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The CHAIRMAN first of all recalled that the Cormittes had recog-
nized in the course of its previous meeting that genocide was the cuter-

mination of racial, national and religious groups. Later, of course,

the members of the Committee might propose the inclusion of other ceutegories.f
The Chairman then read a memorandum submitted by the Secretariat,
dealing with the Committee's methods of work. This document smphasized

that discussion of a conventlon on genocide fell into two distinct

stages: (1) the discussion of principles; (2) the drafting of a
éuitably worded text. The USSR proposal presented certain dissdvan- :
tagos in that it‘did not differentiate clearly encugh between fundamental
principles and the detailed provisions of a convention.

the Chairman did not support these comments unreservedly; moreover
he pointod out that they in no wise constituted a criticism of the USSR ;

‘ propooal, which in his opinion could be helpful to the Committes in the

-aocomplishmen£ of ite task.

Mr, MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republice) felt that even
1f the proposal pregented by his dolegatlon did not exhaust the subject --
and it did not attempt to do o -~ it still set forth all the essential

‘questions and would make 1t possible to define the general nature of the
convention, In hig view, the Committee should begin by studying the most
importont questions; namely, definition and nature of geoooide, inclugion
of cultural genocide, questions of Jjurisdiction, and finally the addi-

tlonal points raised in the proposal of the USSR as well as in other

: dooumonts.

In conclusion, Mr, Morozov poiﬁted out that even if the members of
-‘the Commlttee were unanimous with regard to oertain prlnoiples, they
wore not agreed on. tho draftlng of  the: oorresponding artloles or on tho

’,_questlon of whethor politlcal groups should be inoluded in the oonventio

M. AZKOUL
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Mr. AZHOUL (Lebenon) thowght it would be well to determine
: ‘the mothod of procedure, snd he suggested that -the proposal of the USSR
phould. be adopted as & basis for discussion. He proposed that the dif-
fercnt points of that document ehould be dilscussed ong by one, | |
IT 1t vas agreed to llsgt various groups, thet would wmsan both a
long and nccessarily Incomplete list. In his view, 1t would be better
’,'bo begin by specifying the definition, end in that commexion he stb-
‘mitted o questioné. (1) should the criwe of genocide be defined
a8 tho physical extermination of m&wmmm, orb as the ex’oermination
~of a group as such, without ‘ragé.rd to the messacre of indiv%dua,ls?
(23) Should the question of bth@ motivetion of the adt be introduced?
Thoge Wers :meortént questionas which would have to be (iec’idecl, ag
thelr colution would ipso facto settle the question of culturel and

~politicol genocilde.

The CHAIRMAN, spealing as the Uni bed States rep:resentative P

| 'proposud_ adding to the cleflnition of gonoo:lde » which hud been agreecl

_ | upon at the previous msaeting, the words, "with the oomplioity of tho
Government”, The Unlted States delega‘bicn :f'el'b in faot that genooide |
ﬂf"t’éould not be an International c:mme unless a Governmon‘u participated
,,f:«:vin 1te purpetm‘oion. In introducing this amendment, Mr. Maktos in no .j
" .'way wished to exempt from responsibllity or excuse from pmimhmenh
u‘i’inclividuals not directly conmected with a Govermnen‘n. Bu’o the common‘

lea.w oi‘ svery countyy coverecl crims not conunitted with the complicity »of'

f‘; J‘bh@ Govemmemt. Hers was a cond.Ltion sine qua non of é,enocide which

Bhﬂuld be inse“teti :ln "bhe definition.

Mp. AZI\LOUL (Lebzmon) y while aﬁmi’oting that the complicity of

« he Govm*mnonb was an elemen“u of genocide, thought 1t need not necera-— i

‘ﬁﬁrily be & condition of 1ts ex’iatenca aine qua non. It yas possible

ﬁo imﬂuine the case of a group of in&ivid.uala seeking to ex’serminate

/another ’\ T
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ano ther group, and of a Govermieny which, through weeknoss or impotence,

was powerless to prevent the massacre. Neverthelegs, would not thet b

By genoazid.e? The principal idea undsrlying tho conventlon waea thet 1t

would be the starting point for an infernational pennl system. The
concept of gonoclde ought to entexr into notlonel permal codss and be part

of “the systen of educatlion.

Réph-*ing to Mr, Azkoul, the CIATRMAW czplsined thut It would
be g,enocidu for a mmmbar of a Govermment to call for the exlorninetlon
of & grov P oi‘ maiv:Lduals and to enlist the help of =n individual or
', .Zanovthur group to accomplish thet crime., The Government's complicity
3 ﬁoulcl have to be assumed 1f, for example, it did not Intorvene to restore

oxder.

My, '(JPJDONMEAU (France) statod that he was in favour of the
ciei‘inition proposed by jﬂbhe United States. In hils r::plnion, difficulties
) arose f’rom the fact that :pbyaical genoulde was made up of a series of
imiv:.dua,l CR‘.‘imﬁ‘E which were envisaged as such In natlonel laws, The
id.aa. of genocide was bound to overstep nab:i.onal ‘bou'ndur‘ms ond take on
en Iinternational c.ha.racte:z" 1t ’ohus beceme mneceossary to digtinguish
genocide from simple homicide. . |
‘ Anoi.her diificulty woul& be 'bhe cage of & group which carried on

a pvivahe WEYr Qn ﬂmth@r group within the sane Stwbe and coumi btsad 8
semes of inuivi&ual murders, Tlns form of conmimoy was usually taken
| acuou.nt of in na‘aional laws emcl oould gven constitu“he an age mva“t:mg

"»c:mcmastanoe (on’cente &e malfaitmw ) as 1t clidin France. In that case

there Va8 no g@noc:lde y precisely because the:r'e was no participation "b;y

it ) the Govex‘nment. Thus i‘t was necpamry tq retain in ‘ths definition of

‘ genocidu, Lhe concap’t c:i‘ gc)vernmental complicity, provid,in{: alvays tl"a.t

‘1“-"the word "c,omplicity” be understood in its wi&ast 8ensY: for example ¥

' the m,re act of gx'anting imptmi uy to the. group aommitting genocidts would |

5 ’cons‘citu‘he complioi*by.
S /Mr. MOI’,OZOV‘ |
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Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) reserved
the right to offer obuervatlons on that point when he received the text
pf the Unitod Stetes pronosal,

e hed no obJectlion in principle and only wished to say that in
his opinion Governments, officials and individuals accessory to a crime
were all egually guilty when the crime was genbcide. That was a prin-
ciple on which everyone agreed, but which he wonld like to see expressed

olsewhere then in the definition of genorlde, for fear of weighing the
definition down or yestricting ite scope. He thought that in tho text,
the elements of the crime should be separated from the criminals,

In his view, the participation of the Coverament was a necespgary
but sometimes an indirect element. Genocido was fundamentally the |
deliberate eammibilation of a racial, religious or nationel group, end
the participaticn of a Government did not change the nature of the,crime;

fhe extermination was not necesmsary physical, but could be produced by
the creation of living conditions wkich obliterated the group, and
“there again, the hature of the crime did not depend on the oriminai-

. agency . ] ‘ , o
, Mr. Morozov therefore felt that the first thing to be done was to

 1défine the crime of genmocide, that is, to declde whether 1t showld
include biologiaal.and cultural destruction as vell as’physiaal, and.
having ¢ wrrived at this definition, to consider who should be held

- responsible,

Mr. LiN (Chima.) found 1t aifficult o acoept e Linitation

'& propos0d by the Chairman In his view, a crime need not be committed with“~

”ths ' mplicity of a Governm@nt in order to fall within the prOV1nce of
btional lav. Obvioualy there could be ne. crime cf genocide w1thout
n emount of govarnmanx‘partiqipatipn,~but this participation geed
bfious. | - | e oer |
prr. i
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Mr., Tia thought that to describe the inmertia of a Govermuent as
complicity wuuld_. be to exaggerate the meaning of an gmhiououns tewm.
Genocilde .could be committed by officials acting es individunals and
then a Covernment gould. not effectively intervene. In consluslioin,

Mr. Lin considered that the compliclity of the Govermwent was &7 xlement

in the crime but not &n essentlal clemeat.

Mz, EUDZINSKI (I-‘olanrl) épbk@ apalnst the United States cuonde-

ment which, in his opmlon, undnly reastricted the concent of fenocids,

Bohind this awendument ley the false conception that {gavemmmtcxl
Cauthority wus always effective. Tt was wnrealistic to think that a
Govermment could always prevent genocide. It conld uost do m , for
example, either dwring periods of unvest, in time of wer, or in certain
l\Ton-Seli -Coverning Territories whevs ¥uling circles practised the well-
known policy of c‘tivid.ca a:nd conguer; "divide" often mcunt, in this case,
to‘ desat:t'oy;

Such a limi’oa“oion,v eccording to Mr, Rudzinski, would chonce the
whole n&ture of the convention, whﬁch Wc)ulcl thuse be dirocted cgeinst
- Govermments, contrary to the original intent. Thorefore he could not

- accept the smendmert propbsecl Ey the' Uﬁi‘ted Btates,

My, ORDOWNEAU (Fl‘ance) acknowledged the force of Mr. Rudsinoki's
arguent In cases where the authority of a Government was so weakened
that 1t could nelther provent mor suppress thce crine,

He thought 1t might be better to abandon this limitation, which wan

vlilcaly to create practical c’iifficultied. ‘

The CEAIBMAI\I, in reply to Mr, L_ﬁ,n, ‘said that evon if internetional
law fd‘;id not malke ggvewmantal complicity & prerequisite to declering e
cri:rno 'intfamational » there could be prectical cases where 1ts ;ﬁarticiya» :
-:,“c‘iion was ‘o’bvi’»ous\ and if the d.abfinition broposed bj his delegation was

/accepted
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accepted, there was nothing which would prevent sn internetional court
fron deciding that a Government's inemid amounted to complicity.

| Ancwering Mr. Rudzinski, the Chalrman pointed out that national

| courts could suvprees individual crimes. The United States proposal was
- not deslgned to hamper the suppression of genocide, but to clarify its

definition. Tinelly, in the great ma,joritj of cages, tho Government

- would be able to Impose its authority, end pleinly the convention could

not anticipate every kind of came, It wes necessary to have confldsuce

- dn the visdom of tho Judges who would heve to interpret the conventlon.

Mr, FEREZ-IEROZO (Vene zuela) 418 not think the complicity of

L Governments should be coneidered a3z an inllspensable element of genoclde.

' :Ha gtil)l believed that this upproach would dengerously naryow the con-

copt of geonocide, Morsover, it would prevent the ;gumis}ment of mumerous
,criu‘loei comul tted by‘one group againgt another and having all the other ‘_
cheracteristics of genoclde. The idea of genocide was very clear in his
mind: from the etymological standpoint, 1ts roots were "group" and "kill";

© When {lhwse two ldeas were combined, the cwime of genocide appeared. It

w.ould. be a mia"bmlc@ to think that genocide was bound up with the physical

o fdi.éapjgearmm of membsrs of the group. The life of individuals could

‘”contri,rme atter the group as such had been killed off, Besides, the Unlted
. States P;?oposal did no't anticipate the case of a weak Government unable o
* provent the extemimtion of ‘a ngo‘u‘p oocupying a distent regiom., The
“'Z',"P:‘:fopoml wan a' dangerous idea which could bes£ be expressed ‘outsi‘de the

- definition propor.

M. AZKOUL (Lebanon) said it was implied in ‘the fi'rst paragraph

| f',of tha Genaml Aseembly's resolution on genoc:.de Lhat tha Assambly

._,‘,envisaged‘ ’bhe posaibility ol genocide beﬁng committed without SOV@I‘IL~ _
:‘ "mantal porticipation or culpability. Tha proposecl Ul'll’ﬁed States amendment, i

x w’b%au e it requirad. the compliCi“G& of a Government, seemsd W exclud.e the

/};ossibility
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poosibility thet a crime of genocide might be coumitied by indiwvidunls,
Bealdesg, o Government could hardly be expected to declare itsell sm
accomplice in massacres. . Thus the United Stetss prorosal scewod to be

In conflilict with the first paragraph of the resolution of the Goueral

Ligzenbly.

The CHAIRMAN, in snswer to Mi‘. Agkoul, expresgsed the opinion
that it had been the wish of the Cenevel Asaembly to 1u Ilne genoclde as
m international c:r':hué. Tt vould be noither desirable nor wseiul to
biﬁng ln quesiions of national Jurisdiction, Once the convention on
‘genooi‘&e had been drafted, it would be up to every country to bring its
Penal code into line. The Gonersl Assembly Led not attemptod Lo dcfine
the crims of gemoclde end it was clear that, in tho lost mnelysim, 1t wos
' individuala who' were rasponsible, Finally, the Chalvmen did not think it
‘would. be wise to limit the discussion to the points mntioncd cxplicitly

by the General Assowbly resolutison,

ORDO'W"VEAU (Brance) smg;gosted poatponing fu hw:r' dlscusasion

Oi' the question um;.Ll later.
The meeting then adjourned and recomvensd at 4,25 p.m.

ThO GHAIIMAN agked the mewbers of the Committee to c.urmmax'
his proposal and to teke a decision on it later. Gmnnm(lv would bo
. dei ined &8 the extermination or at'be\m}pued ez;borminabion of mc;i&l »

national or re J.lgious groups o:t‘ thca gopulamon, comml Mmd wifm t}*c«‘ oom-

plio“cy oi‘ reaponslble State ﬁ):ff:lbi'l'ls'

Mr. LIN (Ohina) proposad ‘to cio:f'mo genom.de aa t;hca eytmmizm-»
. ticm., ox' attomptt,d exterminamon of rac,Lal n&tional or x'climous mupa
of Lha polmlation carried out with “the oomplmitj of Govex-mzanta y of

: ‘Tjrcassponaiblsa Govemmmrb officla,ls, oi‘ Govc,mmenb ore,ans or of pursmma

/ employad.
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employed as Govermuent officlals. He stressed, however, that the word

"eomplicity" should be defincd.

Mr. AZKOUT, (Lebenon) stated that :H: vag necessaxry first of all
to define the word “extermination", making it clear whether it applied
polely to tho plysical extermination of individuals belonging to a group,
or also to cumsed wheve the group wes destroyed but some of the individuals
"\nhO had been ite mewbors survived, and scoondly to include in the dafini"bion

a rorerenze to the motive for actinn.

The CHATRMAN asled whether members of the Commlttee wished to add
further groups o1 human beings Lo those lisied in the definition already
~accepted. Spealiing as the represenimtive of his Govermnmont, he proposed

the eddition of "political groups”.

Mr, ORDONNEAU (France) remarled that the French delegation had,
in the course of the previous meeting, proposed to include the extermination

of o group on accouut of its opinions. The word "opinion" wes proposed

' bocouse it lald stvecs on the Tenaticiem which was *theg baglg for such ection.

- It also emplngdzed the facl that intellesetual opinlon, including political

“and othor opinion,was that borme in mind.

¥ AZXOUL (Lebenon) egreed to the inclusion of political groups
in the definition, providing that thelr extermination was the result of
political fenaticism, The CHATRMAN stressed the fact that he did not agree‘

- that the extormination of é political g,rou};i’rlid not conatitute & ¢rime of

genoclde iT 1t wes not carried out solely on account of the opinions held

by thet gmup} He d1d not find "the extermination of a group on account. P

Lfoi‘ 1ts opinion" a éui’:‘ficibntiy preoise oxpression and thought thet it might

~even pmva dasgerous, sima many of the groups egal:mt whj ch a Sbate might
proceed held cextain opinions, end it wes a mistake to shelter them by

‘_&Llowing thom to appear as groupa ;pex‘secubed on account of their opiniom.

/Mr. ORDONI\IFAU

et SO
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Mz, QRDONNEAU (France) drevw attentlon to the merner in which
P . | N T y R T WA Sl 2
the word “opinion" was used in the Declaration qi Humun Rizhts of 1739,
The Declaration guarsnteed, awong other things, freedom of opinion, and

‘ - e g 2 Prasdom ol opinion fron
the point at lesue was to transpose the ldes ol freedon of opluicon fwom

an individual to & collective plarve.

M. AZEKOUL (Labanon) enmphasized the diffeience votwean the free-
cioni di" épim;’ on of an individuel end thot of e group, Freedom ol opinion
included fﬁeedom of political opinion, but the lettex phenld not seive &g
a protection of opinion expreseed in terms of a Gochtrine or & plen of
action eudangering the very existonce of the State. Tho roproventative of
Lebanon further callsd sttention to the escential diffsrence bsivesn ruc ial,
netional end veligious groups, all of which bore en inelicnuble charactor,
‘on one hand and political grouwps, far less gtable in character, on the
other,

It was possible to dissolve a political puriy, ond gueh o digsolatlion
might be accompenied by reprisals. Tt was also necessary to explein whether
the extermirgbion of & group, or swuch a dissolution, wexe :‘fgzzm‘g‘t in the

definition,

Mr. RUDZINSKI (Poland) also stressed the fact thut the thires Tivat-
named groups which the Commlttes hed aiready decidsd to protect hed o fully
established historical background, while politlcal @rbuga: had no such stuble
form. The:.."e‘ nad been a period in himtory, half a century sgo, when poli-

tical pavties set up by generals in South America vanlshed lmmadintely

?:
L
N

o

after the defeat of ‘ﬁhe Jlatter, .A racial, netional ox veligious group
o not d’lsapjpear‘gimély: becaunsge 1tg head was eliminated or a1 o result of
re,priaals.aga;i;net its leaders. |

| »I*’iti"bhar » the representative of Polémd drev attention to the moral
| :’r‘eaﬁaon’a‘v uﬁderlyiﬁg "the ldea of drawing uig a cénvan'bion on the crime of
geimcidé, The aim ‘o:ﬁ* the conventlon wes £o prg&en'b a repetition of ihe

. / atrocitics
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optrocitles prrpstroted during tho last war, The significance of the
couvention would have a moral rather th?m & politicel chasracter., I%
wag necessary to limlt protectlon to the threc grouwps elrcady mentionsd
in the deiinition accepted by the Commilttee, ms otherwlse thers would
be no reason for not having on endless llset protecting every conceivable

kind of group.

M. ORDONHEAU (Framse) stated that freedom of political opinion
of groups, no less then freedomw of Individvel opinlon, should not be
alloved to po we far as to endanger the State,

Ag iwr a8 the latter part of the Le'bémse representativets remarks
was conceinad, 1t would be more convenlent to revly to it once the cone
ghitent elomonte of the crime of cultural genoclde had boen cxamined.

In ony case the def imtimn submitted by the French delegation almed at
deseribing as gga‘noc;id@ only attempte on the llves of members of a group

node solely on account of the opinions expressed by them.

The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United

_ Stotos of Americe, stated that a political group wes more easlly rocog-

| nizable then a group holding a certedin oplnlon, 'baarin{g a8 it does dilp-
me'umh*x maxls which leave less yoom for confusmn. Thug for instence,
in the Unltﬂd Otetes of Amerlca the only parties in question could bhe the

Democratic or the Republic party, or a "third party.

M. 01’%D01\II\IEAU (I‘ramou) abaerved that in some countries Lhe
‘number of politic.al partieg waa far greater Emd that in some cagen.
- they corrwpondad, to philosophical end r@ligiows lines of thou{gh't vluch

. detormined their nature.

My, LIN (China) suggested the :anlurﬁon of bhoth yoli_tical groups

and groups of opinion in the definition, but warned against making the
B definition needlesaly lengthy, There was , in fact, no good reason why

/spcial,

e
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sociel, economic amd other groups should not be included, or oven why no
mention of sex distinction should be made, becsuse there agein 1t vas

‘pospible to envieage separate groups.

The CHATRMAN observed that resolution 96 (I) of the General

Aaaembly on the crime of genocide mentioned political groups.

Mr. ORDONHEAU (France) thought that the cheracter of the conven-
tion would suifer no change if it undertook to protect political Broups .
Perseeu-tionvof persons belonging to a political group on adcoun‘t of
their p‘pliti‘cal oi)inion was qﬁite as reprehensible as that of ‘the ‘other
groups, Since the representative of Poland had v:r‘ef‘erred to the original
oausés underlying the ides of a ccnventlon, 1t should be stated that in
H.'j.tle:c Germany it had been equally dangérous for a member of & political

_ gr'oup, such as the social democrats or 'bhé communiste to declare his menmbex
ghip as it wérs o ahndv.nce that he was a Jew. Historlcal reasong there-

fora were on the glde of the inclusion of polltical groups in the defmitm

o{‘ the crime of g@:aoc’tde.

M'r. PEREZ~PEROZO (Vanezuela) opposed the inclusion of political |
groﬁps. He drevw attention to the difficulties which would be ‘met in
‘e‘msmx‘i\ng the glgning of the qonventiorl if such groups were contalned in
the def’inition._ Many political groups would claim such a definition as
a reason for inundating the competent organs with complalints, especially
if an 'imemationa'l orimina] ,juriSG.ic"‘hion were cmatecl but failing -bha:b,'
they would. appeal to the Economic -and Social Council or the Security Counoilc

Any impression that the ae:t‘.mita.on 01" the crime of genoclde offered some" i

o be r-iifoicléd If thc idsa of polltn.cal groups must be included it Should';'
"'be speoified that it wou‘lcl be lai‘t 'to the mdludual Statw ’co d@temne

. wha‘t*hez', according ’ro thejr natlonal jurissdictlon, acgts of such a nature
tak:;ng pl;.oe on ‘ohe‘ir«texr;tory_constituted the crime of genoclde. .

/Mr. AZKOUL
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My, ARKOUL (Lebenon) strongly supported the inclusion of
political groups, otrosolng the fact that the period in history when ©
racial end national hatred hed been the thing %o be most greatly feared
had been succeeded by a period in which political opinion had become’ the
greatest caunse of hatved.

folitical groups should be mentioned all the‘more since. evexry rac‘ie.tl,
politicel end religious group possessed certain political opinlons and
in many canss could not be dissociatad from them, If they were ‘_to be prd-
tected cilectively, they chould also be protected as political groups.
- DISCUSEION OF SECTION IL OF THE MIMORANDUM SUBMITTED BY THE
DELEGATTON OF THE USSR (document E/AC.25/7) ‘

Mr. MOROZOV (Unlon of Soviet Socislist Republics) éjta..tad tha,ﬁ
Sectlon IT wus deslgned to explain the concept of genocide, It was clsar |
that in order to constitute a;eﬁocide s extermlvebion must be motivatéd_by
conaiderations of a racial, national, or religious character. If the
crime had not been committed on the basis of those congiderctions; it
b@longed to a dlfferent type.‘ The USSR representative called attention

- to Section VII of the memorandun, containing instances of genocide, gmd‘ |
acked the Commisaion whether 1% wished to have some instances cited and.

vhether 1t esgrocd to the choice of instances,

Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) pointed out that it was the rule in
criminal law to present en exact definition of an offence bearing ;Ln gxind S
L the inadvisebility of any broad interpretabion being given. Ail enmzciative o '
| snumaration should therefore be excluded. The French deleg&tién fully‘ : |
agreed that the oxemples glven in Section ViI cortalnly 1"eprasentea.”casas i

“of genoelde, but did not think it was adviseble to introduce such enumera- 3

. tion in defining the crime. He went on to ask the USSR representative‘

“ what, in his opinion, were the limits of-‘phys:ical genocide; certaln 1_;15#&;10&:3‘45‘ 3

mentionsd in Section VII desalt with biological'.génocide; wouJ.d the USSR

/representative
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reprosentative go go far as to include acts of violence which meke pro-
creation impossible, such as for Ingtence the separation of the pexes? Op
would hig conception of plualc&l genoclde extend only to coses of physical

violence,

Mr, MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) epreed to
change the last sentence of Section VIL to read as followa: "Reotriction
of birth by means including emong others, aterilization and compulsory

abortion”.

Mr, AZKOUL (Lebenon) remarked that paragreph 2 of Svetion II pro-
vidéd a reply to the French representative's gquestion by stuting that the
ldea of physical extermination musi extend over the prempditated infliction
on, g;x’oups oi‘ the population of conditions of life leading to their cxterw

minatlon,

Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) explained that it was thet lust phrase
which appeared to him to be ingufficiently clear. He wished to know
whether conditilons such as economic demtitution leading to the dlaappear-
ance of a.group would be congidered as coming uwnder the sawe hoed,

The USSR repromentative gtated that in submltbing the formula as it
stood in the document he had wished to include all premeditated actions
leading to the exterminetion of one of the groups mentioned. To quote an
histox‘ical example, the ghetto, whore the Jews were confinﬁd in conditions

‘which, either by starvation or by illness accompenied by the absence of
médical care, led to their extinction, must certalnly be regarded ag an
‘inst:‘mment: of genocide. If any group were placed on rations so short as
' | “bo make ité‘extinction inevitablé mérely Because it belongé& to a certain
natlonallty, race or religion, the fact would. also come under the catogory

of genocidal crime. |

~ /The USSR
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The UCHR representative sdded that in propesing his wording he had
wighed ‘to submit a development of the definition that would nmake all
crines of genoclde impossible, It seemed to him that his formula was
suliicicntly broad to include all poseible cases. They muld be. Judged

by the compotent avthorities according to thelr Individual charsctsr.

M. ORDONNEAU (Framce) thought that Section IT was divided
into two distinct elementa;

(1) Ths firet paregraph deslt with attempts on the physical safety of

m

a grour. BRis delegation was prepaved to eccept that formula,
(2) The second paragraph, oa the other hand, contained a broader
formula which he recognlzed as Importent, Dubt which should be studled Turthenr .

ond. formulated more clearly before 1t could be included In a text of criminal

lewv,

The CHAIRMAN, speeking az the representative of the United States -
of Lusrica , exprewsocd his agreement with the first paragraph of ths USER
proposal.  As for the second paragraph, which was to bs considsred in rela-
tion to Jection VII, he thought that the enwmsretion which it contained

tended to restrict rather than to clarify ‘the concept of genoclde. Its '

o Gemger lay in pcrmj tting the authors of genocide to escape punishment In

~future simply becsuse the nature of the crime committed by them was slightly
different from that listed in the convention. It would therefore be better

to adhere Lo & general definitlon without exemples.

Mr. RUDZINSKI (I-’olemd.) emphaslzed that in considering the crime ‘
of genoclde, the Commlttee naturé.lly did not wish to leave a.éid.a the. con-
cept of murder., The two fhings wers, howavef, not exactly the aama , &and
, the dif :ﬁ‘urance WO "tha.t. of intention. Not bnly‘murder but alse the' extine - |
‘btmn oi‘ & group not involving the d.eath of ell :Lts mambers mlgh’o c:omti'tute
& case of genocido. Genocide must include all forme ol action designed,
“::‘bmmrclm the physical extermination of a group. | “
. | The CEATRUAN
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The CHAIRMAN thought that the definitlon, in the 1ight of tho
explanublons given, would enable eny Court of Justics to neceyniue Lhe

crime, for instence, In the case of sterllization.

a

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) believed that the memuers oi the Comaltise
were fundementally in egreement., He asked whathewr, in tha lret naregraph
T Socetlon IT stating that "the crims essentially comnetes the phyaical
destruction of groups", the word "comotes" mede 1t quite cluou that other

cages could equally be included in that coancept.

The CHATIRMAN rupl:?ed that the Iebanese reopresentoatlive had intere
preted the text cormctly. Summing up the (ﬁ'z.iacuss:'mn, he pold thot the

Committes agresd om the first paragraph of Section II, alihouih it doubted
the depirnbillty of listing exeamples of genocide in the Convention, Kach

delogation counld, if 1t wished, indicate the mammer in which it underatood
Sectlon IT by citing exemples in the report. As regards ths oceond AR

graph of Section II, the Committee wished to have time for thought before

amounceing its vieus.

The meeting rose at 6 p.m,



