stctea were prepared to·conf'er upon refugees in the .practice 
·of wage-earning employment. 

31. With regard to refugees in.special categories which fell within the 

fra.mowork of the plans for t:1e recruiting of f?:•eign manpower and of ·immigration 

plans, it was becauoe the existence of IBO would be te:rininated shortly that that 

organization would 11ke to see a clause in the convention safeguarding their 
position in the future. 

32. The CHAIRl!AN requeoted the Connittee to take into account the·· 

generosity of France, which had made the ut~ast poGsible concessions in drafting 

the text under discussion. He appealed to all its members to acaept that text 

which contained a standard to aspire to, on the under$tanding that every delega­

tion would haye the riGht to malce whatever reservations it deemed fit. It did 

not seem likeJy tbat they would be very extensive; particularly so far as the 

United Kingdo111 -:ro.s concerned. 

33. Sir Leslie BRASS (United Kingdom) stated that in the circumstances he 

vould not oppose t~e adoption of the French draft. 

34. Mr. ~OilIN~ON (Israel) observed that the second paragraph of the French 

text stated tr.n:t restrictive measu:-es "shall not be applied in all their severity 

to refugees ••• ". He feared that such an exnrerision might be taken as consti­

tuting merely a temporary measure and it.would therefore be preferable to state 

that the restrictions "shall not be applied to refugees". 

35. Mr. R\IN (France) accepted the Israel proposal, although the French 

text was not ambiguous and clearly provided for the raising of the restrictive 

measures in question. 

36. Mr. CUVELIER {Belgiumr suggested that in the first paragraph of the 
• , 11 b 1 d French text the expression "refue;ies residant habituellement should- e rep ace 

by the phrase already accepted: "refuP,ies residant regulierement" • 

/37. Mr. WEIS 



37. ·1-1r. WEIS . (Interna;tion'a.1 Refugee Organization} pointefi out that, th~-

.·::F~nch text WA.~, :tii i'a~t,' identical with •that of: t11e··convention of'19)3 .which 

~ . 

W~S designed to eJisur~ equo.l treatment "for refugees and.: nai;i~rm,J,~. . At that . 

"f~~~ no.:re~tr1ci;ive measures bad been applied against refugees in the matter of: 0 :,­

-~~1~o~e;t: ·:;!ho ~{fa::J.t:l:on· bad since ·changed and it was obvious .t~at the :tex~ ... • 

. to be. adopted ~
0

houici ;indicate that.restrictive~ measures. which were applic_able .. 

in the case of nationals, applied equally to refugees. • •·· 

38. ' ·.Mr. RAIN (France) a.greed that his, text did not stipulate that orµy 

rest~ic~ive measures applying to foreigners should be ·raised~ .. That ~a.s cle~r, 
h~ev~i; because thf/mee:~ures· :tn question w~re ·the result.-of laws ~d ·re~lations 

~ • • • • • ; .. l.,. • ' 

for the prote~tion of'the labour market~ It ,was therefore only=Si-questton of· 

restrictive measuros to protect'ne.tional'labour against foreign-coillJ.)etition. 

There could be no possible doubts on that IJOint. 

39. Mr. METALL {Interrtational Labour Organization) asked· the French 

·. repres~~tati v~ ~~h~the·r in the' :first lines ·of the' second p9.re.graph, he. wcnild _ 

agree to the substitution of the followtng phrase,· .taken :from ~commendation, 86 

~f the International Labour Conference: 
"Iri ~ountries in which employment of migrants is subject to · 

restrictions~- tho~e restric"t:fons·· shall riot a.:pply to refugees'.'. 
.. .: . :•. 

40 • Mr, BENKIN (United States. 'of ~merica.-)' s_~igg~~ted ~bat. th:~ we~ 

.. "migrants" should be replaced by "aliens 11 
• 

. ' ... ···-

41. Mr. CUVELIER (Belgium) pointed ·out tha.t the proposal of the !Ip 

representative ws prompted by a· desire to avoid the. use of the ~xpression · 

. "labour ma.rltet" ll'hich· had rightl~ beeri eschewed by that Organization, 

42. Mr. RAIM (F~ance) had no objection'to adopting wording such as that 

proposed 'by the . t:LJY representat'ive.. . .. '. : •', ... -

· /43. Mr. S'IOLZ 
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4 3. Hr· STOLZ. (.~::ierican Fedez-~tion of· La'bor) said his Orgc:.nization also 

disapproved 0'" t::.1e· ter:n 11lab::iur market". That was a COilllllOll .exp!ess1t,n however, 

vhich, toget~.::r with id.ea of protection,· symbolised in the eyes of n.a:,b:o.al 

w~r'.{,;;rs the d:-:f'3nce of their rights age.inst foreign competition. -The American 

Fec1i::-:·n.ti,;,n of '£.:.::,or '- :-.;;;:·.re:f"ore favoured the inclusion in tbe second paragraph of 

a t::.ention of tl.-e lawo c.ud regul.ationa for the protection of the national labour 

market. 

41i. Mr. ?'1ETALL (International IAbour Organisation) asked the representative 

of t1:e American Federation of Labor whether, instead of the amendment Hr. Metall 

himself had sur:,3eated, he would agree to the inclusion in the Committee's report 

of a cocment w~ich would clearly indicate~that in adopting the text of article 13, 

the Con:mi ttee had sought to provide means for the protection of the national 

labour '!:lD.rket. 

45. Sir Leslie BRASS (United Kingdom) thought that the term "protection of 

national vorkers" could be substituted, which might satisfy the representatives 

of IID aa well as AF of L. 

46. The CI!AIRMA.N asked whether the Committee was prepared to, accapt the 

principles of the F!"ench text on the understanding that its final drafting 

would be done e.t a later date. 

The French draft, in principle, was·unenimously adopted. 

47. The CHAIPJ.iAN stated that the United States representative had submitted 

a proposal to insert after the French text an additional paragraph, based on the 

draft supplementary article suggested by IBO; it read as follows:. 

"The Ili{¥l Contrac'.;ing Parties shall give sympathetic consideration to 

assimilating the righta of refugees in this regard so far as possible to 

tbooe of nationals, particularly with regard to refugees who enter pursuant 

to prograr.is of labour recruitment and pursuant to immigration schemes•'' 

/48. Mr. F.AIN 



Mr-~ RAIN. (France)·.had no obJection to the adoption of that additional - · 
• • • • • • • • ' - C • , • • : 4, 

paragraph.· 

~ • : ? • 

49. Tho· CHAJBMAN :auggeotod:that ~h~ _Com;rnit'!,ee should decide Jn principle . 
to :tnaert that parag~r1ph afte~ the French text. · · . · . ' 

~~was 00 decided, 

Artfolei4: · Se~~m;elet .. ·,·- : 
V • ·• • 

· 50.· · · ··· ·:The CHA:rnMAN. road out the text of a,;tiple .14, d,ealing _wi,th -~elf~·_ 

employment, Rnd the o.ccompanying COllllnento·. He Dt.ated that the -.Fr~~ch dei~sat:i.'on 
f• • ' • •· • • ' • • • l .. J.' • 

had vfthd.re.wn ·its;••di'af't arttcle ll dealing with the .same aubJ(3ct. 

- . 
51. Sir Leolie :BRASS (United Kingdom) said t~at his remarks wiiih regard 
to· art1cia ·13 ais6 up~lied ·to.· sQf."10·.extsn...t. t_o article 14 •. 

52_: "'J'.'he Unit·ed Kingdom.-ha,d·adovJ;iE~d. a ~y~t~ ot p~ed _e~~no:my,e
1 0

1~_waa. 
·• therefore obliged :to -1mpose • certain _con.di 1;;1Q.Il9 on . p.U~e. on e.dLltesion( wiche.d: to 

. . .. ' .,_ ' ., " 

e~gage in self-employment in the country. The United Kingdom consequently 

mtght have to•.make: the ·srune r~servat1ona with regard, to article 14 as to 
article 13. . .. · · - ,. : ···· .. ·, .. , . . .·. . . . 

:·. . ·. -. ~ . ; . -- ·•· . .. - .. :- ~ ' . 

53. Sir Leslie· thought· that .articl~ 14 might be more acceptable to most: . 

of 'the a·1gno.tortea -·of the convention. if ·:it ~~re. to read_: ~'T~e High. C~nt!S:~:t1.ng 
Parties undertake to. accord ,to .re.ft!geeEJ ·resular)J resident in ,their t~rr1,tory_ 

the ··treatment g1veil ·to •·'f'ore-igners -genera+ly,:_lll'!-g:e:r t-9,e _srune.co~ditf.o~!J, 8:S· ..... _­
regards •••• " That amendment was moti'vated in par.ticular by the f~ct that . 

. . . . ' . .... . . . . .. ' ' " ~ ~ . 

foreigners arriving in the United Kingdom ve:.-e :requi:r~d not to vllgaga itt ael:f-

e~loJ'Il'.(;r.t vitl\®t 'pel":"'J.aaion '!'or ~ cer~l"~n.- time, efter w}lioh_ they :were :fre~ to 
.. · ' . 

er-'8e.ge in t1ny profaasion they chos~ .- ... 

54. ! Mr. KORAL (Turkey) remarked, tllat. he had not taken part. in the debaJa 

on art1cie 13 because 1.ta :prov1o1ons- prese~ted_,~o ,d~~f~~ult~ fo;·,T~ke3:~ · The . ' ~ . . . , 

aame vas ·not ·true· or· article. 14 •.. Under Turkiah~.la:w, ~ly ,~atiQ~~ls ,co~~ b? .. -
aelf-employed)·. and· Turkey. would: conspquently haye to res_er:v~. i ~a ~-1 ti~z:i ~. 

• • . • • • ... •·. ·. ' . . I ' 

that article, no matter what its wording. 

/55. Mr. Kural 



55, l-1r. Kilrn.l. thought the most acceptable solution would be to nco.')rd to 

refugeo:J the ~.:::·cdtmont given to foreigners generally, Turkey might wish to 

concludo bilo-.~rnl agreements providing for 'exceptions to tne gene:•al r:i!.e in 

the croe of Oij:-~ foro!e;nero, but would not wish such exceptions to ~ppl:y 

nut.::: .... "llticall~ ➔Jo re~:b~ea. 

56. Mr. CUVELIER (Belgium) was also in favour of ·according to refugees 

tho treut:nent c:;ivon to foreign.era generally; if the Comnittee were to accord to 

tr.em tho moat favourable treatment eiven to foreigners by virtue of treaties,. 

Bolg1um vould be obl160d to reserve its position •. 

57, Tho p.:-oviaiono ot article 14 were of great importance to Belgium, 

a.a 1 t bad an o.cute middlo-claaa problem. 

58. The CllAIRMAN noted that all the previous apeakere had. been in favour 

of according to refu5oeo the treatment·:- given to foreigners generally; ho 

thcrcforo vondored vhether that vs.a not tho solution _preferred by the Corunittee. · 

59. Mr. HEUKJTI (United States of'..America) did not wish to compli-:ate the 

question needloaely, especially as it concerned pa:rticularly tho countries of 

Western Europo, DeDI:lark end Turkey. H.e felt, however, that the preferred 

solution vould confsr no real benefits· ·on the refugees, and wondered whether 

it might not be possible to find a third solution, whereby refugees would be 
,. 

granted not tho most favourable troatme.nt, but a treatment more favourable 

thnn that given to foreienera generally. 

60. Sir Leslie BR.ASS (Unitod Kingdom) cited an example to show why it 
would be difficult to nccord to refugees the most favourable treatment given 

to foro1gnera by virtue of treo.tioa: in the United Kingdom, only nationals 

could·be eterunship pilots; the only oxooption to that rule wae made in 

favour of French pilots who wore permitted to enter Channel por~s. It would 

be very difficult to extend that exception to refugees, in accordance wit~ the 

-provia \.ono of article 14. Sir Leoli.e oould ~~rtly ci to other exmnpl_ea. 

/f..1. M,-. GUERREmO 



61. Mr. GUERRED!f (Bra~11) said that,· if some found it difficult to 

accept the fi:ot, solution proposed. by the Secretariat, the second. was eg_t\ally 

objectionable in that it confer:::-ed no real. benefit upon refugees. 
62• W'nil& it wo.8 true that ad.option of provisions giving rise to 

nmi1~raus ~eeertT3i..iollt! ~i!3S to be avoid.ad, an intermediary ao:.i.:u.t:19n, such es 

proposed "by the United States representative, seemed hardly more :·acceptable. 

63 • . . Mr.· Guerreiro thoueht the Committee should adopt. the first .Sec;etariat 

solution and accept the fact that severai signatories would make reservations. 
With regard ~o certain professions. 

64. Mr. Rti'RAL (Turkey) appreciated the htµnanitarian motives of the .United. 

States.· represen~jative and felt that a formula should be found urging States . . . . . 
. to accord to refugees treatm~nt more favourabl~ then that given to foreigners , 

generally. 

65. He therefore ~ropoaed adopting acme form of words to the effect that 

refugees .should ~e accorded treatment as favourable as possible u.~der the 
national llw. 

66. After a brief exchange of views, Mr. Kural :propoaed the folJ.owing 

text: "The High Contracting Parties unc;ertake as far as.·possi'ble to ·accord to 

refugees regularly rosident in their te±+itory the moat favourable tteatment 
·,>:' 

:possible, which shall i.'l no case be less:
1 
favourable than the treatment g:i.ven 

to foreigners g~neraJ.ly as regards ••• " · ·: 

67 • Sir Leslie BRASS (United Kingdom) had no objection to that text, but 

thought that his Gove:rru:ient would be obi1ged to make a reservation. 

68. Mr. WEIS (Intex•national Refugee Organization) suggested that the.· 

Committee should adopt the form of words which accorded refugees the most 

favourable treatment given to foreigners·by virtue of treaties, specifying 

such treatment mu.at not conflict with restrictions laid down in national 
, . 

legieiations in regard to the exercise of certain professions, 



69. Hr. RA:Cf {Frence) .said that it would be difficult ·to accept the IRO 

rer:reqontative 's !8-"0JX)Eal. af\ moet of. the •signatories woul.d have -to r.1aka ·-: 

resorvo.tione ii s_uch lln a.rticle .vere adopted; it -would therefore in n<? •way.· 

(!·erve the intercstt' or the refugees. :Tho Committee r.hould adopt a text 

ccccvtablc.to e~l, or ~t leaet to most, of the countries concerned. 

70: '· · -Tho Cll1'.TI\l·\A,U ,pi,oposed th~t the toxt submitted by the 'furkish. representativ-e 

be nd.opted. · 

It '\in~ so dcc1ue~. 

Articlo 15: : Libcrn.l Profer,oione 
. . . . 

71. . The, CIIABl'iAH rend article 15 on liberal professions o.nd the accompanying 
,,• .. 

COtltlOnt~·. . -

72 • l•ir· •. ruui; (:E'r~ce) -~inted· out to the C~.J. ttee tha~,~asraph• of article l3 

of the Fren~h- drcd't :o~ liberal profe~sious had been amended ·by' the addition _of 

the vord.s "and which would be in no case inferior to the treatment acco:::-ded to 
f oreienere ge~r~';: · · 

73. Hr. CUVELIER .. (B~lgium)' thought' that th~\ -~~vi~i6ri on di'plomas was . 
bette;· ~re.Jed in the French draft th~n.· in that of the $e~retar1~t: ind.ee~ the . 

lntter a-ppeared to exclude diplomas acquired 'fri ·the· ~aunt~~- 6~ · ~;yluci, ~hich~ ;as 

obvio~ly wong. 
. ,. ·. 

74 · The CHAJ31W1 s-~;id .t'iu1t -t~ q·ue~t:ion· ~f ·a:iplomns '~ras ve;/ difficult and in 
mrmy case~ coul.d be oolved only by bila.teral tree.ties. For e:xom_ple, i??, the 

Uni tea. Ki~dom -~~- ·eo.~o·d~'. ii b~rei -pr~f~·~;:l.·on~ b~d:1.~~ ~dmi tted 116iders -·~ loce_l 
.~~ " ••• ; • . •· •• , ~ ... • • ; • • • • i • • ' .. ' • .. • • , • • • • • • • • ' • ' : ', - • • • • • ' ' • • • 

diI1loreas ori!-Y.; that ·w_a.s because they Wished· to maintain a _certain lev~l and 

tro.ditic·n·;, it. Jas 'tf~e, · o~· _c'o~;~e:, · tha{ s~6h. a~ ;e'qu,i~:ement refle:ct~_d t~o rigid 
a s-pirit of '·exdlusiv.enes~ but· the~ _que,et'fo~:·, -~as: -~eJ?;theles_i::. ~ery' difficult···.t'o 

•· < j f #•,. •: : •, .. • ., \ -...{ • •; 1•: . : '} ( • ~• .: o I 
reeolve. 

/75 . Mr • h.1IDAL 
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75, · Mr. 1."URAL (Turkey} uondered whether the expression "holders of diplomas . , 

and titles" would satisfy countries such as the United Kingdom• and Canada. 

76. The CRlUfil.1AN; following a. remark by the French representative,. suggettted ~-

to the Committee that i::; should state its views on the substance of the article, 

leaving it for the Secretariat to· prepare the best possible draft. , 

77. Mr, CHA (China) said that the provisions of.article 13 as proposed.by 

France hnd been applied in China already. It had done so of its own free will, 

but would hesitate to accept r,uch provisions if they were imposed on it by the 

convention. To illustrate his point he quoted ·the case of the Jewish doctors . 

. vho hnd taken refuge in Chino. at the·beginning of the Second World War. Although . · 

it vas contrary· to the usual ·practice tho Chinese Government had felt that those 

refugees should be ~rmitted to o:Xercfoe their. profession, as 1~ was their only 

means of livelihood.P.sno other refugees had asked. for r,ermissioz.i to exercise their· 

own r-rofessions, the Chipese Gove~nment had not interfered with the Jewish , 

refuc;ees practising medicine; it would have had to.do ,so had the nationals 

or certain States invoked treaties according them the most favoured nation 
treatment. 

78. The CHAIRHlu1 pointed out to the ChinesE: representative that there was no 

q~estion of accordinG refugees the mo~t favourable treatment given to foreigners 

by virtue of treaties, but merely the ~ost favourable treatment possible. 

79, Mr. RAIN (France) remarked that the question gave rise to grave difficulties 

in France where· there wns a considerable· number of refugees belonging to the . . : . 

liberal professions. The provisions suggested iu the French draft should not be . ·: · 

regarded o.s a means of evading the rroblem. It should be under~t~od that there 

vere two types of interests: on the one'hand, national interests which tended to· 

reserve for national:/ exclusively, or to a very large extent, the exercise 

of the liberal professions; on the other hand, the material interests· of 

/persons 
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persona exercising tho3e professions who.·were, stubbornly defending_ their 

pocitiorw. It wat: the Committee's·duty·.to .see that States accorded r~fugees 

the moot favourable treatment possible provided it did not conflict.with 

nct1onal interests. 

So. Mr. 1--;ETALL (International .!,abour-·Organieation). drew the Committee's . 
attention to the expression "deciroua ·to practise a 11 beral profession". That 

1'orrn or vords vas VeTJ vague and.-cquld .. be v.ar:iously interpreted •. He wondered 
•· . . . . ' ,• 

vhether a refugee vould have to state .. his -int.ention .to exercise a liberal 
• • • ,l • ' 

ra-ofcsoion i'iret, or whether the equivalont value of his diploma would be 
' . ' ' . -· , 

recognized immod.io.tcly on ~io eutry into the country .of reception. 

Bl. Mr. CUVELIER (Bel(rium) n.greed thn.t the form of ~ords w~i;. vagu~ but. 

thought that it should remain so. The Committee was faced w~th two separate 
... .. ... . . . 

considerations: on the one hand tbe recognition of diplomas ,and, on the. . . . ' . . · .. 

other, the exercise. of' the professions. In .13elgi~ a fore~~er could pra_ctise 

medicine if he held a Belgian diploma or a diploma recogniz~d as.equivalent; . . . . . . . . •, 

on the other hand,· no foreigner, no_ matter. what his diploma, was ellmred to 

practiee ae a lm:yer. It vould be impossible therefore to adopt a definite ... 
form of vords, e.s it could not b'e applied to all cases, as could the existing 

one. 

82. The CHAm1AH. e.lso tbqught i:t .was impossible to adopt ~ more definite 

formula; the Hieb Contracting Parties ·.should simply be invit~d to do their best 

to make the most liberal .provisions poesi.,ble. The c~nvention:_coul~. not impose 

upon them obligations vhich it ,,ould be impossible for them to accept• 

83 • Mr. LARSEN (Demnark) ob.served that the. repre~ent~~iv_e ~f Chin~ had :~aised 

a. question of a general character: vould certain countries be able to invoke . . . 

the most-favoured-nation clause on the. pretext th~t .refueees enjoyed ~ore 

favourable treatment than wne accorded to .nationals of those countries?, .That . . . ' . 
vas an importe.nt· question vhich vould have to be examined when all the articlee 

had been adopted. 

/84. The CHAIRMAN 
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84. . Tha CIIAm:IA..11 :proposod the adolYtion of :paragraph 1 of article· 13 of 

the French d:!.•aft, as amenclod by the representative o:r France at the becinriine 

of the discuscion.. . 

It was ~.dee idea.. 
.. t 

86. Sir Leolio J3RAS.S (United l.Ut1£dom.) preferi·ed the del':ltion of the 

i.iaracr3:rh. • 'Its proviaiono did· not prop-ewly belonc in article 15 and 

there would be included o s:)ecial arti.cle, us.ually lmmm os tho "coknia1 
clance." 

87 · 81:r Leslie crn.9hasized that the Unit~cl Kinr.;dom Government left the create st 

possible ind-:ri.-,endence in St!ch lllfjtte:.·s to tlla eo~,arn.ments of overseas 

territories; it facilitated es. fe.~ ... aa ~,oi=.:u~.1.bl3 _th_e settlement of ret·uC:,ecs in 

those territories, but he ,rao at):'ai.d tliat such a clause rdcht be misunde:·stood 

by the local covornments. 

SB. Sir Leslie Brass thoucht it would be better to delete :iaraera_,;h 2 and 

include the idea- contained therein in. the Ra}1:9orteurrs report. 

89 • Mr. ~LIER (Be lei urn) asked why the a..,nlication of this clause ,ms 

limited to tte liberal ~rofessions. 

90. Mr. IM!PB:IBY (Secretariat) ex:,loinea. that the Secretariat had thoq;ht 

that the treatment of refuceoo belonging to the liberal professions :::-aiscd the 

noat serious _:probJ.em. Such refugees would have to bo taken ca;.•e of by s::;ocial 

o.oasuras. Their settlement in overseas territories was ciore icr::,orlant in the 

General interest than the settlement of i-mce-earnin(" and aelf-8u1:9loyed ::ef:J.coes. 

91. 1-ir. RATI'f (Franco) thoucht it would bo proferable to delete :,n:,.•nc-::e::Jh 

2 and ins_ert n sepa::"ate article aD:1lyinc to all :p1•ofossions. It v::w o1rriou.s 

that in !)l'actice the qnestion would arise :princlpally in connexion with 

l'efuceos beloncing to the liberal professions, fol" it was those professions 

which, everywhere, wero the rnost overcrowded. For the :pa st .fot11· yaars :I. t lm d 

been his tcsk in Fr:mco to brine; home to tho local edminiatrations of the 

/overseas 
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ovoraoae tel"ritorioe tho advnntoge of attracting ?"efngeoa of the liberal 

:_>rofosoiono. 

9c::. I~·. P.!lin oaid that the French Government had much tho same C:.ifficultios as 

tho Uuitod K1n,~eoc Govornment. Fl·oo tho legal :,oint or view, the United, 

11.ueooo ropl~C•:>r~tntivt• • i3 cbject1on we not in order, since the overseas 

torri tor1oo ,,ero not tlt'l.tonomoua a:id wro thorai .. ore dependent on the net1•0:_1olitan 

count!':;.. It muot hcnrovor be recognized that care ah?tll.~ qe tak~n no~ to offend 

tho lo~al autho:.·1t1oa. 1-jr. Rain believed th!l_t the wo:ru.inc '.:Jl·oposed. in ~he 

French d1"8ft ,::io flexible onouch not to be emborrossin[!; it :provided sim:~J.? that 
. . ' . 

tho ai[:r.!ltor~r Stntoa would clo· th~ir beat to convince th~ aaministrations of 

oVOl'Oene tc1r1torios that it w:10 in thoil .. interest to att~act rei't1.coes 1)e.loncing . ' . ' 

to tho liberal ~rofoeaiona. 

93. l!r. m:m;:n1 (t:nitod States of ,\.':l0rica), in viev ~f tho fact that tho 

tuootion concerned ClO~o ~articulerl,y th'3 so .. cnll9d "colonial" Powers, IJ!'O:_,ooed 

tho ado:9tion or tho Fronch euc~ostion to tho effect that there shotll.d be n 

ao:_)!lroto article, to be drafted b~r the re:prosentatives of Fl·ance am1 J3al[;!u;-i. 

lir. F.enl:in bolioved it ,roulc at o.ny rate bo ,~~:rerable to replace tho itord 

":"'r0t1oto" ir.. the Enclish text b:r the vord "encourece '.'. That did. not affe(".t 

tho French tezt •. 

Tho United states. ':'l·O"iocal ·woo ado·:,ted. 

'i'he meeting rose at 1 p •. m. 

6/2 . o..m. 




