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1. PROGRAMME OF WORK AND APPOINTMENT OF THE STYLE QOMMITTEE (A/CONF.2/L.2)

The PRESIDENT said that, if the Conference failed to complete its agenda
by Saturday, 21 July, it could arrange to-meet on Monday, 23 July, and, possibly,
on Sunday, 22 July., - Since other meetings were due to take place in the Palais.
des Nations the following week, the simultaneous interprestation stai‘f would be
otherwise occupied, but consecutive interpretatien could be provd.ded on Monday,

He then read out a proposed time~table of meetings.

- Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) pointed out that, even if the Conference kept to
the programme of work proposed by the President, as he was sure it would agree to
do, that did not nccessarily mean that it would end its work within the time
allowed, In any event there was nothing to prevent it from holding a second

session,

The PRESID:NT drew the attention bf the Conference to the note
(4/CONF.2/L.2) drawn up by the Secretariat which showed the action taken by the
Conference up to 17 July, 1951, in respect of cach article of the draft Convention,

The officers of the Conference, who, under rule 2 of the rules of procedure,
weré required to exa.miﬁe the credentials of representatives end submit a report
 thereon, had presented their report in document A/CONF.2/87. - The dgcﬁmeat had
been circulated for the information of delégations, and, since changes in the
position of certain representatives would probably occur in the near future, he
‘;suggested that the Conference should not take a decision on the report. until 8
‘1ater meeting,

It was so agreed, - ,

‘ The PRESIDENT pointed out that the Style Committee had still to be
-appointed, and he suggested that it should comprise the representatives of Belgium,
France, Israel, the United Kingdom and the United States of imerica,
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Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) said t.hat, as States Non-Members of the United
Natlons had been invited to take part in the. Confercnce‘s work, one of them '
should be reprx.s»nted on the Style Committee, He proposed Italy for that purpose,
in view of the difficult refugee problem with which that country was faced,

kr, ROBINSON (Isracl) thanked the President for suggesting that. hs
sficuld serve as a member of the Style Committee, but was obliged to.decline the
honour for personal reasons’,

The PRESID2NT expressed his regret that -the Israeli reﬁre‘sentative s who
had been 2 member of the ad Hoc‘ Committee and of various'world.ng groups throughout.
the entire United Nations history of thes refugee question, was unable to accept
appoint.ment.

Mr. del DRAGO (Italy) thanked the French representative for neminating
him for membership of the Style Cémmittee. In accepting nominatioﬁ, he assured
the Conference that the Italian delegatlon would collaborate wholeheartedly in
the work of the Commitiee,

The PRESIDENT suggested that the High ‘Commissioner for Refugees should
also be represented on the Style Committee, the other members therefore bemg thg
representatives of Belgium, France s Italy, the United K:Lngdom and the Unlted »
States of :merica, '

It was so agreed'..

2o CONSIDERATION OF TH:s DRAFT OUNVENTION ON THE STATUS OF ReFUGERES
(item 5.(a) of the agenda) (i/CONF,2/1 and Corr. 1, 4/CONF.2/5 and
Corr,l) (resumed from the twenty-fifth meeting):

PR

Mr, MONTOY: {@;enezuela) s sneakmg to a po.mt of order, announced that
the Brazilian ’ Columbian and Venvzuelan delegations s which by coincidence ha& all
been absent the prev:.ous day .vh.n articic 30 had been dlscussed although it had

«
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not originally heen on the agenda for the day, had authorized him to state that
they would reserve their positions on that article until it was reconsidered
during the second reading, \ '

(1) Article 31 - Measures of lementation of the Convention
A/CONF,2/85, 4/CONF,2/86) (continued

The PRESIDENT pointed out that amendments to a,rticie‘ 31 had been
- submitted by the United Kingdom and Netherlands delsgations (A/CONF.2/85 and
4/CONF.2/86 respectively).

He suggesied that, since the United Kihgdom amendment was a propesal.to delets
"article 31, representatives who were in favour of it could show their support by

- voting against the articlc, He would nct, thereforé, put that amendment to the
“vote scparately,

‘ Mr, von TRUTZSCHLER (Fed"ral Republic of Germany) wondered whether it
was pogaible to bring the Netherlands smendment to article 31 into line with the
-‘ text of article 30 adopted at the preceding meeting, ‘

. HERM:NT (Belgium) asked the Netherlands reprosentative whether, as
artiele 30 as adopted p'ovided that Contract.mg States should undertzks to provide
the Office of the High Commissioner for Refugees, or other appropriate agency of

the United Nations » with information conecerning the implémentation of the Conveation,
 that provision would not be sufficient to achieve the intentions of the Netherlands
‘f;ganiendment. ‘ ‘ -

Baron van BOSTZEL.ER (Netherlands) admitted that there was a certain
.—f,‘amount of overlapping between his amendment and article 30 as adopted, tat thought
..fjthat 4t would nevertheless. be useful to retain his amendment as a separate articles
ff:_Hi.s amendment was in coni‘omity w1th the other artzcles of . the draft Convention., . = |
.Sub-paragraph 2 (b) of article 30 might be consequuntially rovised at the second'.j'“_'»u:‘i

:"V'reardmg, if it was then rotained as it stocod, he would reconsider the matder,

 The PRESIDENT asked whether the Netherlands reprosentative was withdraud
his: amendment.. ' - = e S



Baron ven BOETZELARR (Netherlsnds) said that he was not

The PRESIDENT thou'ght that the obligation which the Netherlands amendment
sought, to impose on Gontractlng Statecs should be supplemented by an obligation on’
the Secrotary-General to communica.te to Contracting States infomation on: d;evelop-‘
ments connected with the Convention occurr:mg in other COntracting States. He
therefore submitted that the idea underlying the Netherlands amendment might
logically be considemd in connexion with article AO (Notirtications by the

Secretary=General),

Baron van BOLTZELARR (Netherlanda) had no obaeotlon to the President ‘s
suggestion, His: amendment was similar to an art:.cle in the Red Cross Convention,
which provided that signatories should communicate certain laws and regulations to
the Government of the Swise Confederation. ' o

With regard to the comment of the Belglan representat.lve, he reraarked tha.ta
article 30 spe ecified ‘that Contracting States should prov:.de appropriate agenciea -
of the United Nations with any data, statistics and mformation requested eoneeming
the implementation of the Convention, whereas the Nether] ands amendment provi.ded ho
Contracting Statcs should communicate the entire texts, of the relevant laws and "
regulations. 2 ’

He had orlgmally :Lntroduced hie amendment on the assumption that the United
Kingdem proposal would be a,dopted, that the original tex‘b of article 31 would there,
be deleted, and that his amendment would then take :.ta place, His amendment

" ghould therefores be considered as a new ar‘t.icl,eo‘ :

The PRESIDENT put. to the vote the or:.ginal tz.xt of artic n, e
(A/CONF.zfé, page 17). | | ?
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*(11) Article 32 - Relation to previous Conventions (A/CCNF.Z/53)

| Mr. HERMTNT (Belgium) said that his amendment (h/CONF02/53) to paragraph
2 of article 32 was purely textualp The existing wording of paragraph 2 seemed to.
- imply that there could only be t.wo States parties to a previous instrument, Hia ‘
amendment corrected that drafting erer,

| Mr, HORE (United Kingdom) felt that, since the Belgian amendment did
_not affect the inglish text and merely aimed at improving the wording of the Freneh -
-fext, it might be referred to the Style Committee,

The PRESIDENT added that the Inglish text was also somewhat defective

‘ from the point of view of style, He asked the Belgian representative whether he
would withdraw his amendment on the understandmg that the text of article 32 would
be referred to the Style Committees

Me, H}:Rm.‘NT (Belgium) withdrew his amendment on that understandmga

drticle 32, subject to textual modiflcation by the Style Gommittee, was
adopted unanmoualxg
. (iii) Article 3 (B) (A/CONF.2/i1, A/comF.z/Az, “/CUNF.Z/au}

resumed from the twenty-fourth meetmg)

‘ . The PRESIDENT said that two amendments (A/CONF«2/41, A/CONF.2/42) to
"artlcle 3 (B) had been submitted by the justralian delegat:.on. However, in actual :
'_.t’a.ct, those amendments were proposals for two new articles. A note on artiele °

'3 (B) had also been submitted by the Isracli and United Kingdom representatives
;-,'Jo:‘!.miy (4/CNF.2/8L); they suggested that péragraph (_bA)} of article 3 (B) should be
“doleted as meaningless, and that paragraph (a) should be redrafted in the way they
v'indicated. He proposed to trcat their euggestion as an amendment to article 3 (8)e



Mr. SHAW (Australia) doubted whether the redraft of artiecle 3 (B)

- suggested by the Israell and’ Unit.ed Kimdom repregentatives would solve the :
difficulties of the australian delegation. The Australian Government would fmd :
it difficult to determine which groups of refugees were in the same circumstancea :
as groups of other aliens as a resuit of the migration egreements which it had |
concluded with the International Refugse Organization (IRO) and with cther countries-

By way of general observa.tion, he wished to state that the more he had studied
the question the more he had been impressed by the fact that Australian practice,
so far as rofugees were concerned, was fully in keeping with, and at times even- e
more liberal than, the terms of the ¢raft Convention.

Australia, which was in much the same posz.tion as Canada, aimed at assimi.!.ating
refugees, but, since the proportion of aliens who could claim refugee status was- of
the order of 3% of all aliens entering the country, he was obliged to coneider the
text very carefully,

The proposal submitted by 'his delegation in document A/CONF.2/1 related £¢ s
possible interpretation of the Auetraiian lsbour=contract system, which was an. '
mtegral part of the country's immigration scheme, Therec was no reason to believe
from any statement made in the Conference that any repreeentat.ive felt that r.he 7
Australian labour-contract system was - contrary to the spir:Lt or letter of the
draft Convent.:.on. ~ Qertain representatues s as well as the High Connniss:.oner for ‘ :“k :
Refugees, had submitted that his misgivings were unfounded, and thet the Australian
position was amply covered by the draf{b Canent:Lon. He had taken note of those '_ .
observations. Nevertheless, he feit that; even the red raft of article 3 (B) now -
before- the Conference did not fully meet the posit:.on so far as Australia was N
~ concerned, He had certain doubte about the position of aliens who entered :
australia for a partzcular purpose but who might later conceivably claim refugee “
status s 2 point which was connected with the interpretat:.on of the words "lawfuhy
l:wing in the territory"

It was to cover those possible diff:.cultiee, which he was apparez:t.ly alone in
feeling existed, that he had submitted his amendments. He was prepared, howe?er,
to agree :mstea.d to make some form of interpretat,we reeervati.on, as hed’ been e :

Do



e S « | - - | E

Page 10

sugeested by the High Commissioner, On that understanding, he would sdpport the
redraft of article 3 (B) suggested by the Israeli and United Kingdom representative
and withdraw his own amendments (A/CONF,2/41, A/QNF.2/42),

The PRESIDENT put to the vote the suggestion mads jointly by the Isracli
and United Kingdom representatives that paragraph (b) of article 3 (B) be deleted,

TheA suggestion was adogted- by 22 votes to none, with 2 abetentions.

The new wordinz for ps La) of a \ ggeste
United Kingdom joint note was ad.ogt.ed by 23 votes to none, with 1 abatention,

subjcct to any textual amcndments that might be made by the Style Committee.
(iv) Article 5 - Exemption from exceptional measurss
(resumed from the twenty-fourth meeting

Mr; HOARE (United Kingdom) recalled that the Conference had decided the
previous day to defer consideration of paragraph 1 of article 5 until the return
of the leader of the Swedish delegation,

The PRESIDENT said that he would interprest the United Kingdom
represmtat:we's observation as a motion that comsideration of article 5 be
" deferred until the afternoon mee’oing.

The United Kingdom motj.on was_adopted.

(v) Article 33 - Settlement of disputes

The EX£CUTIVE SECRETARY said that the Legal Department of the United
Nations Secretariat had submitted a memorandum on Chapter VI ("Final Clauses" =
" articles 33 to 40 inclusive) of the draft Convention, That memorandum had not
been distributed, but he would like to draw the attention of the Conference to
' several points raised in it with a view to bringing the Convention into line with
R usual conventional practice.
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In the first place, the Legal Department had suggested that, in the interest
of greater precision, the words "two or moré" should be included ai‘ter the words
ishall arise between® in the first line of article 33

© Baron van BOSTZELAER (Netherlands) sponsored the suggestion made by the
Legal Department, o

L

Mr, HOARE (United Kingdom) felt that the original text was sstisfactoryy -
but had no objections to the suggestion if the Legal Department considered the

inclusion advisable,

AN

Mr, ROBINSON (Israsl) thought that the wording of article 33 was somewhat;
heavy; it should be abbreviasted and made more lucid. ’ ‘ '

\

The PRESIDENT remarked that the Style Committee would be extremely
grateful for any textual suggestions which the Isracli representative might care -

to make,

Mr, ROBINSON (Isracl) said he would do his best to help. |

A}'ticle 33 was adopted by 24 vdtes to none, with 1 abqtehtion, gubjeet 7i;o :
any textual amendments that might be made by the Style Committees el

(vi) Article 3% - Signature, ratification and accession (A/GONF.Z/BJ., A/CONF.2/88)

Mr, MAKIEDO (Yugoslavia? explained that the aim of his amendment to -
article 34 (A/CONF.&/BI, page 3) was to give the powsr to invite_ States Non-llember»
‘of the Unitad Nations to accede to the Convention to the General Assembly, which g
a more repr+=sentative body than was the Economic and Socia.l Council, . His Ieelmg
wag that the original text of article 34 had been drafted on the assumption. that
only States Membens of the United Nations would be invited to dccede, In .*.‘act,
.however » the Secretary—General had been inatruct.ed by the General Assembly to ;
invite all St.at.es. '
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The PRESIDENT pointed out that the Holy See had been invited to particimmé
in its work by the Conference itself, and that it would be impossible to adopt a
Convention which would empowsr any other body to decide whether the. Holy See

should be invited to sign the Convention,

' Archbishop éERNARDINI (Thé Holy Sece) pointed out tha£ tﬁe\invitation
‘which the Holy See had reveived from the Secretariat indicated that it had been
invited not only to take part in the work of the Confersnce, but also to sign the
Convention, The Holy See had, indced, accepted the Secretariatf’s invitation on

"that second condition.,

Mr. ROBINSON (Isracl) agreed that article 34 had originally been drafted
| on the assumption that the Convention should be adopted by the General issembly.
.In view of the changed circumstances, the present tcxi was therefore unsuitable.
There would be little meaning in.the invitation to attend the Conference which had -
been extended to eighty States if, after signing the Convention, some of those
States had to wait until they received invitations from the Economic and Social
f“Council before they could sign the Convention. - |

There was, however, one exception, ‘There was a resolution of the General
" issembly (39 (1)) placing restrictions on the accession of Spain to international
instruments drafted under United Nations auspices. He therefore suggésted that
" the words "to which an invitation has been addressed by the Economic and Social
‘ Counci1" be replaced by some such words as "subject to the exceptions specified

"fin relevant resolutions of the General Assembly",

The EXECUTIVE SECRsTARY confirmed that, when article 34 had been drafted,
@%_1t had hieen contemplated that the Convention would be signed at a regular annual

‘f;se551on of the General nssembly.,

There. were two other questions which the Conference should consider: the ,;i

"Place of signature and the matter of accessions. The Convention would be adopted

' iin<Geneva, but it was contemplated that it would be held open for signatures for a. ‘

'
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“certain period. ,It.wquld be desirable for the text to specify where the
instrument'would be:available for signing. In the Torquay Protocoi drawn up. by
the Contracting Parties to the Ceneral Agreement on Tariffs end Trade provision
had been made for signing on 21 .pril, 1951,' in Torquay and sub_seque!;tly at United
Nations Headquarters from 7 May unbil 21 October, 1951, ‘There might be some :
difficulty in following that precedent in the case of the present Convention, If
the Conferehce completed its work by Saturday’éveniné, 21 July, it would take the 
Secretariat two or three days to arrange for the text to be printed .prior to ‘
signihé. The question arose whether represcntatives, including those who did not-
intend to sign, were prepared to remain in Geneva for that length of time. on
the other hand, if the document wﬁs ready for signing on Wednesday, 25‘3uly> soﬁe,
delegations might not be fully authorized to sign it until later. It miéht be' |

- useful to state thaﬁ the Convention would be available for signature in Geneva’ for ’f

_a short period and then later at United Nations Headquarterse -

The Legal Department 's memoranduin, to which he had referred in connexion with “
article 33, stated the following concerning the device of accession: 5

nParagraph 3 fof article 3&7 follows a certain tradition in using:®
accession as a device available to States only after the Convention.'is
no longer open for signature, and in this respect has as a precedent
the Genocide Convention, for example, There is very little gain by
this distinction, however, under preserit procedures, and it sometimes ‘ ¢
happens that ‘it better meets the preference or convenience of some £
States to accede directly without an intervening signature., In such
case, it merely delays the entry into force of the Convention, at least
as to States not already signatories thercto, to perwilt accession only
after it is no longer open for signaturs, in the present instance. only:
aftcr one yeara ' '

t

‘Minder the most efficient procedures as currently developed it normally 'f
-seems prsferable for a final article of this type to give States at all times
the choice of either ratifying a prior signature or of gceeding forthwith.- - -
The differcnce between signature followed by ratification.on the one hand,
and accession on the other, is now a purely.formal cne in the absence of ..
some intent (not apparent here; to delay the time when a specific class of =

_ States might become parties." ' : = :

N




With regard to the accession of Statés ac{t.l roprassented at the Conference,
he recalled that the Seoretary-(}ene‘r'ai ha;:l béefx instructed By the General issembly
to invite all States to attend the Conference; however, it had not ‘been easy to
define what exactly constituted a "State', " The Seerétary-Gei\eral had followed
the criterion of inviting entities recognized as States eltber by the Qnite}d‘
‘Nations and/or by its specialized agonciess It was pbuible tﬁat other
poiitical entities whose status might later be clarifie‘d, or which might
subaequently come into existence as St.a'ces, ‘might want to accede and it had been
; luggested that some appropriate methoed for thc_ir deing so might be mentionad in
the Couvention itself,

- He then read out a text for article 3k, auggested by the Legal Department
of the Secretariat (A/CONF,2/88) , which was intended to meet the various
‘difficulties ho had cutlined with regard to that article, There remained,

»horwe,v.'er, the question of what procedure was to be adopted the following weék;
for signing,

mﬂér.dioeuss;on of article 3. L was deferred until the next meeting,l

The meeting rose at 1.5 pem. .




