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that it had been permitted to take precedence 
over all political considerations .. Th.at t~e Un.ited 
Nations had had only humamtanan mtentwns 
had been demonstrated by its subsequent anxiety 
to assume responsibility for the care of the Arab 
refugees. 

lousness implicit in placing refugee camps under 
nazi or fascist administrators, as some represen
tatives had asserted. 

41. It was unthinkable that an organization which 
had demonstrated such a depth of humanitarian 
sentiment could possibly have committed the cal-

42. Moreover, in the case of certain categories 
of refugees, such as the Spanish Republicans, 
the representative of the Ukrainian SSR would 
surely not advise approaching the consuls of their 
countries. 

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND SIXTY-FffiST MEETING 
Held at Lake Success, New York, on Saturday, 12 November 1949, at 10.45 a.m. 

Chairman: Mrs. Ulla LINDSTROM (Sweden). 

Refugees and stateless persons (A/971 
and A/C.3/527) (continued) 

1. The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the fact 
that the French delegation had withdrawn its 
original draft resolution (A/C.3/529) and had 
submitted two resolutions in substitution for it 
(A/C.3/L.26, A/C.3/L.27). Also before the Com
mittee were draft resolutions submitted by the 
Byelorussian delegation (A/C.3/L.25) and by 
the United States delegation (A/C.3/L.28). 

2. Mr. PANYUSHKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) felt it unnecessary to reply to the 
observations made by the representative of Yugo
slavia at the previous meeting, since they had, 
in his opinion, been intended only to provoke a 
political controversy into which he refused to 
be drawn. 

3. Mr. VRBA (Czechoslovakia) was surprised 
that representatives who had had considerable 
experience of the problem of refugees and state
less persons should quite uncritically propose the 
continuance of the International Refugee Organi
zation in some form or other. That implied that 
IRO had satisfactorily implemented all the pro
visions of General Assembly resolution 8 (I) of 
12 February 1946, or was on the point of doing 
so. The statements of the representatives of the 
USSR, the Ukrainian SSR, the Byelorussian SSR 
and Poland had demonstrated that IRO had not 
fulfilled its obligations. The Ukrainian represen
tative had shown that the repatriation of hundreds 
of thousands of displaced persons had been 
hampered rather than encouraged, in direct con
travention of annex I, paragraph 1, sub-paragraph 
(b) of the IRO Constitution. The fact that many 
displaced persons had been repatriated, in no way 
altered the fact that a great many had not been 
so treated. Furthermore, IRO had failed to im
plement fully the stipulations of annex I, para
graph 1, sub-paragraphs (c), (d) and (g) of its 
Constitution. Traitors, quislings and war crimi
nals had not been surrendered, but had actually 
been placed in charge of camps and had ter
rorized genuine displaced persons. Such persons 
had secretly entered Czechoslovakia after having 
been incited in the camps to commit murder and 
sabotage. The very numerous examples which 
had been cited made it seem incredible that repre
sentatives should have failed to realize what un
desirable practices were being carried on under 
the guise of humanitarian activities. A High 
Commissioner would merely continue the un-

desirable activities initiated by officials of IRO. 
His delegation would therefore oppose the French 
draft resolution or any similar proposal. It would 
vote for the Byelorussian draft resolution, because 
it emphasized the need for the implementation 
of the General Assembly resolution of 12 Febru
ary 1946 and for the submission of the relevant 
information by the countries concerned. 

4. At the 257th meeting, the representative of 
the existing Yugoslav Government had laid down 
as one of the rules :which should govern the in
ternational treatment of refugees the stipulation 
that no State should make use of refugees present 
on its territory in order to jeopardize the inde
pendence of the countries from which those refu
gees originated. He had adduced the example of 
Mr. Lazar Brankov, a former Counsellor of the 
Yugoslav Embassy in Budapest, who had re
cently been sentenced by the Hungarian People's 
Court in connexion with a conspiracy headed by 
Mr. Laszlo Rajk and aimed at the overthrowing 
of the people's democratic Government in Hun
gary. Mr. Brankov had remained in Hungary 
after the open breach between Yugoslavia and the 
peoples' democracies, posing as a political refugee 
on instructions from the existing Yugoslav Gov
ernment. That fact had been brought out in Mr. 
Brankov's own confession in open court, at a 
trial watched by representatives of the world 
Press. 
5. The representative of Yugoslavia argued that 
Mr. Brankov had acted out of fear, although the 
other Yugoslav diplomats had left Hungary un
hampered. That was tantamount to saying that 
Mr. Brankov had co-operated with the Hungarian 
court in order to incur a heavy ::,entence merely 
out of fear-a patent absurdity. Thus mentioning 
the Rajk trial in Budapest, the representative of 
the current Yugoslav Government acted like a 
thief trying to confuse his pursuers by crying, 
"Stop thief!" 

6. Furthermore, the Yugoslav representative had 
deemed fit to attack a Polish draft resolution on 
discriminations practised by certain States against 
labour recruited from the ranks of refugees (A/ 
C.3/524), which had been discussed by the Third 
Committee. He had attempted to create the im
pression that that draft resolution could be used 
to provide protection for war criminals and quis
lings. Paragraph 2, sub-paragraph (d), of that 
resolution, however, had stated explicitly that 
immigrant labour should be recruited exclusively 
on the basis of bilateral conventions concluded 
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between the emigration and immigration coun
tries and negotiated with the participation of the 
trade unions of the countries concerned. It was 
hardly conceivable that for instance, the Czecho
slovak Government, w'hose representative voted 
for the Polish draft, or the Czechoslovak trade 
unions would protect traitors or quislings. If the 
representative of the Yugoslav Gover';lmet;J-t fe.lt 
any apprehensions about such protectl?n m hts 
own country, that could hardly be constdered an 
argument against the Polish draft. 

7. In illustration of the way in which the Yugo
slav Government was treating political refugees 
in violation of the rules which it had itself 
laid down attention should be drawn to the 
case of th~ 35 000 Greek refugees in Yugoslavia 
who, as the Yugoslav represe';ltative had stated, 
had been obliged to leave ~hetr .co~ntry because 
of their fight for democratic pnnctples ~nd the 
terror prevailing in Greece. He had omttted to 
mention that many of those refugees had for some 
time been trying to obtain their transfer to Czecho
slovakia. The Yugoslav Government had not 
heeded their requests, until, at the end of August 
1949 thousands of them were bluntly given the 
choi~e of either leaving Yugoslav territo~ ~m
mediately or being handed over to the extstu~g 
Government in Greece. In the latter case, thetr 
fate would undoubtedly have been sealed. 
8. At the beginning of September, the Czecho
slovak charge d'affaires at Belgrade, as a represen
tative of a country prepared to offer a~yl~m to 
the Greek refugees, had requested perm1ss10n to 
visit their camp and to discu~s the question . of 
their departure from Yugoslavta. Yugoslav pohce 
had prevented him from entering the camp and 
he had consequently been unable to obtain the 
requisite information. 
9. The Yugoslav authorities had then transferred 
several thousand Greek refugees to the Hungarian 
frontier without giving the Czechoslovak Govern
ment the opportunity to make any preparations 
for their reception. The Hungarian Government 
had been compelled to grant them hospitality, 
for otherwise they would surely have been de
livered to the Greek authorities. Finally, however, 
the refugees had reached Czechoslovakia, where 
they were currently receiving asylum. The lives 
of the Greek refugees had been saved; he could 
not say the same about the good name of Yugo
slavia. 
10. Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) wished to em
phasize, first, that the representative of the USSR 
in the Third Committee had, on two occasions, 
failed to state whether the USSR Government 
accepted the Yugoslav Government's proposal that 
USSR citizens living on the territory of Yugo
slavia should be repatriated; and, secondly, that 
that representative had failed to state that the 
Yugoslav children who had been sent to USSR 
military schools would be repatriated from the 
Soviet Union to Yugoslavia. The Yugoslav dele
gation reserved its right to use those observations 
in any way it deemed fit. The failure of the 
USSR representative to reply to those questions 
showed the discrepancy between that country's 
words and its deeds. As a peace-loving country, 
Yugoslavia was interested in the attitude of the 
Soviet Union Government towards the sovereign 
independence of Yugoslavia, towards the free 
organization of international society and towards 
the need for goodwill between neighbouring 
countries. 

11. Replying to the Czechoslovak representative, 
he asserted that the trial of Mr. Rajk had been 
organized in order to stigmatize Yugoslavia as 
fascist, and therefore ripe for liquidation, after all 
other means of pressure had been exhausted. 

12. With regard to the Greek refugees, it was 
true that 35,000 had been in Yugoslavia. A group 
of approximately 3,000 had wished to quit that 
country and had been permitted to Jo so im
mediately. The Czechoslovak Embassy and the 
Hungarian Legation at Belgrade had been notified 
on 27 August 1949 that the Greek refugees 
would be permitted to go wherever they wished. 
Any delay that had occurred had been the fault 
of the Czechoslovak and Hungarian diplomatic 
representatives concerned. 

13. Mr. DE ALBA (Mexico) found it intelligible 
that the approach of countries which had been 
invaded and occupied to the question of refugees 
and stateless persons should be different from that 
of countries which had not so suffered. The prob
lem, however, was international in scope and 
interest. The Pakistan and Lebanese represen
tatives had drawn the Committee's attention to 
a new category of refugees which had not been 
envisaged when the definition in the IRO Consti
tution was drafted. Any organ which succeeded 
IRO should be given a scope broad enough to 
include the new categories rather than simply 
perpetuate the structure and nature of IRO, with 
both its virtues and its defects. 

14. The French draft resolution (A/C.3/L.26) 
was preferable to that submitted by the United 
States delegation, because the latter, although 
perhaps more practical, excluded the new cate
gories of refugees by stating that the persons 
falling under the competence of the High Com
missioner for .Refugees should be those defined in 
annex I of the IH.O Constitution. The French 
draft resolution was more general in character. 
15. The French and United States draft resolu
tions were not, however, incompatible. It would 
greatly expedite the work of the Committee if the 
two delegations concerned could meet to work 
out a compromise joint draft resolution to be 
sub~itted to the Committee at a subsequent 
meetmg. 

16. Even the Byelorussian draft resolution was 
not wholly incompatible with the other two. Its 
differences were mainly technical, and not so 
great in substance as the debate suggested. It 
laid particular emphasis on one of the prin
cipal original ideas of the IRO Constitution
that the main task concerning displaced persons 
was their repatriation. A clause laying special 
emphasis on that obligation and recommending 
the conclusion of bilateral agreements between 
the Governments concerned might well be written 
into the proposed joint draft resolution. More
over, it should be emphasized that such repatria
tion must be voluntary and that the High 
Commissioner would be instructed to provide full 
legal protection. 

17. The proposed joint draft resolution should 
further provide for the moral and legal protection 
of categories of refugees not covered by the IRO 
definition. Moreover, it was most important, if 
non-member States were to be permitted to use 
the good offices of the High Commissioner, that 
there should be a most explicit stipulation under 
which the non-member States concerned would 
undertake to comply with the spirit of the IRO 
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Constitution, because otherwise certain of them 
might conceivably exercise reprisals against re
patriated political refugees. 

18. Finally, the Mexican delegation felt strongly 
that the High Commissioner ought to be appointed 
on the proposal of the General Assembly or the 
Economic and Social Council, so that he would 
have an independent status and would not be 
regarded simply as an official of the Secretariat. 

19. Mr. CoNTOUMAS (Greece) said that he had 
refrained from analysing the underlying reasons 
for the existence of 700,000 Greek refugees be
cause he had felt that the Third Committee should 
confine itself exclusively to social and humani
tarian questions. He had thus refrained from 
speaking when the Yugoslav representative, al
luding to the interesting figure of 35,000 Greek 
refugees on Yugoslav territory, had asserted that 
they had fled because of the terror prevailing 
in Greece. He could no longer contain himself, 
however, when that assertion was repeated by 
the representative of Czechoslovakia. The fact 
of the matter was that those refugees had not 
fled from any sort of terror ; they had deliberately 
risen against the laws of their own country and 
had voluntarily gone elsewhere. The refugees in 
Yugoslavia were probably composed of partisans, 
children abducted from their homes, as had been 
discovered in the First Committee, and sympa
thizers. They had voluntarily emigrated in order 
to be among persons of their own sort who were 
no doubt supporting them for reasons which it 
would be better to suppose than to express at 
that stage. 

20. Mr. FENAux (Belgium) said that the dis
cussion would lead to better results if represen
tatives would refrain from political acrimony. 
The fate of countless refugees depended upon the 
Committee's decisions and a practical solution to 
the problem was urgently needed. Some represen
tatives appeared to think that the only problem 
was to remove the obstacles which IRO was 
alleged to have placed in the way of repatriation. 
The problem of repatriation had, however, been 
largely solved already, as the representative of 
IRO had pointed out (259th meeting), and the 
chief problem for the future was to provide 
legal protection and material assistance where 
necessary. 

21. The representative of Pakistan had asked 
why IRO should not continue with that work. 
The Organization had clearly completed the spe
cific task it had been set up to accomplish and 
it was no longer necessary to provide for such 
a large and costly international service with the 
power to act directly inside States. Moreover, 
the problem of refugees could no longer be con
fined within the strict definitions laid down in 
the IRO Constitution. He was therefore pleased 
to note that the idea of establishing a High Com
missioner's Office had gained general support. 

22. Turning to the various draft resolutions, he 
said that, although the wording submitted hy the 
Byelorussian SSR seemed inoffensive, the spirit 
of that draft resolution had been brought out 
very clearly by the speeches of those who sup
ported it. When viewed in that light it became 
quite unacceptable. 

23. He agreed with the representative of Mexico 
that, in order to avoid any confusion owing to 
the existence of two parallel proposals, the 

representatives of the United States and France 
should be asked to try to prepare a combined 
draft resolution. 

24. Mr. RocHEFORT (France) said that the 
representative of Mexico had touched on the 
core of the problem when he had stated, quite 
rightly, that the problem of refugees could no 
longer be confined within the strict limits of the 
IRO Constitution. 

25. He understood that the existence of two 
parallel draft resolutions might cause some diffi
culties and he was fully prepared to accept the 
Mexican representative's suggestion, provided 
that the Committee would waive the time-limit 
for the purposes of the submission of a new draft 
resolution. 

26. Mrs. CAsTLE (United Kingdom) thanked 
the representative of France for the alterations 
he had already made to his original proposal in 
resp?nse to various. suggestions. It would greatly 
faci.htate matters If the representatives of the 
Umted States and France could agree on a joint 
draft resolution_ or if, failing that, they could 
propose alternatn:e texts for the points on which 
they . could not agree and a joint text for the 
remamder of the proposal. Representatives would 
then find it easier to formulate any amendments 
they might wish to make. 

27. Mrs. WILSON (Canada) said that her coun
t:y had, from the outset, been a strong and con
Sistent supporter of IRO and was very anxious 
that some arrangement should be made to handle 
the <;ont~nuing problem of refugees following the 
termmatwn ot IRO activities. 

28. S_he. supported the proposal that a High 
CommissiOner sh,ould be appointed, who would 
r~port ~o the General Assembly through the 
Economic and Social Council, and would see 
that constant attention was given to the im
portance of the problem. If the Secretariat were 
to h~ndle the problem it might tend to treat it 
as bemg purely administrative. The close relation
ship contemplated between the High Commis
sioner's Office and the Secretariat would make 
it easy to refer the work to the Secretariat at 
a later stage if that proved advisable. 

29. She agreed with the French representative 
that the .Assembly should not only decide on 
t_he esta?hshment of a High Commissioner's Of
fice at Its current session, but should also lay 
~o:V~ the gener<l;l principles to govern the ac
tivities of the High Commissioner. It was first 
essential to reach a proper definition of the 
categories of refugees which should come under 
the mandate of the High Commissioner's Office. 
She was glad that the phrase "The powers of the 
High. Commi~si.oner shall extend to all refugees" 
used m the ongmal French draft resolution (A/C. 
3/529) no longer appeared in the new version 
(A/C.3/L.26). She understood the difficulties 
raised by the representative of Pakistan at the 
previous meeting, but it would be unrealistic to 
extend the responsibility of the High Commis
sioner to cover every possible categ-ory of refugee. 
She felt, therefore, that the High Commissioner's 
responsibilities should extend to all refugees as 
defined in the IRO Constitution as well as to any 
other category which the General Assembly or 
the Economic and Social Council might expressly 
designate in the future. 

30. Although the primary function of the High 
Commissioner's Office would be to provide legal 

30910·5 



261st meeting 132 12 November 1949 

protection for the refugees, it was also quite 
probable that a certain amount of material as
sistance would still have to be provided. There 
should, therefore, be some provision enabling the 
High Commissioner to recommend, either to the 
Assembly or to the Economic and Social Council, 
the granting of material assistance for specific 
categories of refugees. Some representatives 
seemed reluctant to envisage the need for material 
assistance, but that problem would continue to 
exist and there was no escaping from it. It should 
therefore be stated that material assistance would 
be covered by a separate budget collected on a 
voluntary basis and that it would be granted only 
with the approYal of the General Assembly or the 
Economic and Social Council. Since the problem 
of refugees was international in scope, all re
sponsible Governments should contribute to the 
funds for material assistance. 

31. Her delegation considered that the High 
Commissioner should not concern himself with 
any problem apart from legal assistance or with 
any groups of refugees apart from those included 
in the IRO Constitution, unless he was author
ized by the General Assembly or the Economic 
and Social Council to do so. She agreed, therefore, 
with chapter III, paragraph (b) of the annex to 
the French draft resolution ( A/C.3/L.26), al
though it seemed unnecessary to specify that the 
United Nations could refer any other refugee 
problem to the High Commissioner, for that was 
quite obvious. The final words of paragraph (d) 
of that same Chapter, "and to improve the 
condition of refugees" seemed somewhat ambig
uous. They might refer either to the legal status 
or to the economic and social conditions of refu
gees. She therefore thought it would be better to 
replace them by a statement to the effect that 
the High Commi5sioner could recommend to the 
General Assembly or to the Economic and Social 
Council the granting of material assistance for 
specific categories of refugees. 

32. She assumed that the Secretary-General 
would cover all the administrative details in his 
report to the Economic and Social Council. Her 
delegation's main concern in that respect was that 
an efficient and economical organization should 
be established and that the administrative expendi
ture should be covered by the regular United 
Nations budget. 

33. She did not agree with the proposal in the 
French draft resolution that the High Commis
sioner should be elected by the General Assembly. 
In her opinion, it would be more suitable for the 
Secretary-General to appoint the High Commis
sioner subject to approval by the Economic and 
Social Council. She supported the suggestion 
made by the representative of Mexico that an 
attempt should be made to combine the French 
and United States draft resolutions. 

34. She had intended to reply to the allegations 
made against her Government concerning the 
Polish children who had been resettled in Canada 
but, in view of the convincing statement made by 
the Director-General of IRO, that was no longer 
necessary. As for the question of the Polish art 
treasures evacuated to Canada during the war, 
she wished to abide by the Chairman's ruling that 
any discussion on that subject was out of order. 
The Polish Government could use the normal 
diplomatic channel if it wished to communicate 
with her Government on the subject. 

35. Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
said that her delegation was of course quite 
willing to try once more to combine its draft 
resolution with that submitted by the French 
delegation. In the meantime, it might be useful 
if she were to clarify some of the main points 
of difference between the two texts. 

36. In the first place, her draft resolution pro
posed that the Assembly should decide on the 
principles during its current session. Therafter, 
the Secretary-General and the Economic and 
Social Council would draft a final resolution to be 
adopted at the Assembly's fifth session, and still 
be in time for the establishment of the new organi
zation in 1951. In that way, a careful and con
sidered decision would be achieved, which would 
provide the maximum satisfaction for all the 
Governments concerned. The French draft resolu
tion, on the other hand, proposed that final deci
sions should be taken immediately on all the 
aspects except the administrative and financial 
arrangements. 

37. In the second place, her text proposed that 
the High Commissioner's Office should be estab
lished for three years, whereas the French text 
did not propose any fixed period. In her opin
ion, it would be better to fix a definite period 
so as to enable the Assembly to review the situ
ation and to decide whether the Office should be 
continued and whether any changes were needed 
in its activities. 

38. In the third place, the United States text 
proposed that the persons coming within the 
scope of the High Commissioner's Office should 
be those defined in the IRO Constitution. The 
Assembly could add further categories at any 
time and her draft resolution requested the Eco
nomic and Social Council to consider the recom
mendation of such additional categories. There 
was ample time, before the High Commissioner's 
Office was established, for the Assembly to receive 
advice concerning the inclusion of additional cate
gories of refugees. The definition of different cate
gories of refugees required study and careful 
drafting and the Committee would not have suffi
cient time ~o do the work justice during the 
current sesswn. Although the definitions in the 
IRO Constitution were precise, they were also 
broad. They had been adopted by the Assembly 
after a whole year of drafting debate and they 
had worked well in practice. Before the United 
Nations could assume responsibility for any given 
group of refugees, it was essential to study the 
circumstances in which the persons had become 
:efugees. ~uch cir~umstances varied greatly and 
tf. ~~e Umted ~at101:1s w_ere to assume responsi
bthtte~ too readtly, 1t mtght raise false hopes in 
the mmds of refugees or potential refugees which 
it would afterwards be unable to fulfil. ' 

39. The item had been placed on the Assembly's 
agenda in order to provide for a certain very 
definite category of refugees, namely, those who 
:eq.uired l~gal protection,. The refugees who were 
mstde ~hetr ow~ countnes and still enjoyed the 
protectiOn of thetr own Governments did not come 
wi.thin the .scope of the discussion, although they 
mtght be m great need of material assistance. 
Even the refugees requiring legal assistance had 
to be carefully defined before the United Na
tions could assume responsibility for them. 

40. The French draft resolution provided that 
the High Commissioner should also accept re-
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sponsibility for refugees covered by the interna
tional convention to be drafted by the Economic 
and Social Council, even before that convention 
had been adopted by the General Assembly. Ac
cording to the United States text such responsi
bility could be accepted only upon the decision 
of the General Assembly. 

41. In the fourth place, her delegation considered 
that the High Commissioner should be appointed 
by the Secretary-General, whereas the French 
delegation favoured his election by the General 
Assembly. If the High Commissioner were elected 
by the General Assembly, he would be set apart 
from the Secretary-General, who was the chief 
administrative officer of the United Nations. The 
Secretary-General's sense of responsibility for the 
work of the High Commissioner would inevitably 
tend to be weakened and the High Commissioner 
in his turn might fail to integrate his work with 
the other services of the United Nations. 

42. Lastly, the French draft resolution provided 
that the High Commissioner should receive and 
administer relief funds, a subject which her dele
gation would prefer to discuss at a later stage. 

43. Mr. KATZNELSON (Israel) said that at the 
previous meeting the Lebanese representative had 
protested against the assistance which the IRO 
had given to Jewish displaced persons by con
tributing towards the cost of their transportation 
to Israel. By so doing, however, the IRO had 
avoided the heavy burden of maintaining those 
displaced persons in camps for an indefinite period. 
Furthermore, it had always been clear to all those 
familiar with that problem that the only possible 
solution was to transfer Jewish displaced persons 
to Palestine. 

44. According to the Lebanese representative, 
IRO had violated paragraph 1 (d) of annex 1 
to its Constitution which stated that "it should 
be the concern of the Organization to ensure 
that its assistance is not exploited in order to 
encourage subversive or hostile activities directed 
against the Government of any of the United 
Nations". The Jewish refugees assisted by IRO 
had gone to Palestine to lead a productive and 
peaceful life while the subversive and hostile 
activities, not against one Member of the United 
Nations but against the United Nations as a 
whole, had been carried on by the Arabs who 
had attacked the Jews and invaded Palestine. 

45. The Lebanese representative had also re
ferred to an alleged violation of paragraph 1 (g) 
in the same annex, which stated that "the Organi
zation should endeavour to carry out its func
tions in such a way as to avoid disturbing friendly 
relations between nations . . . The Organization 
should give due weight, among other factors, to 
any evidence of genuine apprehension and con
cern felt in regard to such plans . . . by the 
indigenous population of the non-self-governing 
country in question. 

46. Regarding the first part of the paragraph, it 
was common knowledge that peaceful relations 
in the Middle East had not been disturbed by 
IRO but by those who had launched an unpro
voked attack without any relation to the re
settlement of refugees. Regarding the second 
part, it should be remembered that there had been 
no alternative at the time, and that the choice 
had lain between resettling refugees in Israel or 
leaving them in camps for an indefinite period. 

Furthermore, the paragraph did not apply to the 
case under discussion, for Palestine had not been 
a Non-Self-Governing Territory even before the 
establishment of the State of Israel. It had been 
mandated territory under an international cove
nant which included specific provisions to facili
tate Jewish immigration into Palestine. 

47. The representative of Lebanon had then 
charged IRO with having created the Arab refu
gee problem and had said that for every 100,000 
persons resettled in Palestine, one million new 
refugees had been created. The Government of 
Israel did not minimize the humanitarian aspect 
of the Arab refugee problem, even if the number 
of refugees was actually much smaller than that 
mentioned. He wished, however, to deny most 
categorically the fantastic allegation that the re
settlement of Jewish refugees had created the 
Arab refugee problem. He had previously told 
the Committee that during the period of the Man
date, prior to the establishment of the State of 
Israel, Palestine had absorbed almost 400,000 
Jewish immigrants. According to the Lebanese 
representative, that immigration should have led 
to the displacement of the entire Arab population 
which had numbered some 550,000 persons at the 
beginning of the Mandate. Instead, however, the 
Arab population had increased by 600,000-more 
than 100 per cent-during that period, and it 
had become more prosperous than it had ever 
been before. The problem of Arab refugees was a 
direct consequence of the war forced upon Israel 
by the Arab States contrary to the express will 
of the United Nations. It was also the result of a 
policy of voluntary evacuation adopted by the 
Arab leaders at the time. That problem, how
ever, had been referred to another Committee by 
the General Assembly and would be examined 
shortly. 

48. Mr. RAMADAN (Egypt) pointed out that 
the representative of Israel had dealt with a ques
tion which was not on the Committee's agenda. 
The Lebanese representative had only referred 
to violations of the IRO Constitution, and the 
representative of Israel should have confined 
himself to that subject. • 

49. Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) emphasized 
tl~a.t there was little connexion between the pro
vtswns of the IRO Constitution and the Palestine 
proLlem. The Lebanese representative had pointed 
out that by violating its own Constitution, namely 
by transporting Jewish displaced persons to Pales
tine, IRO had created conditions which had led 
to the conflict in Palestine. The main responsi
bility for that conflict rested with various Powers 
which, for reasons of their own, had not hesitated 
to sell Arab interests down the Potomac, Moskva 
and Thames rivers. It might be asked by what 
right the President of the United States had 
demanded the admission of 100,000 Jewish refu
gees into Palestine. The President's jurisdiction 
extended only over the United States of America 
and he should have asked his own Congress to 
amend United States immigration laws so as to 
admit those refugees into his own country. The 
Arab States had merely risen to the defence of 
their Moslem brethren in Palestine against un
welcome intruders from overseas. To maintain 
that the Arabs had been exterminating the Jews 
when 800,000 Arabs, namely 80 per cent of the 
Arab population of Palestine, had been driven 
from their homeland was a blatant inconsistency. 
The representatives of Israel were prone to refer 
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to and make great play of what they described 
as international decisions. The fact that a decision 
was taken on an international level did not mean 
that it was necessarily just and right. Indeed, such 
decisions were taken by men who, although they 
might possess international standing, were yet 
subject to all human frailties and hence not in
fallible. The United Nations decision on Palestine 
was a striking illustration of that fact. 

50. Mr. RocHEFORT (France) hoped that the 
statement made by the United States representa
tive did not represent the final and irrevocable 
position of her delegation. Indeed, the French 
draft resolution was already the outcome of a 
compromise and although his delegation would 
be prepared to make further concessions, he felt 
that other delegations should do likewise. 

51. It was the belief of the French delegation 
that protection and assistance constituted one 
whole. Legal protection, in the guise of a passport, 
for instance, would be of little use to people who 
were blind, tubercular or starving. He hoped, 
therefore, that the problem of material assistance 
would not be overlooked and he had submitted 
another draft resolution (A/C.3/L.27) on that 
subject to the Committee. It was true that his 
delegation was anxious for some concrete deci
sions. The problem had been thoroughly exam
ined, both by the Secretariat and by the Economic 
and Social Council, and he feared that any further 
postponement of final decisions might result in 
much delay, the matter being passed back and 
forth between various organs of the United Na
tions. That would greatly embarrass countries 
which, like his own, were grappling with the 
problem of refugees and had to take urgent 
measures. 

52. When suggesting that the High Commis
sioner should be elected for a term of five years, 
the French delegation had merely been guided 
by precedents in similar cases, hence he did not 
think it would be difficult to reach an agreement 
with the United States delegation on the exact 
term of office. 

53. A more s"erious difficulty, however, was 
raised by the question of the persons who should 
come under the jurisdiction of the Office of the 
High Commissioner. The United States wanted 
those persons to be "those defined in annex 1 of 
the Constitution of the International Refugee 
Organization". The adoption of that provision 
would seal the matter permanently and it would 
then be very difficult indeed to provide for the 
addition of further categories of persons. Further
more, the definitions contained in the IRO Con
stitution were somewhat out of date. Also, their 
enforcement required a large staff of "eligibility 
officers" whose only concern was to determine 
whether a person was eligible to be regarded as 
a refugee, and who often had to make unjust 
decisions because of some trifling administrative 
or other regulation. Hence the French draft reso
lution proposed that the High Commissioner 
would be competent to deal "as a provisional 
measure" with refugees as defined in the Consti
tution of IRO to emphasize that the definitions 
in question needed revision. In so doing, the 
French delegation was interpreting the views of 
many other delegations which felt the difficulty 
of embarking on a wider course of action on the 
basis of a very narrow text without saying at least 
that that text was only provisional. 

54. The provision authorizing the High Com
missioner to administer any relief funds which 
might be placed at his disposal was also based 
on a precedent established under the League of 
Nations. Governments could not be deprived of 
the right to show concern for problems of assist
ance and to provide assistance through the High 
Commissioner. 

55. The French proposal that the High Commis
sioner should be elected by the General Assembly, 
instead of being appointed by the Secretary-Gen
eral as proposed by the United States, was also 
based on various precedents. Dr. Nansen, Sir 
Herbert Emerson and the two Directors-General 
of IRO had been elected and not appointed. There 
was nothing in the Charter to prevent the adop
tion of that method of nomination for a post which 
had been inexistent when the Charter had been 
drawn up. He did not wish the High Commis
sioner to have any precedence over the Secretary
General of the United Nations; on the other 
hand, he did not want him to be a mere sub
ordinate of the Secretary-General; election by 
the General Assembly would only enhance his 
international status as adviser to Governments on 
matters of refugees. 

56. His country had gained world-wide renown 
for the manner in which it had always granted 
asylum to those seeking shelter within its fron
tiers. It had acquired first-hand knowledge and 
experience of problems connected with refugees 
and was at that very moment grappling with many 
more. He felt, therefore, that France was entitled 
to have its views on that matter taken into 
consideration. 

57. Mr. GEORGE (Liberia) wished to associate 
himself with those who had supported the Mexi
can suggestion that the French and United States 
representatives should submit a joint draft reso
lution and hoped that considerations of procedure 
would not thwart that effort at a compromise. 
58. The French draft resolution proposed that 
the High Commissioner should be elected for a 
term of five years by the General Assembly on the 
recommendation of the Economic and Social 
Council and that he should be assisted by a Dep
uty Commissioner appointed by him. The Liberian 
delegation believed it would be better if the High 
Commissioner were appointed by the Secretary
General on the recommendation of the Economic 
and Social Council for a period of five years. The 
Deputy High Commissioner should also be ap
pointed by the Secretary-General on the recom
mendation of the High Commissioner, for a simi
lar term of office. 

59. Chapter II (e) of the annex to the French 
draft resolution proposed that the High Commis
sioner should appoint liaison officers with the 
agreement of the Governments concerned. In his 
opinion such appointments should also have the 
approval of the Secretary-General. Regarding 
chapter III (c), he wished to suggest the addi
tion of the following words : 

"He shall make and sign in the name of the 
United Nations such agreements as may ensure 
the healthful conditions incident to their repatria
tion". 

60. Turning to paragraph 5 (c) of the United 
States draft resolution, he suggested that the 
words "requiring protection" should be amended 
to read "requiring legal, social, religious and 
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political protection". He hoped that his sugges
tions would be taken into consideration and added 
that he would support any move to enable the 
French and United States delegations to submit 
a joint draft resolution. 

61. The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Commit
tee should reverse its previous decision on the 
time-limit for the submission of new draft reso-

lutions and amendments and should fix 3 p.m. on 
14 November 1949 as the time-limit for the sub
mission of new draft resolutions, and 3 p.m. on 
15 November 1949 as the time-limit for the 
submission of new amendments. 

It was so agreed. 

The meeting rose at 1.50 p. m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND SIXTY-SECOND MEETING 
Held at Lake Success, New York, on Monday, 14 November 1949, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. Carlos E. STOLK (Venezuela). 

Refugees and stateless persons ( A/971 
and A/C.3/527) (continued) 

1. The CHAIRMAN called attention to the new 
joint draft resolution submitted by France and 
the United States (A/C.3/L.29). 

2. Mrs. RoosEVELT (United States of America) 
said that the French and United States delega
tions had submitted a joint text on all points on 
which agreement had been achieved. The points 
of disagreement, however, remained as she had 
outlined them at the previous meeting. They 
concerned the refugees who were to fall under the 
competence of the High Commissioner, the ques
tion whether the High Commissioner should 
be appointed by the Secretarv-General or elected 
by the Economic and Social Council on nomina
tion by the Secretary-General, and the High Com
missioner's authority to allocate funds. 

3. Regarding the first point, the . French ~~le
gation favoured the broadest posstble defi~ttlon 
of refugees, both existing and future. It believed 
that all refugees, who were to fall under the 
competence of the High Commissioner's Office, 
could be described in a single definition to be 
developed in the first instance by the Economic 
and Social Council and adopted later by the Gen
eral Assembly. The United States delegation, on 
the other hand, believed that the General Assem
bly should decide specifically for what particular 
groups of refugees it was willing to accep~ resi?on
sibility. Such groups should be carefully tdenttfied 
after full consideration of the circumstances which 
had brought them into existence. That conviction 
was based on past experience. The League of 
Nat ions had found it necessary to identify spe
cific groups of refugees falling within its com
petence. The IRO Constitution also covered spe
cific and identified categories of refugees. In that 
connexion, she wished to point out that the High 
Commissioner would not be limited in the appli
cation of IRO definitions by any restrictions 
which IRO had had to adopt for administrative 
or financial reasons. Regarding additional cate
gories of refugees not covered by the IRO Con
stitution, she pointed out that the Economic and 
Social Council would have ample opportunity to 
make recommendations to the General Assembly, 
which could consider them before the protection 
service was initiated by the High Commissioner 
on 1 January 1951. 

4. The French delegation argued that the High 
Commissioner should be free to intervene in any 
emergency which might arise before action had 

been taken by the General Assembly. She believed 
that the acceptance of responsibility for refugees 
by the United Nations was a serious matter on 
which only the General Assembly should decide. 
A High Commissioner with such broad authority 
might easily involve the United Nations in re
sponsibilities which the General Assembly would 
not desire to assume. The High Commissioner, 
however, would always be free to bring any de
velopments to the attention of the Economic and 
Social Council or the General Assembly. 

5. Regarding the alternative clauses in para
graph 7 of the annex to the joint draft resolution, 
she was of the opinion that the High Commis
sioner should be appointed by the Secretary-Gen
eral. That belief was based mainly on adminis
trative considerations. Article 97 of the Charter 
stated that the Secretary-General was the chief 
administrative officer of the United Nations. He 
should not, therefore, be cut off in any way from 
any of the administrative undertakings of the 
United Nations. Yet that would be the case if 
the High Commissioner were elected by the Gen
eral Assembly. On the other hand, to provide 
that the Economic and Social Council should 
elect an official who was to receive policy guid
ance from the General Assembly appeared im
practicable. 

6. It had been impossible to reach agreement on 
the question of material assistance to refugees. 
The French delegation believed that the High 
Commissioner should be given the authority to 
allocate such funds as he might receive from 
Governments or private sources to Governments 
or private organizations for the direct adminis
tration of relief to refugees. The High Commis
sioner of the League of Nations, who had had 
such authority, had not in fact received funds 
from Governments or voluntary organizations, 
while the allocation and administration of the 
funds accruing from the sale of N ansen stamps 
had raised difficulties out of all proportion to 
their amount. Furthermore, voluntary agencies 
were in no position to grant funds to the High 
Commissioner, and such limited funds as they 
had could best be administered directly. 

7. She wished to emphasize the need to preserve 
the essentially deliberative character of the United 
Nations because there was an increasing tendency 
to drive the United Nations into the field of 
international relief and to use its organs as the 
source and centre of expanding appeals for relief 
funds. The organization of such relief funds in 
the past had generally grown out of the actual 




