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CONSIDERATION OF THE DRAF'I" CONVENTION ON THE STATUS OF REFUGEES (item' 5(a) of the -
agenda) (4/CONF.2/1 and Corr.l, A/CONF.2/5 and Corr,l) (resumed from the eightesnth
meeting): . . .

L

‘Articlo 1 - Definition of the term "refugee! -(A/CONF,2/9, A/CONF,2/13, A/CONF,2/16,
A/CONF,.2/17, A/CONF,2/27, A/CONF,2/73, A/CONF.2/74, A/CONF,2/75 and A/CONF,2/76),

The PRESIDENT recalled the faect that at the beginning of the Conference
he had proposed that consideration of article 1 should be deferred for some little
time. He had done so not only because of the difficulties inherént in that articls,
but prrticularly because he had wished to give representatives an oi:portunity of
getting to know each other and of ereating that atmospher¢ of confidence 'and '
colleboration which had, he was bglad to note, marked tiqe Conference's discussions,
before embarking on that vital article. He had often had occasion to use the
werd "unanimous" in announecing decisions, end hopod that he would have further
opportunities of doing so. He would, therefore, urge representatives to bring
all their goodwill to the difficult task of considering the substance of article 1,

in crder that unanimous agreenent might be reached,

'Before opening the discussion, he would call upon the representative of the
Standing Conference of Voluntary Agcneies working for Refugees, known more briefly
as the Standing Confercnce of -Voluntary Agencies, to make a statement,

Mr, REES (Standing Conference of Voluntary Ag_encieé) said that he would
‘preface his observations by ranindingv rci:vresentatives that the Si:anding Conference,
of which he (vir, Rees) was Chaimman, comprised twenty-three international and niné
national orgsnizations which had been working on behalf of refugees lfor at least
five years under formmal agrocments.coneluded with the International Refugee o
Orgrnization (IRO), Those ageneies had offered an equal measure of a,ssistzince to -
the »i!niteql Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, They had wishsd their voice .
to be heard at the present Conference becnuse their work had been carried out in’
;:éxnijs, dhong human beings, in the midst of human suffering and misery, The
' Conference was about to adopt -~ legel definition of the term "refugee". But in'
thc “course of the work it hed so for completed it had by inference s0 defined that

fﬁem that truth and justice demanded i‘.hat the generai impression thus erested



page 5

| ghould be rectified; The voluntary agencles were aware chat their rfle wes to
serve, and that of the Conference to legislate, But, while admitting that sgecial
cases e:d.sted they could not-but feel that the Conference had emphasised the =
'exceptlonal to the detriment of the nomal. It had, in fact, to use a populer
expreseion, thrown the baby out with the bath water. Its decisions had ot times
. given the impression that it was a conference for the protection of helpless
Sovereign states against the w:Lcked refugee, The draft Conventior had at t:hnes '
been in denger of appearing to the refugee like the menu at an expensive "estaura.nﬁ
with every course crossed out. except, perhaps, the soup, ‘and a footnote to the ‘

offect that even the soup might not be served in certain c:.rcumstances,

Even those who had constantly attended the Conference'!s discussions might.‘
casily have gathered the impression that. the average refugee was a black marketeer .
- in currency, a bankrupt, a dangerous criminal, an enemy agent, a merace to jhhe

Jebour merket and a. person unfit for hlgher education.

Such persons certainly existed, as they did in every cross-section of society, E
but those who worked with refugees felt impelled to remind the Conference that
 refugees were men and.women with like passions and the same qualities as eny others
and that experience both in Europe and, especlally, in the countries of resettlemen
had shown that the vast majority of them were a potentlal ssset to any commmity,

The Conference had legislated for the worst type of refugee living in the]most
liberal country, He would urge representatives also to take into account the :;/,
average refugee l:nn.ng in the most reactionary country. '

‘ It was the refugees themselves who would most eamestly study the convention,
and he would appeal to the Conference to ensure, at long last, that its del;:bera— B
tions sounded a note of generosity and liberalism, not. one of fear and niggardliriesgg
if representati 7es were satisfied that they had already prov:.ded sufficient sai‘e—
guards and limitations, surely they could afford to be generous in defining those
unfortunate persons who would benefit -from the rights eccorded in the. Convent:.om

Mr. CHANCE (Cana.de) paid tribute to thé eloquent ste.tement of the re- o

: Pl'esenta ive oi‘ the Standing Conference of Voluntary .A.gencles-
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He, for his part, did not wish to complicate the problems underlying article 1,

" and was, moreover, in the happy position of being able to a.ccept almost any text
- which proved generally acceptable, He was personally in favour of the widest '

possible definition, and only regretted that it had been impossible to reach
agreement upon it,

He had no smendment to propose and no argument to press) but he would like to
put one consideration to the Conference, 1In so doing he would ask that his

- argument be taken at its face value, and that there should be no suspicion that
; any ultenor motives lay behind it,

In his opening remarks he had referred to the fact that refugees arnving in
Cznada were Jnnnediately granted the status of landed immigrants: y with the result
thst they became pemanent residents in Canada, enjoying most ecivie rights and

B asém:‘-_ng the usual civic obli‘gatibns. "The history of the nigration movementinto,

" Canada showed that Izis country aimed at assimilating and absorbiﬁg immi grants;,

Newcomers ‘ivere prepared for Canadian citizenship in five years, which was the

~ ‘shert‘es‘b possible statutory period, The fact that they were always spoken of as.

 new Canedians revealed his country'!s sttitude and objective, That attitude end -
8 “tnat objectlve were not determined by altruiesm,; but by the conv:.ction that thsb
l f,’was tHo best policy for both parties to thé bargain,

v

Nething could be worse for refugees, whether they were already in Canada or

"""v'vhether they were waiting to enter, than to have a sense of being apart frem the
H"’;resi". of the community, Psychological and ecoriomic integration was essential,

Of jcourse, although the vast najority of refugees came to stay, some naturslly

' yeamed for home and hoped against hope that they might eventuslly be able to

pemanently should not regard themselves as refugees within the tems of the

return there, Such persons were regarded with the greatest respect and considera~ _
B tion, and there was noth:mg in Cenadien laws snd regulations to prevent them from
leaving the country if they mshed. But in general, the Canadian Govermnestt. ’
would prefer that refugees who entered Canada with the 1ntent:|.on of set‘ciing there '

f,wConventlon. No rights prescribed in the Convention would be denied to them 1n

j _canada. Indeed, that was a point on which he could not lay too tmch emphasis,
Whether his Goverment acceded to the Convention or not s the Canadien authorﬁ.ties

muld ga.ve specz.al cons:.dera.t:.on to refugees because of their special cire\mstancea'




He was aware that that partieular &ttit-ude of mind was d:.i‘i‘icult to incorporat.e
in the text of a legal decument, and, indeed, feared that if paragraph D of e
article 1 were amended in that sense the Gonvention as a whole would be weakened. ; 5
He did not wish to cause such wéakening, and had therefore refrained from suhutting
an amendment, The purpose of the Convention was to protect refugees, not States. ,

He would sun up by saying that in the Canadian Governhwnt's view it was in R
"their own interests for refugees to try and put the past behind then, and Welpome v
' their new life in Cendda and their status as new Canadians, R

Mr, ROCHEFORT (Fra.noe) interpreted the eloquent statement by the'*re-s i
presenta.tive of the Standing Conference of Voluntary Agencles es referring in - i
epirit to all restrietions which were not in the interests of refugees, regardless ‘f‘
of whether they. manifested thenselves in the attitude of the receiving countries - i
or in that of the countries of immigratior, He would like to explain once again
that the desire shown by 'certain delegations, including the French delega\tion, to ‘
give governments the opportunity of separating the wheat from the chaff whenever
' necessary aprang from a sincere wish to protect the ‘interests of refugees so far
B8 possible. If refugee status was to be- grented to eriminals, immigrabion
countries could not fail to question its value, Furthemmore, it was the duty-of
governments . responsible for hundreds of thousands of refu,eea who had settled in
their territories to see that the activities of undesimble elements did not cause
a wave of’ xenophobia prejud...eial to the mess of refugees as a whole. :

Referring to the remarks of- the Canadian representative, he pointed out 'bhat
Canada had been one of the countries which, in 1949, had urged the French delegati
: to restrict the scope of the text 1t had proposed for the Statute of the High
Commissioner's 0ffiee, He understood why the Canadian Govermnent should wisn its
remgees to forget what they hed undergone in the ‘past a.nd enter wn:  srvedly into fag
the 1ife of their new country. He could not, however, share its views on the ..
ma.tter, for he felt that one of the most sacred r:.ghte of the individual was to be
allowed to pa-eserve his attachnent to his native country; France was » in fact s
sheltering within her territory a large number of Spam.sh refugees who, as the
Gonstitut.ion of IRO ectuelly sf.ated, were no mox'e th tanpoz'arily resident in
Fx'ance. g
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He then introduced his smendment to sub-paragraph (2) of paragraph A of
article 1 (A/CONF.2/75), Its object was to reinstate the words "in Europe®,
which had appeared in’the initial draft adopted by the Economie and Social Counefl
He took the opportunity of mentioning thet his amendment was sutmitted on formel

stmct:lons from the French Government, .

Reviewing the background to the problem, he recalled that.since 1949, When .
the status of refugees had first been dealt with on an international level, many
positions had been adopi'.e'd.~ and me})y theories advanced, . According to one of them,
the definition to be embodied in the Stetute of the High Gomsd.ssi’mer's 0Zfice
ghovld be as narrow as pessible, vhile that appeerlng in the conventi.oa on the
Status of Refugees gshould be as broad as possible. That position wag rot held
by any delegation represented at the present Confervnee; those who held it were\
not represented, a fact which explained what they had had in nind, ° They had
wanted to limit the mandate of the Office of the High Commissioner so that it
_’would not apply to refugees within their terri'eory, vhereas, if they were not
intending to sign the Convention, the definition used in that instrument eould be
8s broad as possible without ary inconvenience to them, The French Government ,
which was responsible for hundreds of thousands of refugees, hed not been able to
share thet view. ' ' o ‘ o

Originally, there had been two opposit.e points of view, the first had bben
that of the French delegation, which had formed the subject of a dmft suhnitted
to the Ad_hoe Cammittee on Sta.telessness and Related Problenis, That draft would
heve ensured that the Convention became an mportant instrument for the intezs- o
national protection of refugees as well as a fine express:.on of intemat:.onal
faelidaﬂty. It had been conceived in the most generous spirit a.nd had prohibited
any discrimination between refugees and non-refugees; it had prec_a..ued the need
for Jtatee to take the necessary action, both or the national and on the inter-
nationa.l plane, to enable refugees to enjoy hunan rights and fundamental freedome:
it had expressed s desire to see the Convention applied on en ever-widening aeale,
er'd it had stated the need for countries to br:l.ng their legislation into hamony
‘-\ﬂ.th the Convention, and the need for a large nunber of eccessions to ensure the
‘Gonvention's prectical implementation, The text, which had listed the duties
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ingunbent upon refugeés, hed further contained a ¢lause under which Contracting T
seates undertook both to give sympathetic consideration to refugees! applieations S
for admission and to .recognise the international nature of the responsibilities '
which that entailed for certain countries, ' Two-thirds of the Ad hoo Coumitbss. .
had opposed tha$ draft, and dts var:l.ous aections had been rejected bsr a le.rge =
majordty. :

The othser argument, which the United Kingdcm Govemment saemed +o have ;
favoursd from the qutset, was to be found in the comments which the United Kingdom
Government had submitted on the report by the Ad hoe Committee on Sta'belessness —
and Related Problems, The United Kingdom Governnent - ha.d stated that 1t hed o : -

bintention of nodifying the fundamental principles applied within its terr:i_.tory, S
or of creating a class of aliens enjoying special privileges, It had i’urtber" vl
stated that, althaugh it saw no need for preparing a convention, it would be
favourably dispesed to acceding to one if it was aetually drawn. up. “The Freneh
delegation had had to abandon its poeition, first, because the Ad hoe c::m:,ttee
had shown no sympathy for any of the generous principles embedied in its draft s o
end secondly, because it hed wanted to preserve within the dual ‘Zremework of the
Convention and the High Comm®ssioner's Office the in*emational solidarity of . |
IR0's Member States Which had made that Organization a success. . It hed therefere B
felt that amy text which failed to comnand the widest neasure of support on those' :
two points would be of no pract:.cal value, Hence; while still tx'y.tng to arri&e
at as liberal and generous-a text as possible, the French’ delegation ‘had tri.ed to g
find a canpromise solution, which it thought it had indeed discovered :ln the
General Aasembly resolution of 1949 (319 (IV)) and in the text to vhich the
Economic and Social Counecil had given final fom in 1950 (counc:.l resolution
39 XI)).  Except for a few changes , that text was to be found in the draft
Comrmtion. " The essential change was the deletion of ‘the words ":I.n Europe" fram
article 1. - The French delegation thought it wes important to point out that
those worda had appeared in- the first draft prepared by the Ad hoe hoe Gommittee and
also in the seeond. draft grepared by the Economic and Social Counsil, Only at -
the vory last ninute had they been deleted, against the wxshes of one of the - _

: cvuntr!.es of the New World which had taken the grea‘c.est and Eost constructive :
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interest in the work of IR0, The French delegation had agre_ed to their deletion,
considering that the amount of opposition whisch its attitude had provcked kore
witness to the lively interest ‘takéen by the vardious countries in the Conventicn,

At that time, of course, it had been possible to regard the matter with a
certain szepticism, as the countries concerned had only shown interest in the
definitien, and not in the actual articles of the Convention, which constituted
_the actual commitments which States would have to undertake, How could one have
imagined that certain countries in Asia and elsewhere \ftould be in favour of a
definition by which States which undertook to grent to refugees the rights eoncerned
'muld be obliged tc do so witho{m knowlng who were to be the beneficiaries s and
 vhen neither the results of the Rockefeller Foundation!s endquiry nopr the total -
number of refugees concerned were yebt lmown‘:’ The fact that 11 delegetions had _
 voted for the draft of the Convention on the one harid » and the number of invitations
- sent out by the Seeretary-General on the Jther, had re.ised hopes that for the i‘irs’o
“time the world was showlng a lively interest in the rerugee probleme The
oanpesit:.on of the present Conferende had frustrated those hopes. Where were all '
btheee 41 countries? It was certainly right to be optimistic and to hope for a .
*iarge nuaber of acceasions, But in the light of ecertain statements made by dele=-
: ga’a..ons to the Conference; it had to be admitted that the a.ttempt to establish a o
general intema tional system of protection coverdng all refugees had faeled.
(}ountries that were not represented at the Conference had accused the French »
delegation of a lagk of generosity. It was always easy to be generous with wmag .
But, as the United Kingdcm representative had rightly remarked, the text of the
. Convention was not a treaty under shich the Contracting States assumed certain
ohligations in exchange for certain advantages; it was rather a form of solemn’
declaration made in order to benefit a third party. . That was profoundly true,. _
" and 1% would be fruitless, even with the existing link with the High Comissionerva_' :
'»Office in article 30 , Yo attempt to find some means of securing sdvantages later, -
whieh the Genera.l Assembly certainly did not intend should be given either in the _
shape of funds or in that of assistance, The French Government cons:.dered that 4%
wa.s out of the quest.:.on for it to accede to & Convention which included obliga.tions |

towards the representative of the United Nations, unless countries represented in
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that Organigzation which were not taking paft in the work of the Conference under-
took similar obligations, Moraover s the pu-esént text constituted a blank cheque,

He emphasiged that there was no point in saying that the Conventicn governed
neither the right of asylum nor the ‘eonditions of entry. That-was an extremely
doubtful peint; it might be clear so far as island countries were concerned, but
- it appeared in quite another light to countries on the continent of Europe, ‘The i
" question, then, was whether the latter countries could undertske, towards connt.ries :

which would not be bound in a sf!m‘.lar manner, internationsl obligations - in the :
moral sense they had already done so - regarding the right of asylum, - In that
connexion, -the situation of island countries could not be compared with that of the
continental countries, which were in direct phyéical contact with the source f{rom.
wvhich the refugees ezme, So far és‘France was 'éoncemed, f;he idee of the»rigxt ot ‘
.asylum was bound up with that of fhe 'tvpe of refugee concerned, From a practical
~ standpoint, therefore, the definition laid .an obligation on countr:.es that were
~ .pesponsible for hundreds of thousands of retqgees, The definition was a dynamic
| one which covered, not’ only all the refugees who existed at pz;esent bﬁt'aléo, all
those who would come after them, It also covered every part of the world, : ’HoA e
other convention had ever gone go' far in that field, - o

Moreover, neither the total mumber of refugees, nor their distribution by
~nationality of origin, was yet known. The absence of the words Uin Europe! - o
therefore raised a whole series of problems, The French Governmeént could not . .
wdertake to accede to the Convention until those problemshad been solved; : ,#
~ Furthemore, as the representative of Egypt had pointed out, the effect of para-

. graph C of article 1, for e:mnple, would be merely to postpons the inclusion of

the Palestinian refugees, The French delegation was more then sympathetic towards
the Arsb refugees in Palestme (France was, ineidentally, one of the cauntries _
';Hhich were hielping in the efforts made.on their behalf), and_ would view with fevour
any convention which directly concerned them; but it nevertheless considered that
e pmblems in t.heir case were completely. different from those of the. refugeea '.’m

' Fhu'ope, -and could not gee how Contracting States could bind themselves by a text
'_"nder the terms of which their obligations would be extended to include a new,
'1&'36 group of refugees 5 not as the result of a decision freely arr:.ved at, ' but |
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through the operation of United Nations pol:lcy - or, "in other words; by the
withdrawsl of the assistance which various Lfnited Nations bodies were at present
giving to the Arsb refugees in Palestine, The problem of those refugees was one

of such importance and such urgency that before a text was drawn up on 1éhe matter,
it would have to be_studied"’ih.s way in which it had never been studied before,

. It might be thought, if the problem was viewed from B theoretical standppint,
that provisions covering all refugees in ~geneeal could be embodied in a single
Texts Such a view would, however, be unrealistic » Since conditions varied in
different countries, To adopt such a‘method would be to confuse questionse which - °
had nothing in commen. The preblem arose, for example, of the way in which the
obligations laid on Contracting States by the Convention would in practice meet _
the real needs and the situation of the Arab refugees in Palestine, What countries
would in fact consider extending the benefits of the Convention to Arab refugees
‘in Palestine? The immigration countriee? Their laws did not provide for thé ‘
inuniération of refugees from countries outside Europe, The Europesn 'countries?'
They already had to bear a very heavy l.oad of refugees. Even the European
countries which were intepested in obta:.ning international assistance in that
ﬁ.eld knew that even if the Convention granted it to them, their case would not
be' considered by -the United Nations in the face of problems of current world
importance such as, for exsmple, the reconstruetion of Korea or the relief ef
famine in Ihdia, The truth was that progress in the international f:.eld was
’hecessaﬁly slow, One region in t.he world was ripe for the treatment of the .
:remgee problem on an intematimal scale, That region was Euwrope, One problem
x;ras ready to form the sub,ject of an international convention s hamely, the problem
of the European refugses, All refugee problens could not be dealt w:.th in the
sane eonvent:.on for to do so would be to risk Jeopardising what com.d certainly -
be done for the sake of something which could not perhaps be achieved, France, L
for her part, was responsible for too great a number of refugees tec seck to extend G
.her generos:.ty to parts of the world which fook no interest in the solution of :
.sueh problans. There was no' reason why the High Commissioner for Refugees
should -not, if necessary, take the initiative of draw.:.ng up conventions to meet
the needs of different groups of refugees in accordance with theia. various require-;‘
ments, France would take a leading place among the States that wanted to i




gollaborate in such work, Later, when once the various conventions existed, it.
would, psrhaps be possible to canbine them in a single convention.

Finally, it was on the tomal ins’cructions of the.French Goverment that his
delegation had submitted its amendment, and it was his duty to nake a reservation
with regard to the poasibilitﬁ of his Government's acceding to tho'conwntien:ﬁ‘ :
the text of the French amendment was not incorporated in it. - He'also jﬂiohed to :
gtress the fact that it appeared pzyéferable to draw up a text which would allow
governments like that of France to sign a Convention covering 300,000 refugess, -
then to adopt a wording, the um.versality of which would make it unacceptable or

1!!&1&53 e
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'_Mr. PETREN (Sweden) ssid that before eaﬁmenting on his delegationts.
anendment (A/CONF,2/9) he would make some general comments on the Swedish
Government's attitude, ‘ A '

Sweden was a country of asylum, situated near territories whence refugees
fled, It had pursusd a liberal poliey, and would like to continus to de so, but.
the fact must be taken into account that. its capacity for absorhing lar, \TEe nmbars :
vas limited and that, partictlarly in the present serious state of worfd affairs,
donsiderations of national security must play e certain part, He asscojated )
hinself -wi.th the views expressed by the French representative. ' '

'I‘uming to the draft Convention, he would recall that the Swedioh Goverm\ont‘
had had no share in the preparatory work, and wae eonsequent.ly not quite sv wall
vorsed as ‘others in the background to the question, In it8 view it wae in any
case essential that the text should be as clear as 'possibl'e, since in its interw
pretation Qf .any convention the International Court of Justice eould only take
into account its actual text , not what had been said during the prepara.tory WOHE
‘without finding expression in the text, :

- The full significance of article 1 emez'ged when :.t. vas viewsd m reiut:tha:w
articles 27 and 28,

According to the President's: mterpretation, article 27 » which dealt with the ‘
°xpulsion of refugees lawfully in a country, meant in praotioe that a rei‘ugee was
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only 1awm11y resident so long as he had a reeidenoe pemit. Once that document
had expired and not been renewed, the refugee was no 1onger lawfully resident in
the territory that had issued it. But article 28 which dealt with expulsion to
the country of actual persecution, was conceived in absolute terms, and allowed ..
no diserimination between a lawfully or unlawfully resident refugee. If article
"1 were made to cover categories of refugees other than those fleeing from actual
pereecution » & State would thus be enabled, under article 27, to take cartain
- safeguards by granting temporary pemits, Consequently, he submitted that a
widening of article 1 would work to the detriment of the Convention as a whole,

Tumiing to the Swedish amendment (4/CONF.2/9), be pointed out that the first
part ‘suggested the inelusion in sub-naragre;h 2of pa.ragraph A of a reference to
-persons who might be persecubed ouing to their membership of a particular soeial ‘
group. - Such cases existed, and it would be as well to mention them explicitly.

The second part of t.ne amendment was intended to get round the difficultiel
inherent in the phrase. "for reasons other than personal convenience', " That |
o phrase"referred, it had been pointed gut., to such considerations as the memory of
~ past sufferings, and was understaniable enough, but he would sutmit that it would
" ‘be very diffiecult to translate it into terms of domestic legislation, It
attanpted to exclude the possib:.lity of a refugee's availing himself of asyl\nn
‘for the sake of financial gain, but nevertheéless an individual!s real motives
. might not always be easy to gauge,  The Swedish Goverrment would be unable to
‘accept a text which was not sufficiently limited and precises

- The opening words of sub-paragraph (2): "As a result of events occurring.

- before 1 January 1951%, also gave rise to some misgivings. It. was Impossible %

" gstimate the number of persons who had fled or who would flee as a result of those
- events, There were hundreds and thousands of people in the totalitarian countrid
. who:probably wished to flee as a result of those events, but had not yet ,been‘éﬁlﬁ
: '-ijto do so, It would be inadvisable to open the door of entry so wide that States

ght be obliged to treat as refugees persons who were, in fact; able to- retum

; - to their countries of origin,

"y
G




. - pege 15 .

Finally, he sonsidersd that the statement made by the French representative -
provided much food for thought, and he would prefer to state his position on it at
g later stage in the debate, .

" Mr. del DRAGO (Italy) recalled that the Italian delegatioh had had
occasion to express its satisfaction that the definition of the term "refugee"
approved by the General Assembly in Deccmber 1950 (resolution 429 () appro:dmated
closely to the views which had been expressed cn many occasions by the Italian
Government, vhich had stressed the need for 2 convention covering the greatest
possible _num‘ber of refugees, While the definition in article 1 was sstisfactory

“in that it covered lunger periods of contemporary history, its geographical scope'<
had ceused some uneasiness, The Econamic and Social Council had limited the
definition to European refugees. The Ivalian delegat:.on s which had not been able
te attend the meetings of the Couneil except as observers s had consequently been o

~ unable to oppose the definition of the term "refugee" being extended to cover ' :

*..refugees throughout the worlds It took the present opportumty to stress the ,t

Peel that for Ttaly s & country vhere the refugee problem was particularly seriocus

beciuse of its surplus population and high ineidence of unemployment, the possi~
bility that the Convention might be applicable to all refugees throughout the worl&
could- nc‘ but give rise to the gravest misgivings,  The deletion of the words tin
‘Europe" enlarged the problen to enormous proportions which were neither foresseable
nor measurable, If the Convention covered Europesns who wanted to settle in
overseas countries with a western civilizatz.on s the rights and duties of the
refugee and of the. recening country could be defmed, But if the western

' countries - the only ones which would essume a specific obliga'b:n.on by signing the
* Convention ~ were obliged to adnit the v:.ctams of national movements such as those
thich had recently occurred in India and the Middle -Bast, they would be faced mth
. Yery serious problems, and would be quite unable to meet the cormitment which the: -
' }application of the Convention in its present fonn would entail, At the seme t:une ,'
Athcy would have no knowledge whatsoever of the mtent:.ons of the High Coru:\issioner
for Refugees, who hinself did not yebt know tho conclusions that would be reaehed
in the Rockcfeller Foundation's report, A prec:xse def:.m.t:.on night be commensurate
";Fith precise obl;.éatz,ons, bt 2 definition as wide as the one at present ineluded -




in article 1 could only be ecommensurate ivith véry general commitments, and ‘
intentions, however good and humenitarian they might be, ‘had to remain within the
bouhds of practiecal possibilities, The Italisn Government would find it extremely
difficult to a.ccéde to the Convention if the original text of article 1 were not
reinsteted, so as to restrict the application of the Convention to Buropean -
"r_etusees' dohe. The Italian delegation would therefore support the French amend- ,.
ment, It was also in favour of the Swedish emendment, | .

MOSTAF;\ Bey (Egypt) thanked the French répresentative for the sentiments
he had expressed about the Arab refugees from-Palestine, He would like to assure-
the French delegation that; he fully understood its apprehensions; it should be »
noted, howsver, that the present situation of those refugees was a tempoi‘ary_ one,
and that the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly provided that they
‘should return to their homes, If the Egyptian delegation had brought up the
question of those r’efugeés, it had done so because the present Conference was an
, fﬂ!’!eheet of the United Hations, and the United Nations was responsible for their.
tragic fate. I_t was therefore the duty of members of the Conference 10 find'a
"-Sulution to the problem-of those refugees,. By its resolution of 11 December,
1948,/ the General Assembly had ordered the retum to their homes of the Arab
_refugees who had expressed the desire to return, That resolution had had no
mctical result, and the situation had gone from bad to worse, Yet the only.
tma solution of the problem was to ensure the retum of the Arab refugees to
'their homea. ' '

Introducing his amendment (A/CONF,2/13), he said that the aim of his delega-
' tion at the present juncture was to grant to all refugees the. status for which the ”
Gonvention provided, To withhold the benefits of the Convent:.on from certain’
oategoriea of refugec would be to ereate a class of human beings who would en;)oy
‘no protection at alle In that comnexion, it shculd be noted that article 6 of
-:jiﬂta.pter II of the Statute of the High Commissioner's Office for Refugees con‘bained -
;.f-a Mprehensive definition covering all categories of refugees. The limiting »
ﬁause contained in paragraph C of article 1 of the Convention at present. covered

L

Arab retugees from Palestine. From the Eyptian Govemment's point of v:.ew 1t was
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.¢Lear that so long a3 United Nations institutions and organs cared for such -
refugees their protection would be a matter for the United Nations alene, SRR
However, when that aid came to afi end the question would arise of how their con-
tinued protection was to be ensured, It would only be natural to extend- the
benefits of the Convention to them; hence the introduction of the Egyptian

amendment .,

~p

Mr, AL PACHACHI (Iraq) also thanked the French representative for his E /
generous and uhders_tanding attitude towards the problem of the Arab refugees from
Palestine, He would poirt out that paragraph C of article 1 had been inserted in f:}:
the definition at the express request of the Arab countries which had not wished ;
to iﬁpose on Contracting States the burden of the Arab refugees from Palestine ‘80
long as the United Nations was caring for them, " When the- assistance st preseni
being given by the United Nations came to an end, and he cgnvention accordingly
begame applicable to those refuaees , it would not by any means follow that they o
would emigrate to France or other western European coun:br:.es , if only for purely - 8

material reasons, The few yersons who would be able to afford such a joumey' ‘

would defa.nitely not become a burden en the governments of the rece:.v:mg countries ,-
because their joumey would not in itself be poss:.ble unless they possessed
suffic:.ent means to support tnemselfes.

Mr, HOARE (United Kingdom) said that the French representat:.ve's _ngm___
reflected the divided op:.n:.on which prevailed on the.refugee problem, ' He .
(Mr. Rochefort) was not alone in feeling dlsappo:.ntment with art:.cle 1, although
others were perhaps dlsappomted for different reasons. o

The United Kingdom Government had always advocated the mdest poss:.ble :
defimtion » not from such egoistical considerations as that the Um.ted ngdom Was
an 1sland and therefore better: able to control the movement of refugees, nor. for
want of appreciatn.on of the assistance given by other countr:.es , but on the. ground
that the status of refugee -Should be granted to any person fleeing from persecut:.cn \
The purpose of the Convention was to give refugees certain m:.nlmum guarantees ) and
since it was being drawn up under the auspices of the United Nations those - " _

'Su&rantees ought not to be 1:una.ted to -refugees from a pa.rt:.cular area. ‘ Th’e‘f
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Convention was primarily, indeed almost entirely, eoncerned with minimm rights and
guarantees applicable to refugses once they had been admitted to the te‘z-;-itory of
& Contracting State.'- ~ As had been pointed cut at the present Conference s the
Conventiun did not deal with the admission of refugees into countries of asylun op
with the circumstances in which a State might refuse asylum,  Indeed, the only
article which had any bearing on that aspsct of the matter was the article (28)
prohibiting the expulsion of a refugee to a country where his life or freedom -
would be in danger. That was merely a recognition of the huménitarj:an practice -
followed by all countries of asylum, and the Conference had already amended that -
article so as to provide adequate safeguards for national security and public’
order, He would therefore urge the Conference, when it considered the French,
amendment (A/CONF,2/75), to keep in mind the fundamental purpose of the Convention,
It was of course true that while the Convention related o events occurring before
1 January 1951, the movement of refugses caused by those events might persist in .
the. future, The French representative had stated that he was willing to accept |
that coneeption in relétion to events oceurring in Europs,  What would be thé: )
consequences of extending it to events outside Furope? Events had, for instance,
‘occurred on the Continent of America, causing a movement of refugees. That |
movement might continue; but he could not believe either that it had been in the
past, or that it would become in the future, 2 serious burden on Europesn countries
'Even 1f an eastward movement were to take place, the European countries would be _
able to gontrol it, They would, in fact, in relation to any such movement,
‘become countries of irmigration in the same way as countries on the Continent 6!
Amenca were at present countries of immigration for European refugees, and muld

en,;oy the sane means of controls,

; Turmng to the ca.tegory of refugees who were excluded from the present
Go'wentlon under paragraph C, for example s the Palestinian Arabs, in his view the I
ei‘fcct of the paraoraph as dra.fted was to make the exclusion permanent, Tha.t.
wos « indced, why the ﬁ.gyptlan representative had sulmitted his amendment .
(;/;QNF.Z/].B}, since he wanted to provide for the possible future inclusion of
:ziﬁh‘;t group within the Convention. He (Mr. Hoare) was supported in his view by the‘ |
qu:ttn differsnt reference to that category in the Statute of the High Commission - .
(E/].E»BL) ' .A
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The Iragi representative's argument was alsc pertinexit. , and he (Mr., Hoare)
fully agreed that the risk that Buropean States .Aight be faced with a vast ;mflwc
of Arab refugees was too amall to be worth teking into account,  If such-an
influx did occur, either from the Arab states, or £rom the Latin imerican countries
or fron the Far East, the matter would 'be one for each Buropean countx;y to deal
with individually,  There was very little likelihcod that future movements oft- N
refugees caused by events occurring before 1 January 1951 would be felt in Europe. '
As the French repressatative had .rightly pointed out, such mpveents would more - ~‘
probably be felt in such countries es dustralia or the None-Sclfa-Gove.m:.ng Terri- i
tories under British Administration,

Even if such an influx into Burope did occur, was it conceivable thet ‘
Europern countries which ha.d hitherto given rei‘ugecs certain minimun r::.ghts weuldT_P
even in the absence of a Convention, give'the new arrivalsg less? They would by
adbering to the Convention, merely be undertaking to give to refugues from L
outside Europe who were adnitted to their territory the r:l.gh'bs vwhich they would
undoubtedly give them in'any event,

The result of reinstating the words "in Europe" must, noreover, also be
considered frou the point of view of the overseas countries. It would be pre- ‘ “
mature to suppose that overseas countries would not accede to the Convention.
Whether they did or not, it was surely not desirable to mt countries in La'b:z.n
Ar..erica, for instance s who might wish to accede to the Convention, and who had ‘
within their borders refugees both from Europe and from imerican countries ’ in ?
the position of being able to accede only -in respect of Buropean refugees, and
not in respect of thc. others. . It was of the utmost importance that a conven’cionﬁ
negotieted under the cuspices of the United Nations and with the part:.c:.p?tion of
many non-European States should prov:.de minimum guarantees for a.ll refugees, =
whercver t.hey came fron,

MOSTAF& Bey (Egypt) supported the views expressed by the Unlted Kingdom
represc,ntatlve. The provisions of paragraph C would cease to be appllcable the
moment the aid at present being given by the United N :tions to Arab refugees ?.-
’eea.sed- the latter would then be elign.ble for the benef:.ts of the Conventz.on, ,
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The Egyptian delegation had submitted its amendment in order to mroid any nis-
understanding as to the interpretation to be placed on paragraph C. Had the
Beyptian Government thought that the present Conference would deal with the fate

of Buropean refugees alone, it muld not have sent a delegation, Moreover,
Genoral Assembly resolution 429 (V), which 1nstructed the Secretary-General to
eonvene the Conference, had also atipulated that the Confercnce should be a general
one; no one, thercfore, had the right at the pregent juncture to limit the

" Gonference's field of activity to the problens of European refugees alone, He
would ask the President to bé so good ‘as to confirm his interpretation,

Mr, HOARE (Unitod Kingdom) wished to make it guite clear that he under-
stood paragraph C to exclude persons who were defined as those who at the time
| when the Convention came into force were receiving protection or assistance from
United Nations organs or agencies, and that the cessation of the operations of
such organs or agencies would not bring such persons within the scope of the
Convention.

The PRESIDENT, replying to the Egyptian representative, said that it
was not for him (the. Chaimman) to give & ruling as to whether or not it was right
for the Conference to restrict the scope of the Convention. The Conferencse
had; however, the power to restriet, if it so wishéd, by a majority wvote, the
spplication of the Conventlon to a specific group or groups of refugeee.'

Mr, ROCHEFORT (France) wished to point out that the question of whether
the Arab refugees Were covered by the Convention was a controversial one: according
to the United Kingdom representative, thosg refugees were pem1aﬁently excluded
from the benefits of the Convention, whereas the Egyptian repcres;entati\re thought
that the true interpretation was exactly the Oppoaiﬁe,. At the present stage
he (Mr. Rochefort) would.do no more then take note of the divergent views and
point out that several methods of glving satisfaction to all Contracting States
had been contemplated. One of those methods was that Contracting States should
be free to extend the benefits of the Convention, at their discretion, to new
categories of rcfugees, That method had been rejected, and another procedure

/
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- had been adop..ed' that procedure was obviously more ambiguous, since two delega- ‘ -

had undertaken to deal, . IRO had been set up, the membership of which had been

~and the fact that only 18 'fove*"um.nts had chosen to join IRO ind:.catcd the degree‘ '

. treaty arrangements did not cover refugees who nad become detached fron their

| Status of Refugees. It would be agreed that if the work of the Conference wa.s
g to have any recl and pmctlc:'.l effect s it was necessary when draftmg contractua.l
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tions which wers keenly int-vested in the problem, and which had both followed it~
very closely, were unable tc give an authoritutive interpretation of pamgrap'hvc

of article 1,

Mr, WARREN (United States of america) ‘said , referring to the Freneh '
proposal (4/CONF,2/75) that the words "in Burope" should be reinstated im the
definition of the tem “refugee", and to the Egyptian amendment to paragra ,h- 7
(a/CONF.2/13)., said that on the first issue the attitude of the United States ° o
Government was well known ;- the United States deLegation continued to"suppoi'.tfﬁhe

‘French thesis and the French anendment. He had listened with great intereS‘t o g

the United Kingdom representative's lucid explanation of the reasons why he = =~
supported the more wniversal definition of the tem "refugeeY, That was the -
first tine he had heard such sn approach made ; unfortunately, the United States

delegation eould not share it.  The United States approach was much more J,:h;zited,_.

Prior to the outbreak of the second world war, a series of conventions =~
derling with the situation of refugees, primarily- in Europe, had been in fbi'é.ek."
The war had then produced a large number of refugees with whom the United "Nat;ioh'sn"

open to all Governments, both Members and non-Members of the ‘United Natioz\s alike,

of ﬂetive interest in the world in the refugec problem, When IR0, which had
finally succeeded in rc-sct.t.l:.ng some one nillion Europe:m refugees, ‘ceased to
function, there would still be an mporta.nt task to be carried out in Europe, o
part of which had been entrusted to the Um.ted. Nations High Commissioner for ' ’» :j
Refugees. It was still, however, necessary to provide those refugees who z'e-
neined in Europe with legal status, because the prot.ectlon provided under recipro

country of erigin, It was in order to meet that need tha.t theé United States -
Government had decided to parta.cipate :I.n the drafting of the Gonventz.on on the
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obligations to be as specific and precise as possible, _alnd, so far as refugees

were concerned, to know exaotly what refugees were intended to be covered, That
had ‘not been the view taken when the matter had been discussed in the General
Assémbly, Sone 60 Govemﬁxents were represented in that body, and it wes, there-
fore, perhaps, natural for it to develop the concept, advanced by the United
‘Kingdom representative, of a universal charter for all refugees to be applied by

all the governments of the world, That concept had found expression in the

broad provisions of article 1 of the draft Convention, as set out in document
A/CONF 2/1, and the still wider provisions of the Statute of the High Commissicher's »
OIf:Lce.

The United States delugation urged ‘that one constructive step should be taken
st a-time , and felt that a vconveﬁtion'drai‘ted to meet European requirenents was
the first step,. In his view, the deveiopnent of an unrestricted charter for
'-_"x"‘efugees would involve a certain amount of duplication of effort between the
~‘pi'eparation of the draft International Covenant on Human R:.ghts and the draft:mg
of the present Convention, and would reprc.sent a very nuch lar&,er undertaking,

»in which the United States Govornment would be only too willing to participate
if and when it was clearly understood that. such was the objective, An immediate
j;a.ttempt to achieve such an objective, however, might entail the loss of the
‘ad.vantages that would accrue from the conclusion of a convention of 2 more limited

: application.

He could not share the view that, because of certain geographical factors 5.
lthere was no need to feel particular concern about- the wording of article 1, and_
that 2 contract cculd be signed without hesitation, on the assumption that an
‘Aobllg'a:lzion which it entailed would not require to be mplemented. Everyone V i
knew that governments always sought to lmow precisely what cormitments they were ' Ty
enter:mg into, ) o o

: again, the United States of A\menca had participated in the dra.ft:mg of the ¢
Gonvention in the hope that some real semoe would be vendered to those countries e
‘;thu.t depended on reeiprocal treaty arranaenents. in honest effort had been ,
'm,de 1‘1 the United States of umerica to apply the provisions of the drai't Convention,
;okt buth constitutionally and in practice eonsiderable dlfficul'b'ies and unforeseen '
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factors haci’ emerged, which, if the'attempt were pursued, it would take Congress
and -the United States Supreme Gourt years to resolve. The United States delega--‘ s
tion had refrained from introducing amendments to various cleuses of the draft -
Convention with the ob;)ect of making them more suituble for applieation in the
Western hemisphere , because it had felt that the amendments that would have been -
necessary for that purpose would have made the clsuses less adapteble to the needs
of Europe. He nmentioned that faet in view’ of the United Kingdom rep'i'esenpative'a :
contention that it would be easy to find a2 common denominator that would suit a.ll
refugees, known or unk.nown, present or future » in any part of the world.

With regard to the United I\ingdom representative ‘s coment thut the insert:.on ‘
of the words "in Zurope! would preclude Latin Americsn countries from providing S
protection for other than European refugees s he would stress that the ourrent 5
practice in Latin American countries w:s such that the inclusion of those words
¢ould not possibly have a serious adverse effect on.the status of refugees in
thut part of the world, ' | |

Turning to pamgraph c, » he reculled that the draft before the coni'erence was -
the one thut had been adopted a*‘ter the arch States represented in the: Third
Cormittee of the General Aesembly had made three attempts to devise a suituble
text, He agrecd with the United Kingdom representativels interpretation of that
paragraph, snd also with the French repreeentatlve's ebservation that adopt.ion of
the dgyption amendnent (#/CONF.2/13) would present CQntmeting atates with sn -
undefined problem, snd so reduce the ‘muber’ of States in durope that would ﬁ;.nd
it possible to sign the Convention. ' RS

In closing, he would- draw attention to the faet that 9 e.lthough the wording
of paragragh C might conform to that of the Statute of the High Comiseioner's
Office, it mude no sense.in terms of the draft Covensnt, for the lotter was Mok -
'the statute of an organ or ageney of the United Notions. 1If the pa.ragmph wa.a
_reta:.ned as it stood, ite effeet would be to exclude all refugees who came within
the compstenee of the United Natieus, it therefore requix'ed re-dmfting tu
remove that anomaly.
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Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) observed i;hat. he d:Ld no‘. think that the
universal charter referred to by the Um.ted States representative wou.x.d have any
different content from the present instrument. Whet was in question was simply
how widely the latter was to be applied. '

» The United Kingdom Government had already made a coneession by accepting the
date-line of 1 Jamuary 1951 in the definition of the term "refugee", recognizing
that the Convention had to be made acceptablo to a larger number of States then"
those sharing the United Kingdom view. Now a further limitation was being
proposed, one of a territ.ofial nature, '

- He emphasized the fact that the United Kingdem delegation did not favour a

solut.ion by which obligations which thev could not fulfil ‘would be imposed on the ’

S‘&ates which signed the Convention; he had merely tried to show that the fears
_of some countries that they would be overwhelmed by an influx of refugees unless
" the words "in Furope" were reinstated were not well-founded, .

Again, he did not contest the fict that the Latin American States aceordsd

- the kind of rights for which the Covenant provided, He had only drawn attentien -

_ to the implication that such States, who might well wish to adhere to the Conven=
 tion, would, if'the,words_ "in Europe" were included, be obliged to apply the

Convention only to European refugees wﬁo had become refugees as a result of events
-oeeurring before 1 January 1951, and to leave out of consideration other refugees

f‘fin their territories from other parts of the world.

-

v ‘Mr. W.RREN (United States of imerica) said that 2ll he had wished to '
5 point out was that s if he understood the position aright, the United Kingdom -
representative would accopt the broader definition on the assumption that the mn.
commitment entered into would not have to be honoured. In his view, it Would be .
'4 wrong to proceed on such on assumption in connexion with an instrument. such as the
. one at present under consideration. He fully supported the point made by the

f‘fFrenoh representative that nothing was known of the numbe.rs and needs of refugeel

s

| 'in the Par East, ihen that problem had been fully evaluated and the measures ‘

'-:‘required to cope with it had been assessed, it would probably be found that suoh




measures would huve to be very different from those laild down in the ‘draft Convens.: %
tion. If a refugese problem arose in the western Hemisphere, the same comideratiM‘
would apply. In his view, the refuges problem in general would only rospond to

regiomal solution through the medimn of regionsl conventions. i

Mro GIRALDO~-JARAMILLO (Columbin) supported the views e:@ressed by tha
United Stutes representative. In Latin America, the term "refugee" wzs only used "
to describe refugees from Europe; if there were isolated cases of perSons who
were exiled from latin ameriecan countries for political or ‘other reasons, ‘those
soses were exceptional, and the problem they raised eoulc} _simply not be compared
to that coused by the existence of the great mass of suropean refugess. Morebvér,;
.the legislation of the countrics of Latin Améz:ioa. included provisions which §
enabled them to solve the problem. o ] -

Mr. MONTOYA (Venesuels) supported the Columbian representative. ©

lr, HERMENT (Belgium) said that the Conference was faced with & problem
of vital impoftam;e, onwhicl} the success or failure of its work depended. It '
therefore seemsd to him necessary to give the question the. thorough examination it
deserved, and to reflect’ddeéluat’e],y on the Statements made at the present ine‘ei'.:lng‘?
before taking a decieion.' ‘He would therefore make a formal proposal thgt the ;
' afternoon meeting should not open until L p.m. ‘ v

SR

| Nr. ROCHGFORT (France) suggested that repfeaentatives might use the
extra time thus made ava.ilabla to them to study. the text of the 1933 Couventd.cn. .
The objeet of thet Convention was fairly 1imited, mme].v, to protect Russian and
Armenien refugees and assimilated persons. _ However, in article 1 thereof, whieh
defined the refugees to which the Convention was applicable, ;i.t was ‘expressly 1a§.
: down that the definition 'uas subject to poss:.ble modlfication by the Gontmczing
‘States. » However » in the ca.se of the draft Gonvention before the Conference 'bhem
uppeared to be a. tendency to avoid reservations of thut ld.nd. But, when s:.gning -
the 1933 Convention, the Governmunt of sgypt had Spec:.fzed that it reserved tbe'
ght to expand or l:.mit the def:m.tion given in the Convention as it wi.shed.
b'fhus iv appeareu that the doubts echoed by certain delegaticns at the present
. Conferc,nce had alreud,y been expresscd before. , '



Mr, von TRUTZSCHLER (Federal Republic of Germany) suid that his delegation,
‘on formal instructiéns from the Federal Government of Germany, hoed submitted the
amendment contained in document A/CONF.2/76.' The intention of that amendment was

. not to touch upon the substanee of articie 1, but merely to provide a text for
paragréph E in which the reference to the London Cherter of the International
Hﬂi‘bary Tribunal would be repluced-by more appropriate references, That Churter
‘had' been apprcved in 1944 by a limited number of States which had taken part in

‘the last war, and a considerable’ number of .States ottending the present Conference
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ha.d not signed it or taken pds_itj.on on it: Reference to that document therei‘ore
a.ppeai‘ed inappropriate in the draft Convention. His delegation had sought to
resolve the difficulty by referi‘ing, so far as war crimes and crimes aguinst
humanity were concerneci, to the appropricte provisions of the Geneva Conventions,
which hnd been carefully drawn up and unanimously approved by practically the
whols comtmnity of nations, He belived that all States ropresented at the

%

jcenferenge had approved their principles; and they had alrsady come into foree
and been ratified by some 12 States. By associating the Geneva Conventions with
5the work of the Conference the humanitarien aims which should govern the Convention
‘wou.ld be stressed. He made particular reference to the crime of genoeide, His
ei_égdtion's amendment clso included a complete list of the crimes against peace
"egmé;ated in the london agrecment. The Federal Government .of Gernany fully |
a;gfeed that 211 war criminals should be excluded from the benefits of the Convention,
bu.ti 1'b could not subscribe to on express refercnce to the Charter of the Inter-
tional h.htary Tribunal, His delegation was willing to discuss the m‘_’cter,

if_ necessary in ¢ small committee, with a view to urriving at an appropriate
j'lut«:mn of the uiffz.culty, and would be graveful for ass:.sta.nce in overcomng an

‘ bstaele which would preventr the Federal Goverrment of Gcmzany from subscrz.b:l.ng to
: the Clonvef;tion, as it sincerely wished to do.

o Speakln}g at the invitation of the PRuSIDENT, Mr. HABICHT (Internaﬁioml
ssoe:.c..tion of Penal Law) said he had noted with 'some concern the further o httempb
o b' vestrict the number of persons who would benefit from the Convention, and that
Aei’"nit._e—d Kingdon representative was virtually the only specker who had opposed , 0

Fe
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the inclus‘ion“of ths words "in Hurope" in the defiéxition of the turn "refugset,

The International Associction of Penal Lew had hoped that the Confercnce would
endeavour to elaborate a world-wide convention that would become a Magna Carta for
the persecuted. He would respectfully draw the attention of representatives to

the disadvantage at which the further restriction contumplated would place thousands,
and, in the future, perhaps even hundreds of thousands, of persons. 4 convgntion ;
with the acope of a Magna Carta and containing minimum c_ondltlons for the rsadjust- - -

ment of refugees would be in the interests not only of the refugees themselves,

but of all the countries of asyltima He would therefore urge careful consideraticn' -
of that important aspect of the problem.

Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) said he would like: to know more about the hundreds |
of thousands of refugees to whom the representative of the International association
of Pénal law had referred; would he also be so kind, as an expert on international 3
le.w,' to give his interprcta.tion of paragraph C of article 17 ' |

Mr. I-LxBICHT (International issocistion of Pemal Law) replied that 'bhe :
territorial limitaticn proposed by the French rcprcsentatlv» would have the elfect
of excluding all non-zuropean refugees, and that existing refugees in the Middle
East alone numbered over 100, 000,' It was impossible to forecast political |
developments, but a piecemeal treatment of the refugee problem by limitation as to
time and region would be certain to exclude in the future m..lllons of peoples -

He placed the same :.nterpremtlon upen paragraph C as the Un:.ted Kingdom
representative had done. The phrase "ot present" implied that the Conventlon
should not apply to those persons ruceiving at a specific time protection or -
assistunce from orgens or agencies of the United Nations 3 it did not imply ,tlia)‘._f‘rﬁ‘.",.
when such protection ceassd-the refugees concerned would comé under the prgjtectién

of the Convention.

¥r. ROCHZFORT (France) thanked the reprcs:,ntatlve of the Intemational
association of Penel Law for his explanations. He obssrved that the clouse which,

according to the mterpretatlon which had just been pluced on it, excluded *bhe
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Ayab refugees fram Palestine from the benefits of the Convention, had been inserteq
at the express request of the Arab States themselves.

Mr. WARREN (United States of imeriea) remarked upon the tendency of
those who advocated the brozder definition to argue that millions of refugees
would be excluded from the Convention if the words "in Europe® were inserted in
the definition. In the circumstanees, they were in fact asking governments whethep
they were prepared to enter into obligations in respect of such large numbers of
\unidentified persons, and it sceemed to him wronc for a body such as the Conferen,e
to seek to legislate on thaot basis,

He was confident that the United Nations would continue in being and that it
would prove capable of dealing ‘with any new sitvation as and when it arose, He
folt surs that the Convention would not be the last intarnatioml instrument ° '
relating to ths protection of refugees, and urged that governments should be
content to take one practical and specific gtep at a time.’

. The Belgian representativels proposal that the discussion should not. be
resumed until 4 p.m. was unanimously adopted.

The mee! rose at m





