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SEGOND READING OF THE DRAFT CONVENTLUN RELATING TO THE STATUS OF REFUGEES
(:H'.em 5(2) of the agenda) (./CONF,2/102 and Add, 1 and 2 thersto) (continued)s

{i) Schedule and specimen travel document (A/CONF 2/L91/Adu.12) (continued)

The PRESIUENT said that if there were no further comments on paragraph
13 of the Scheduls, which had already been thoroughly dlscussed at the preced:mg
meeting, he would put it to the vote. :

Paragvaph 13 was ado ted unanimous

Mr, MORTOY: (Venezuela) mo.ved the déletion of paragraph 14, which had
become unnecessary in view of the new wording adopting for paragraph 13.

Mr. HO-RE (United Kingdom) agreed that paragraph 14 covered some of the
same ground as paragraph 13, but considered that it was wider in scope, and should
therefore be retained. For example, "laws and regulations" were of far broader -
_appiication than "formalities," Furthermore, paragraph 14, unlike paragraph 13,

" dealt not only with the admission and departure but also with the tran§it‘of

. refugees.
Paragraph 1, was adopted by 19 vot,es. to_rione, wlth 1 abstent.ion,

The PRESIDENT reminded representatives that \a final decision on -
‘paragrarh 9 of the Schedule had been deferred pending the adoption of paragraphs
13 and 14, E

¥r, HOEG (Denmark) said that it was for formsl rc casons only that he had
) _'taken up a suggestion made by the High Commissioner for Refugees , and move the
deletion of the second sentence of paragraph 9. as that ﬁrbpo‘sa‘.l had comanded
- little support he would w:,thdraw it, ' . '

Mr, van HEWEN CIOEDH&‘;RT (Umted Nations High Commissioner for Refugeea)
fexpressed his regret at the mtndrawe.l of the banish proposal, He believed that '
-4thc.. pronsmn embodied in the sceond sentence of paragraph 9 was fully covered by

: paragraph 14, and that that sentence should thercforc be deleted,




‘Mr, ROCHEFORT (France) said the qﬁesﬁlon wos largely a matter of
drafting, and arosec from the fact that paragraph 9 preceded paragraph 1 4. 1+;‘
was understandable that States should be reluctgnt to accept an unconditional
obligation to issue transit visas, which would be the result of deleting the
" second sentence of paragfaph 9. That sentence should either be retzined or, if
it was deleted, thc first and remaining sentence sﬁould be amended by adding tie
words “"subject to the provisions of erticle 14", «fter the wbrds "finalf ‘

destanation®,

The PRESIDLNT pointéd out that the Frinch text of'paragréph-9 was

correct in so far as it placed the second sentence in a’ separzte paragraph in

-

conformity with the cdecision taken by the Conference at the first reading of thev‘a;

draft Convention. _
Paragravh 9 was adopted unanimously. : ’ o
Paragraphs 15 and 16 were adopted unsnimously without comment. ’ ;

In answer to a yuestion put by Mr. HUNTUY e (Venezuela), the PRESLUENT said;‘»i
that although paragraph 11 had been adopted by 18 votes to none with 3 abstegtions

‘at the preceding meeting, he had stated thst discussion on it. could be re-opened’

if any representztive could suggest a better wording for it,

The DiPUTY <X_CUTIVE SECRET.RY then rcad out the text of paragraph 11° .

as amended and adopted at the proceding meeting.

Mr, MONTOY4 (Venezuela) was unable to c.<:<:ep+ the word "obligation! in §?f
the emended text of paragraph 11, Ststes like his own could not admit that it waof
‘mandatory on them to 18su: a new trvel docwaent to refugses when z 51m11ar -
obligation did not’ exist in respech of their own nhtlonals. He COHSderbd that
the provision should be so worded -.s to indicate that it was the ngggmn31b111tx

of the State in which the rof fugce -had taken up residence- to issue such a documunt,;

that would be su.ficient to obviate the pos31b111ty of refusees obtalnlng

: sbvural travel documﬁnts from dlffvrcnt States,
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Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) said that he would be prepared to meet the
Venezuelan representative's point by:modifying the amendment adopt~d at the
previous meeting to read "the resp.nsibility for the issue of a. new document,
under the terms and conditions of artiele 23, shall be that of the competent
authorities ,..." He must inslst on the retention of the words "under the terms
and conditions of article 23", There would then be no §&~e*billty of a conflaet
between the provisions of paragraph 11 of the Schedule, and those of articls 23 of

~the Convention,

[y

Mr, MONTOY.. (Venezuecla) pointed out that the word “désormaig" after
the word "1ncomberaﬁ had been retained im the French text: He believed that it
might be deleted »s redundant,

Mr. HEAMENT (Belgium) disagreed with the Venezuslan representative.
The retention of the word Ydésormais" was necessary to indicate thet there would
be a transfer of responsibility under the terms of paragraph ll.

The PRESLUENT suggested that the word "dégormais™ sﬂould be revained
in the French text, no equivalent being necessary in the English text,

It _was so agreed,

The PRuSIDENT put to the vote paragraph 11 as amended by. the
substltutlon of the words "the responsibility for issue of 2 new document, under"
th: terms and conditions of article 23, shall be that of!.for the words “the
obligation to issue a new document under the terms and conditions of article 23
shall be that of",

Parspraph 11, as thus amended, was adopted unamimously,

. The PRESLDENT put to the vote the Schedule as a whole,

- The Schedule as a whole wag adopted unanimous;i. .

-The PRESIDENT put to the vote the annex to the Schedule, containing

the specimen travel document,

- Ihe specimen travel document was adopted unanimbus;x,
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The PRESLUENT ‘drew attention to the report of the Style Cemmntee ‘
(/CONF ,2/102 and ..dd.1 and 2 thereto) which contained f.he.text of the draft
Convention as drawn up by the Style Committee for the secqnd reading, .8 the
French text of the Preamble and article 1 (./CUNF,2/102 idd.2) had not yet been .
distributed, he would suggest that the Conterence first take up one by one the
articles contained in document A/CONF,2/102, _ : . .

It was go agreed,

~

(i)  article 2 - General Oblizations
wrticle 2 was adopted unanimously,
(1ii) article 3 - Non-diserimination
Speaking at the invitation of the.'PRESlDENT, Miss SBNDER (Internat;:.o_nel :

Confederation of Free Trade Unions) wondered why sex was not mentioned among the

other grounds on which discrimination was prohibited in article 3.

Article

wWag adopted b _21 votes to none. ‘}::k.th 1 abstentiop.
(iv) artiele 4 (former article 17(a)) ~ deligion

Msgr, COnTE (The Holy See) po:mted out that the text of article Las
drafted by the Style Committee was slightly different from that of the Luxembur e01=
proposal (A/CUNF.Z/%S on which it was based. The text before the Coni‘w nee
seemed to him slightly restrlct:we inasmuch as it committed Contracting States to
accord to refugees the same treatment as was accorded to their na.tlonels. There~~
wag thus a.danger that in countrles where rel:.glous liberty was clrcumscrlbed,
refugees would suffer, He would therefore propose the insertion of the words
Yat least" after the words Wsame treabnenfo", in order .to guarantee refr 35 a '
minimum of religious liberty in such countries. "

Mr, ROCHEFORT (Frence)' said _that; the /e.memht_'proposed by the
representatn.ve of the Holy See reflected a view which he (pr.,. Rochefort) héd’pht'
forward in the Style Comm.ttee , but whach had been rejected on the grounds that
Contractmg St,ates could not underiake to accord to refugees treatment more

53favourable than that they accorded tc their own nationals, It had also been B
R
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‘argued that countries which did not grant religlous'llbeity:incgeneral:were
unl;kely to make any special exception in iavour of refugees. :Fopr his own f._¢~.:
part, he would be perfectly prepared to accept the. amendment &s-one;: enbodying a--.
moral principle = perhaps somewhat in the nature: -of an abstract recommendatlon,
but one which was nevertheless entirely consonant with the. Unxversal e

veclaration of Human Rights.

: . Mr, HOAﬁu (United aingdom) stated that the meaning of -the expnession
Wphe same t reatuent at least as is accorded" would not be very clear 1n Engllsh. ‘
He would suggzest that the amendment should be ‘re=cast to ‘read "at least as -
- favourable", the word "same" which occurred before the word: treatment®;: ‘being -
-'deleted, He wondered, however, whether such wording might not,. - perhaps, - be ‘
open to interpretation as an inmuendo to the effect that the treatment of

nationals in respect of religious freedom was not as llberal as it nght be,

Msgr, COMTE (The Holy See), acceptlng the United nlngdom suggestlon,
gaid that he had in no way intended to imply critlclsm of the exlstlng degree
f of religious freedom, nor was he pressing for Dreferentlal treatment for
f'refugees. His sole concern was that they should be given equal’ treatment’ with
. natlonals. It was known that, precisely on account of thelr posmtlon as
. refugees, they were frequently hand:capped in the practlce of thelr rellgion._E‘&
It was with that con91deratlon in mlnd that he had put fbrward hls amendment. i;j;

Mr. PETRﬁN‘(Swedem) said that diffieultiee might‘arisedit States‘wé?ef?g
e obIJged to accord the same treatment to refugees as to their own nationals in ot
‘respact of freedom to practise religion and the provision of religious educatlon;:
He could best illustrate his point by referrlng to the position an’ his own o
- country, where there was an Established Church - the Lutheren Church -~ supported’
f~by the State. The State also provided religious teaching 1n schools, ~ «<uite -
. clearly, ‘if there was a large influx of, for example, Roman Cathollc refugees,

';Sweden.could not be expected to give then the same treeﬁment as members of the

‘v"—

- Lutheran Church, He presumed that under the prov1sxons of artlcle 4 such L
- refugees would receive the same treatuent as Swedish quan Cetholzcs. Thé’ I

f~prob1em, of course, would only arlse if large numbers of refugees of the same ’

;,falthvwere involved,



' Mr, HOARE (United Kingdom) auggested that artmcle h merely provided a
genera* éuarnntee that refugees should enjoy the same freedom te practiee their
rellglon and in the choice ef rellgious educatlon for their children as did j"_
nationals of the country concernedg Material faczlities and economic assistanee Gk
fell entirely outside the scope of the artlcle, and he did not cons;der, therefore, e

that the particular difflculty mentloned by the Swedish representative was relevant._¥

7

Mr. Pn.TREN ( Sweden) said that he qu:.te agreed w:.th the Um.ted K:.ngdom 7
representa 1ve's 1nterpretatlon of article h. Nevertheless, he must point out
that the recognition of rellglous freedom as an abstract prlnciple might be ot
little value if divorced from the practical means of ensurlng it. ' ,

“Msgr, COMIE (Holy: See) also endorsed the United. Klngdom,repreaentatzve e ds

1nterpretat10n of article Ly

. Seang
i g

The PRESIDENT put, to the vote the proposal of thegrepreseptatiygﬁggl;h?;

Holy See that the words "treatment at least:as,favourableQ‘gggéphghwogqgaﬂ;h%ggggg
treatment" in article 4, - At\ﬁA‘» , ‘
The roposal of the re resentative of the Hol See was ado ted b 20 votee -

A.._;

to noneI uith l abstentlon

Article h, as amended was ado ted unanlmeusl .

The PRESIDINT sugges{'.ed that, as the French text of the preamble “akfd _
article 1 had now been distributed (A/CDNF.2/102/Add.2), theéy might _be -taken. up
asxt, afier whlch the Confercnce could proceed to article 5.‘7¢;31E”@‘5f553l§}g :7!§5

It was so agreed.

(v) Preamble

The PRLSIDENT drew attention to a few minor misprints in the Preambla which

requlred correctlon. In paragraph 3, the word "adv1se" should be replaced by thew

werd,“revzse" and the words "new inatructions" by the words "a new agreem»nt“l
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( in the last line of paragraph 6, the word uCommissioner! should be substituted for
. the word "Cemmission"., In the third line of paragraph 3 of the French text the
. words "gu'ils" should be substituted for the word quit,

A Mr. WARREN (United States of America), Chairman of the Style Committes,
requested that paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4 be put to the vote together, as they had

been drafted together on ﬁhe basis of the decisions taken by the Conference, On

~ the other hand, th: text of paragraph 5 was now to the Conference, It had been
~devised in an attempt to take into account the Yugoslav proposal (4/CONF.2/96), and

~ should therefore be considered separately.

It was _so agreed.
Paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the Preamhle were adopted unanimously.

K Mr, CHANCE (Canada) suggested that, as a matter of English style, the word
#will" should be substituted for the word "shall" in the second line of paragraph 5,

:,‘no change being necessary in the French texte

- . It was so agreed.

‘ Mr. BOZOVIC (Yugoslavia) stated that, although paragraph 5 only partly
"covered the substance of the Yugoslav proposal; and was therefore no§~fully

 ffsatisfac£ory to the Yugoslav Government, his delegation would be prepared to
' -aceept it, ' ' '

" Paragraph 5 was adopted unanimcusly.

Paragraph 6 was adopted unanimously.

A The Preamble as a whole was adopted unanimously.,

‘f-.(vi) Article 1- Dennitlon of the term "Refugee!!

. The PRESIDANT said that, for practlcal reasons, it had been impogeible :-
X fbr the repre sentative of the Federal Republic of Germany to participate, as it had‘ :
been agreed that he ahould, in the drafting »f section E (formerlv sectlon D) by the;f
Style Committee, ' .
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Mr. ROBINSON (Isracl) pointed out that the Convention consisted of a }
geheral part and of a part:ncular part.. There was, unfortunately, neither logical &t

_ sequence nor consistency in the general part. He wondered, for example, whether - .
article 11, relating to refugee seafarers, should have been. included in the general -

part, or whether it would not have been more appropriately inserted in Chapter III, )
which dealt with the practice of prefessions.

Article 6 (formerly article'3 (b)) was the only interpretative article in the
Convention, a fact which reflected creditably en the clarity achieved by the - et
draftere, In his opinion, however, article 6 should be placed either at the end :
of the Convention, or after the first article to include the words "in the same
circumstances", or as a special article in chapter II. It was illegical to leave
it between article 5 and article 7, |

He also suggested that article 2, which dealt with geneiral ohligations, -
should follow article 3, on non-discrlminat.lon. : ’ '

A more orderly sequence would be to start with article 3, which gave general ‘
ind:xcations regarding how the provisions of the Convention should be applied, and_._ '
then to follow it with articles 5, 10, 7, 8 and 9, That would present the whol-..t
of the general part in its logical order,

 Although the pomt he was raising was of a purely draftmg nature, it would' ‘
be unfortunate if, after two years of work, the Convention should he presented *'\'
“a form likely to call forth criticism. - .
‘ Mr. ROCHEFORT (Fx‘ance) had no objectzon to the Style ‘Committee meeting ‘
again,s Nor had he any obJection ifi principle to the order suggested by the Iaraeli
representative, although he disegreed with certain details thereof. That represent
tive had asserted, for instance; that article 11 was of a general nature, vhereas: :
he (Mr. Rochefort) considered it to be of particular application. It would
.thererore be necessary to consider each article individually in the light of the
Israell representativels auggestions, and he felt that, since it wag important to‘
- dispose of the more essential items first and in view of the fact that ,cer_tain L
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4»de1egations had to leave Geneva ghortly, the Genference "should first eempleta its
sccond reading and then, if sufficient time remained, consider: putting the tinal
touches to the text, : '
i . T ; a
~ The PRESIDENT presumed that the Isracli representative's suggestions wers
the expression of a wish that the Convention should be presented in a more

satisfactory order rather than a formal'proposal.

Mr. MONTOYA (Venezuela) asked whether the titles of certain articles had -

 been omitted deliberately. .

The PRESIDENT replied that the Style Committee had not discuseed the
titles, and had hoped that the Conference, or at least some delegations, would put
~forward suggestions for the titles which were lacking, if it was the consensus of
. opinion that they should be included in generala '

Mr. ARFF (Norway) suggested that, if the Conference experienced difficulty

in finding titles for the various articles, the best solution would be to delete -
“them ali; There was a danger that articles with set titles would be interpreted

- ) . . ’
-in a restrictive senss.

Mr. BOCHEFORT (France) recalled that the matter had been discussed in the -

" Style Committee, where it had been felt that, in certain cases, the absence of
e’titles might prove troublesome, He stressed that, in any event, a title could in .
" no way affect the substance of the article to which it was attached. (n the »T
7aother hand, tltles would simplify the work of thOSu responsible for applying the.

':Q;Gonventlon.

0 - The PR&SIDENT suggested that the ex1st1ng titles should be retained, and
flethat, when discussing articles without titles, representatives should call on thei!
i;:fingenuity and propose suitable headings. - Then,.as one of its final decislons,
1;ejuhe Conference could agree either to retain the provisional titles or to delete
éﬁfuphem all, - '




Mr. PETREN (Sweden) considered that, if it were decided to retain the
titles, delegations should be given an opportunity of considering them. -

The PRESID:NT replied that delegations were, of course, free to discuss
the titles, but he hoped that they would exercisc that freedom sparingly.

Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) said that there was one important point still to .- )
be settled in connection with article 1, on the definition of the term "refugee!,
Under *ic amendment to article 1 introduced by' the representative of the Holy See - -
(A/CONF,2/80) and adopted by the Conference at the twenty-third meeting, each High
Contracting Party was free to choose between committing itself in. respect{ of .‘.E.‘urope, .
or Europe and other continents. Lhat was meant by that choice of alternatives? .-
Did the second al»ernative mean that States would be able to commit themselves in -
‘respect of refugces both from "urope and from other specified countries , or.did 1t
mean that they would have to commit themselves in respect of refugees from the whole :

world?

when the compromise text had been submitted, -vhe French delegation, which had '
not taken part in its drafting, had accepted it on its literal inherpfetation, in c
French, "d'autres contlnents" did not mean the other countr:.es, or all the other 7
continents. The French delegation had therefors thought that the text submit.ted
would enable governments ‘to enter into commitments which were commensurate m.th
their resources and to extend them later should they be in a position to- do so.
By way of example, he cited the hypothetlcal case of a State which had in its " T
territory refugees of ‘various or:.gins. - 'Such-a State might w:.sh ‘to bind :Ltself in .
respect of some, but might experience difficulty in bindmg itself in respect of
others, if, for example, the latter were so numercus that application of the _
Convention in their case would create problems with which the State in’ question wai
not at that moment able to deal, Why should such a Stats not be permitted te #
restrict its commitments and subsequent.ly to extend them as far as 11; wished Hhen

it was in a position, to do so"

It was, of course, tme that that, interpretation of the compromise text. had not
‘ been accepted by the Style Commi't.t.ee. That did not altex the fact. that wx’on the



“A/CONF,2/SR.33 ~ PR S B A e
page 14 : :

: present wording of that text it was the only possible interpretation; moreover,
in the view of the French delegation it was the only reasonable one, and the only

" one which met the case and did not Tun counter to ‘the facts.

» Nsgr. COMTE (Holy See) explained that he had introduced his amendment in
- a spirit of compromise, with'a view to offering two alternatives, He was not
‘ sure whether the French text made the position clear, but the objective of the
: amendment was to enable Conbracting Parties to assume obligat.iona in respect of
. Burope alore or in respect of Europe and the rest of the world, His amendment had
aiso teen prompted by the hope that the Convention would be rgtained as a unit, and ’
- not replaced by a series of bilateral or multilateral instruments, He felt that
'the' fears expressed by the French representative were disposed of by the artiecle
'relating to international co-operation and collaboration with the Office of the
| Hz.gh Commissioner for Refugees (article 35, formerly article 30). |

g ‘Mr, ROCHEFORT (France) was convinced that the representative of the
»:ff"Holy See had drafted h:.s amendment with the eare and wisdom typical of the Vatican,
and that he was better qualified than anyone else to explain the intention of his
brqu'sal; " For his ;Saxjt, he (Mr. Rochefort) was obliged to zbide by what had been
éaid; not. by what had been meant, Moreover, he did not sse the connexion between
the ‘question un_dér consideration and former article 30. Finally, he was surprised
. _;’thar.t.‘ the repreéentative of the Holy See should not have allowed for a certain .
f_.i;‘;exj.bility in his amendment to enable St=tes, if they so desired, gradually to
extend the application of the definition » to the advantage of refngeés generally.

Mr. HERMENT (Belglum) remarked that if the h\terpretati.on placed on his . 7
fproposal by the representative of the Holy See was acceptc.d, the French text would :

“.ha‘.ve‘ to_ be }su:.t.‘ably amended, |

Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) cbserved th.xt he had understood the amendment-r ,
7when n. had first been presented in the sense just. explained by the representatz.ve s
,o:f"' the Holy See. Indeed, he found it difficult to conceive of any other




| page 15«

interpretation, because the present text had finally been gvolved as a compromiﬁe~
in order to meet the difficulties experiunced by the French delegation. It was,
however; possible that the French text was not. clear, :

4s a protagonist of the'universalist'theory; he eonsidered that a refugee was
a refugee wherever he was, and that the Convention should provided that Contractzng

States should grant him minimum rights und bcne;lts;

On the other hm:d;'certaln States, although subscribing tov the view that a ‘
refugee was a refuges wherever he was, nevertheless felt that they could be assuming
unduly onerous commitmints in undertaking to grent thoee rights and benefits to all
refugees irrespective of their country of o*igin. He felt that that attitude was - '
wjustified, but agreed that it was a matter for each State to decide, The
amendment introduced by the representntive of the Holy See prov1ded a compromlse,

by rutting both views on the same footing.

It might be possible to go further and to give those States which, at the
moment; wished to limit their obligations the p0351b111ty of extendlng their
commitments at a future date, tut to do that would be to eneroach upon the basic

conception of the unlvereallsts, and to undo the compronises

In hiS'view, the method of determining the scope of the Cenvention on the
basis of continents was altogether artificial, In nustralasia, for example, no  f
evenis occurrlng before 1 January 1951 had produced any movements of refugees, If
the idea of selection was to be retained at all, it should not stop at conthgntsh;uf{
but should be carried down to: countllesbbi\At an earlier meeting, the French . |
representatlve nad spoken; by way of cxamplc, of a State prepared to accept Chinese &
but not Indian rofugees; Such a State which refused to accept the global ‘ :
interpretat on of the definition, would certaznly not be helped if it could only
extend its commitments to cover, for instance, the continent of isia, with its

vast arsa and numerous»eountries,'including both China and India,

Each COﬂtractlng State would thus be better adv1sed if that method of -
‘det»rm;nnng the scope of the Convention was rctalned to speclfy from whlch countrles
’outs1de Europe it WJS prepared to accept refugees. But that would be a‘very |
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“unhappy aolution, which, a: ‘the representative of the Holy See had pointed out, -
vould result in split.ting up the Convention into a vast complexity of ‘bilateral and
multilateral agreements » some of which would overlap, thus debasing the whole '
concept of the protection of refugees, . There eould be mo Justiflication for

| ﬁroviding for a series of fractional arrangements under the.rcloak‘cf a general

convention,

Mr. WARREN (United States of umeriea) stated that the Conference had »
displayed a passion for precision in the case of all the articles of the Convention
_except article 1. It was far from clear who the refugees from "other continents"
‘ontpide Eurcpe were supposed to be, When he had voted for the amendment _
 introduced by the representative of the Holy See, he had done ao on the understanding
, \that there were two altematives. refngees from dfurope, ar ‘refugeea without L
» “qualificatiorn as to area of origin.- He had supported that amendment, considermg
- ‘J.t to be the best feasible solution to the problam. I

, Earlier in the present meeting he had for the first tme felt that the wording
-was sub:ject to a different mterpretation. It was i‘ort\mat.e that the attentlon of

_fthe Conference had been drawn to the ambiguity in interpretatien, because, if

g rf"another interpretation was possible, it would certainly create difflcultiee for _
}kgovernments and for the oﬁicials who would be reapona:.ble for applying the B

s Co‘s:vention. ’ ' R
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‘ Gertam States, as a result of uheir particular circumstances, were comn.nced
that the restriction of the definition to Europe alone w::uld beet suit their-: -
'purpooes. " The French ropresentative had now euggested that States in that o
~ position aight eventually find it poseible o exttend the defmitlon, and he
";welcomed that suggestion. |

» The 1dea that on ratifying the Conventiun Contract.ng 'States would undertake
0. extenn n« scope if they so wa.shed was, however, already covered by paragraph F
al, adopted at the thirtioth meeting, ‘ that paragraph had survived two sessions oi‘"
he Ad Hoe Committee ) oue ‘session of the General nssembly, and the first read:.ng
,:‘ct the draf" Convention in the Conferenceo As Chaima.n of the Style Committee, he ':




weuld like tc explain that, when the text had been considered in that Committee, .
it had been realizcd that.pafagraphAF had n. meaning for States accepting the broad
dofinition in paragraph A;,becausc for them no cther categories of refugses remaiﬁe
‘to be included. After much discussion; it had been degided not to propose_the‘
deletion of paragraph F, but to subuit another text, paragraph B in document

A/CUNF.2/102/.dd.2, which- expressed the same principle. He suggested that the
Conference should focus its attention on paragraph B and either accept or reject it
He personally would support it, because it made it possible for States, which _
adopted the limited approach, to provide for extensions in the future, . The United -
kingdom representative had suggested that such a provision would create disorder;i‘
and confusion in the form of multitudinous individual agreements, but, in 3dopting’
paragraph F at the thirticth meeting, tac Conference had alrsady aceepted such

p0351blu lmpllcatlonso

In the light of the discussion, he felt that sub-paragraph (2) of paragraph
should be amended to show that although only two alternatives were p0351b1e in
respect of territorial application, the French representative's 1nterpretat10n, whi
allowed for subsequent extension of the Convention's scope, was also accepted._julg
would also be necsssary for Contracting States to clarify their positaons along
the lines suggest»d by the United Kingdom representatlve in his proposal for a new
article X (A/CONF 2/AC. l/R 6). o e :

Mre ROCHEFORT (France) remarked that the objection had been raised that
his intcrpretation of sub-paragraph (2) of paragraph A would result in a complicate
‘system of bilateral and multilateral arrangbments. But that danger was even
greater in the case of new paragraph B, as a result of which even more compllcated

‘situations might arise,

He was not concerned wlth opp031ng the universallst v1ew, because he did nat‘:
feel that it was -a questlon of views, but one of facts, France's expezlencb‘i.;;h
enabled her to dlscern flaws whlch othzr dzlegations had perhaps not percelved. ‘
‘When France nad admlttpd into her territory hundreds of thousands of Spanls’ refuge
‘she had PLCplved no a551stanc=, even from unlverSdllst countrles. _uhen, bv a'_
unilateral act, she had dncldcd to exiend thu benefits of the 1933 Coqventlon to
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‘those refugees, no difficulty hed resulted for the other ceuntries. In the
majority of cases, indeed, rexngee problems were regiona;, and it was futile to
ttry to solve each and every general problem by a single text. What did universal—
ism mean 1f it did not include an obligation on countries which had no refugees to
come to the help of those which had? Universalism ought to mean that every

“country undertook to accept refugces in its territory, irrespective of gcolour, .

origxn, age or state of health. But that was a quite impracticable goal.

Mr, ANKER (Norway) recallcd the fact that he had already made known the
'view of the Norweglan Government that the Convention should apply to all refugees,
His delegetion had, however, accepted the compromise solution proposed by the. .
» representatlve of the Holy See in the hope that it would bridge the gulf between
: advocates of the so-called universallst thesis and their opponents, He
;»assoclated himself with the interpretation placed by the representative of the Holy
1fSee on his amendment, and with the remarks made by the Unzted Kingdom representat;ve.

- He believed that many difficulties would ariee if the obligaticns assumed by
.;Statea were differentisted on the basis of the continent or country of origin of
' the refugees concerned, Any definition based on wide geographical areas was
:fbound to lack precisisn., The only practical method would be to distinguish
?fbetween gurcpe and the rest of the world, and that he had believed to be the
;tintentlon of the rvpvesentatlve of the Holy Sce.

o ‘ Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) drew the attenticn of those representatives who
:euere in favour of the universalist sulution, to paragraph (a) of section 8, in
J?Chapter II, of the Statute of the Office of the High Commissicner for Refugees,
f’under which the High Commissioner was called upon to provide for the protection of
:;refugees falllng under the competence of his Office by promoting the conclueion and

5aratiflcation of 1nternatlona1 conventions, not, it would be noted, merely by a

Bingle convention. He must again make it clear that he could not endorse a

'eneral thesis which had no basis 1n reality, and that, 1f an interpretation of tﬁe
.compromise text. so remote from reality and from the 1nterests of refugees weré to be
xfaccapted he would have no alternative but to abstain fram taking further part in =

L;the discussions on that questlon, as well as from.the vote0
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Msgr. COMTE (The Holy Sce) expreseed pegret'bhat his amendment should
have given rise to fresh discussion. Though not ideal, it presented two ‘

alternatives, which, he had hoped, would offer an accepbtable solution.

Mr, CHANCE (Canada) recalled the fact that very protracted discussions ”i'
had taken place in the Conference and; he understood; in the Style Committee on the':

matter under consideraticn, They had, indeed, been conducted with immense 1ngenu1t
and abillty, the problem, however; was whether the issue. aas a genuinge one. The ‘
United States representative had contended that it was svents in kurope which had,A i»
for the most part, been *espon51ble for the creation of large numbers of refugees, ';fA

The French representative, on the other handJ had emphasized time and time again:

the danger of extending the application of the Convention to all refugeesethrqughcutfg
the world, The discussion seemed on oceasion to have degenerated into abstraet'iie
| polemies, utterly divorced from.the practical con51deratlons at *take. Surely“ v‘j

representatives must be aware that every single prov131on in the Conventlon which S
" might have placed any government in any kind of dlfflculty had been so hedged e

about with qualifications as to have lost much of its practlcal 81gnificance. ~

The end which the Conference was concerned to achieve was: agreement on the
minlmnm standards of decent treatment to be accorded tc refugees. - If governments
were prepared to enter. into commitments for Eurcpean refugees;- surely they should

be prepared to do the same for refugees from other continents. -

The PRESIDENT observed that in Sffect there were three alterhative texts
before the Conference: (1) nis a result of events occurrlng before 1 January 1951
" in Europe'; - (2) "An a result of events occurring, before 1 January 1951 in Europe ‘
- or elsewhere"; or 3} - % much some of the difficulties.raised - a text»reading~:"
somevhat as follows: “As a result of events eccurring‘before’l-January,l?Si iﬁ<'_*"

. Burope, or in one.or more countries outside Europe, to be specified”,
s : 3 » :

Mr. HERMENT (Belglum) p01nted out that before a dBCISlcn could be taken ”f;fﬁ

,“on the third alternatlve it would have to be presented as a formal amendment:-
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gr, COMTE {The Huly See) agreed to accopt the phrase "in Eurcp° or

elsewhe*e“

Mr. HOARE {United Kingdom) oppceed that phrase, on the ground that.it was
;aﬁhiguous. . He repeated his view that, no matter how the point was worded, it
fubuld ultzmately have to be embodied in a separate ‘article - an opinion already
H:eileated in his propessl for a new article X (A/CUNF.2/4C.1/R.6). Nevertheless,
'Qiﬁhcut prejudice tc any decision the Conference might take, he suggested, in ths
“iﬁﬁeres*a of clarity, that they substitute the phrase 'or oceurring before
;1 January 1951 in Burope or elsewhere™ for the ﬁhrase "or in Europe and other

-ccntznents"

| . Mr, CHANCE {Canada) agreed thaﬁ the words "or elsewhere" were stylistically
iﬁnacceptable. He felt, however, that the essential thing was to decide how many
?different interpretations could be placed on the phrase; only then would it be =
;ppqgible to cast it in its final form. ‘

_ ‘Mr. MONTOYA (Venczuela), supporting the Canadian representative,
;lnphalized that article 1 was the mest impcrtant article in the Convention,and
:that, in view of the protracted debates to which it had already given rise, it

Zﬁug essential that agreement should be reached on it as soon as possible,

e After some further discuseion, the PRESIDENT suggested that provision
lhould be made in the Convention for Contracting States to choose between the

"tollowing alternatives only:

' ~1”(a) Parsons who had beeome rpfugees as a result cf events
- oceurring before 1 January 1951 in Europec alone; '

;f(b) Persons who had become refugees as a result of events
Acuurrzng before 1 January 1951 in Europe or anywhere B

eﬂse in the world.
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The President's suggestion was adopted by 13 vobes to none, with 8 abstentionsz.‘; - :

The PRESIDENT then suggested that = small drafting group be set up bo
cast that decision in a sujtable furm. .

, The Conferonce agreed that a draftmg group should be set up, made up of the
repressntatives of Be ium, Canada, the Ho o1y See and the United Klngdom. ‘

- The meeting rose at '?\5. Pells - ' ’




