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Continuatiop. .of the discussion concerning the relationf!hip tQ be 
estab~ished between the refugee -agency and tho United Nations 

1. ;French prop'Osal · (E/REF/ ORG.FIN/4) •. -

MR. WARREN (United States) enid that · after carefu:i consideration 

he did not find the structure of the in~ornational committee; as 

outlinod in paragraphJ of s.e<rt:ion 3 of E/REF/ORG.FIN/4, · ~atiafactory. 

Re thoreforo moved: 

~{hatPart : 3 of E/REF/ORG.FIN/4~ be not referred to the 

drafting group for · further consideration." 

This motion was seconded by the Delegates for the Dominican 

Ropublic and tho Ukrainian S .s .R • . 

SIR GE~~~ RENDEL· (Uni~od Kingdom) speaking again,st the 

Uni tod States motion, said that although ·some of the suggestions 

contained in paragraph . 3 ~ere undoubtedly uni:iilt{sfacto;y, they 

could bo read_1ly al terod by the drafting group! · ·The fact that 

'tht~iro ' were :wonk details in the scheme was ir:h~levant; the main 
\-~ r .. . . .. 

feature of the French proposal - .an ~nternational commission on 

refugees Under tho -Economi~ 'and Social Council . · choulB be considered 

cin 1 t~ ovn oori te. 
· .. , ·; 

. , _ , ... ,: 

·-~=-·r ..... , 
'· ~ ... 



LONDON . .... . 
E/REK/ORG~FIN./9 
Page 2 

He could no t agre e vvi th tho r emarks made by IvJ.r. Lachs (Poland) 

at the previous me e ting. In his vieYv> the Committee had not become 

a third party to the specialized ctgency and the Economic and Social 

Council. As a Commit+,ee of the Council it was in a strong position 

to ensure that the., new agency be r elated -to the Council by carefully 
. . . '' · ·' 

f'onrrula ted machinery., The points to be decided were whet~er the 

drafting group to be established should consider this machinery, and 

whether :;-, r ecommenda·i;ion should he made that it take the form of' a 

body or a group of' the Council. it wets · his view that the Conuni ttee 

must suggest the ere a tion of such a body. · Whether it was a committee 

or a commission was immaterial, but it must have adequate powers 'to 

supervise the bew~.·~geiicy .~nd ·exercise a ny cO.nt±ul deem~d n~Q,€Js?ru:y 
• • · · ··- - - ••• _.·,.. • - • • . ....... , ___ . _ , J ,. 

by the U~ited Nations. 

'rhere aP;peared to be consider.able ag:r,e~men.t _that the refugee 
. . . : ··. 

a.sency sho:uJ.d· reques't the Council to control and app~ve its budget. 

The Oharter prov:i,.sions ~ oonta:ined I10 limit to this control; . for 

ATticle 66 which provided that the Council should perfonn any services 

requested of it by members of the United Nations or by specialized . ' .. ' ... . . 

· agencies~ was in no way qualified by Article 6 3 which permitted the 

Council to co-oruinate · the activities of specialized agencies. 

Furthennore , there v.ould be little point in subpitting the agency's 

budge t to the Council for supe:r;-vision, unless the Council had 
.1 ;, 

appropriate authority to make its supervision effective. 

Sir George was doubtful vvhether, o.s Mr. Warren had indicated, 

the agency's membership vvould be similar to .the Council's. Many 

states 'V~Duld have gooc.l re.asons for ne.t wishing to subscribe to · 

as,Sistance for refugees. It :wa,l:l none the less im:porte.nt that they 

· should have a voipe in the policy on vvhich this assistance was based. 
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Though policy decisions ulti.rnately rested Hith the Govorrunents of the 

United Nations, Governments could express their viev;s iaoro easily 

-.-d thin the United Nations tmn in a specialized agency Yrhich would be 

concernc:;d with more technical -,mrk. The difference betvveen major 

political and financial issues and day-to-day 110rk must be recognized, 

Therefor~, while co~centrating on devising the structure of the 

specialized agency, it Yvas nevertheless essential for the Committee, if 

its recommcndo.tions were to be truly constructive, not to shrink from 

including suggestions as to how the Council should develop and n~intaih 
·. 

its rela tiqnship ·with the agency. 

He noted th:J.t the United States' amendment rcgording the 
• .:... I 

speciali~eg a~ency m~ been accepted by the CoiiD:ni ttee on the urid.er­

stanQ.ing that the ~r.ench proposal should be considered later by the 

sub~c.ommittee .• If lvlr. Warren's present motion YJere carried, it vvould 

automatically exclude discussion both of the F'rench proposal and· any 

similar suggestions. 

1v1r. RIDDELL (Canada) obsc:;rved that apart frdln the United States' 

motion the .Sl1'9~Con1Illi ttee was considering on the one hand M. Bousquet's 

fully d.eveloped, proposal, and, on the other, Sir George Rendel' s plea . 

that the -~'ih<fle question of the r~la tionship to be established betvJeen 

~he. Economiq and S.ocial Council and the refugee agency be given full 

consideration. With regard to the first, he had considerable 

misgivings. .As M~ BpusCJ!.let ha.d suggested, it ·1wuld be uooessary that 

an agreement be negotiated by the agency and the Council before any 

ro.lat~onship could be established, It would, theref.ore, be a pity if 

the negotiators of this agreement Yiere tied by the agency's .Qonstitution 

containing a too precise formula. Secondly, the control to be 

exercised by ihe Council over the agency, as envisaged by M. Bousquet, 

would give rise to a dangBrous div.ision of authority betvveen the 

international oonmri.ssion and the :r:lenary council of the sp'ecialized 

agency. For the Sub-Caunuttee to endorse such a division w~uld be a 

breach of the agreement already.reached regarding the creation of a 

specialized agency. It was important that no type of liaison should be 

reoo~nended which woUld l~1ut in a the inherent character of the , 
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For thes e r easons he was not s a tid'ied .,-ri th }li ,Bousquet 1 s p r oposal 

as ·it. stood, On the other h o.nd, tho question of the rela tionship YiG.S 

. ume ,,.;/hich '.'rould be c0ntinually under discussion until the final 

ag:r;,eer,Kmt ·had b~dn concluded. · Hence , it '.mul cT not be right for .. the 

S.ub..oCor.uni ttee t o o.vorl..d naking any recomncndo..tion on the subject, If 

Mr:~ Warren's motion were carried, discus::;ion on this question wouJ.d be 

.eli.bina t ed. 

In r eply, MR. WARREN ( United S t ates) observed t ho.t his t1otion 

Y¥as not intended to preclude discussion of the r e l a tionship t o be 

estdb~lishcd betvreen the specialized agency and the Council, It vms 

Borely designed ·. t o dispose of the French proposal, and ensure that the 

• c:l oH<.:mt of a · corr.nri.ssion · or group of the Council, exercising controlling 

pQvrers, vrould not be included in the rela tionship to 'be e stablished, 

VIi t h a vioyr to meeting Mr. 'J etrrcn' s position, Sir George Rt:Jnd.el 

til.oved . tl'1e f ollowing nnendL1ont t o his mo tion : 

"tha t .paro..gro..ph 3 of Section III of E/HEF/ORG/FIN/4- shouJ.d not be 

r eferred to t ho drafting group n.bout t o be constituted, it 

This 1ir;1cndmc;nt wo..s seconded by M. Bousquet. 

Mr. 'i:' :i.Yr en ho..ving objec t Gcl t lnt t :·iis o.r.wndJ-:1cnt ne go..tived his notion 

since it ret::rinccl. po.ro..graph 2 of Section III whi ch contained n. recOL1l1lend-

a tion f or an international. cor:linissi on, Sir Geor ge pointed out this had 

not been hi s · iDtention, The gr avo.men of Ntr . Ylarr en ' s cri ticism.s had 

been p<.u-agraph 3. Theref or e in acquiescing t o the deletion of this. 

paragro.pl-j., he ',ras a ccepting the no.jor p ;U't of the motion. Moreover, 

it must be rCii1CL1bercd that t he subject under discuSsion was only a 

portion of the t erms of reference . of the dro..fting group. TO refer 

the French p rop osal to the drafting group w·ouJ.d not bind it in any 

wey, nor, in f::J.ct -•r0uld--it. .hind future action by . governments. 
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lii3 he .had ste:.ted on previous occasions, the United Kingdom 

Govenunent believed that the r efugee auestion was a matter for . - . . . 

the United Na tions. Though p r ep a red t o acc~pt the decision 

for a specialized nsency o.t the present time, if :the CoirUni ttee 

continued to .increa s e the agency's .complete independence of 

the United Na tions, the United Kine,dom Government rai ght be forced 

to submit a minority rep ort. . , 

The follo;·.fint.; nmendment t o the United Itingdom o.mendment ;vas 

moved by IVIR. CORTEZ (Colombia ) and se9onded by Mr. Riddell. (Canada), 

vvith a vie..,-, t o reconciling the differins vie·,,s:- . 

"and that the foll ovlins Yvords of p aragraph 2 ' be a lso not 

r eferred: 

1 throu gh an int crno.tion n.l committee on refugees, ... 
cren ted in accordance with the \ erms of .A!::'ti cles 68 and 

90 pf the Ch..'U"tcr! • " 

After some discussion regarding p rocedure, Sir George R,endel 

•vi thdrew his nmendment in f Ctvour of the Colombian amendnient:, 

provided the l ntter r e t a ined the l o.st clause of plll"agraph 2. The 

amendment would then rend a s f ollowsi 

"that p ar CLf:';I'np h 3 of Sectio;n III of E/REF/ORG.-FIN/4 and 

the folloyring words of paragrE\I)h 2 be not referred to 

the draf'tin8 gr oup ab out to be co1;1sti tuted: 

'through an interna tion al committee on Refugees oreated'." 

This altera tion ·,m.s a cceptable t o the Colombian and Canadian 

dele[ ntes. 

Decision. 

The Colombio.n amendment t o the United Sta t es motion '\i\laS put 

to .the vote and rejected by 6 to 5, three deletat e.s being absent. 

The United States motion wn.s then put t o the vote and adopted · 

by 7 t o 3 w~ith Dne abstention. 
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2. United Kingdon _ _?ropooc. l 

Following thi.s decioion, Sir George Rendcl proposed the 

~ollowing· I!lotion which was oeconded by M. Bouoquet: 

"That all conoideretion of the relo.ticnehip between the 

new specialized c.gency <nc1 the United N2.tions should. be 

excluded from the. terl!lG of reference of the ·drafting group." 

Iri explnno.tion, Sir George ctated that the decision which has 

just been tnken nnd the diocussion preliminary to it, had conv.inced 

him that there was no hope of securing o. recomnendo.tion ·on the 

relationship between the new egency nnd tho United Nations which 

could be oo.tisfactory. The oubject r2.ioed inportant questionE: of 

principle concerning which there wero - it was very evident -

fundo.mentally different points of view. The rejection of the French 

proposal had, in his view, elininated the best chance :of achieving 

the proper balance between an operative agency on the one hand, and 

the politica l support nnd c.uthority of the United Nc.tions, on the 

other. The manner of its rej ection had persuaded him that the 

drafting group would be unable to produce a~y recommendation which 

would ·secure this balcmce. The subj ect would inev! tab.ly be re .. 

opened; ·and therefore it would be best to ieavO tho decision to 

the Council and give the drafting group only the ta~k of devising 

a draft constitution for the speci alized agency. 

Mr. Warren said he could not agree with this motion. Apart 

from the French proposal, various. suggestions as to the type of 

relationship to be established had been ma.de in the c:ourse of the 

Sub-Coil1lilittee's discussions. It would not be right fori.the 

drafting group to consider only tho structure of the specialized 

agency without taking into account the measure of control which the 

Council should exercise. 

In vi ew of the late hour, the Chairman ruled that the 

discussion should be adjourned until the next meeting. 

The meeting rose at 11.45 p.m. 


