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umerous events in recent years have underscored the need for new international
grrangements to safeguard diplomats. In August 1974, U.S. Ambassador Rodger B. Davies
as slain by Greek Cypriot gunmen when they invaded the American Embassy in
icosia. Pictured above the Ambassador is seen being carried from the Embassy after
he incident. Following the stretcher bearer on the right is Greek Cypriot Leader Glafkos
(lerides, who during the absence of Archbishop Makarios from the island acted as

decided to borrow the extradition-or-pros-
ecution procedures from the hijacking con-
ventions, the Legal Committee was still
faced with a Latin American amendment
on asylum and an Arab-African one on
self-determination.

Asylum

The Latin American amendment was the
object of corridor negotiations for more
than a month. As first introduced by a
group of 11 Latin American countries, led
by Mexico, the amendment read: “None
of the provisions of this convention shall
be construed as modifying the Treaties on
Asylum”. From the beginning, the Cana-
dian delegation strongly opposed this
amendment on the grounds that it would
have created a loophole of such magnitude
as to nullify the purpose of the convention.

The Latin Americans wished, in es-
sence, to safeguard an institution, peculiar
to their continent, that had saved so many
human lives, It was, for them, a matter of
principle. Their purpose was not to create
an escape clause, yet they recognized that
to a great extent their amendment would
have had such an effect.

While the Canadian delegation was
of the opinion that we were better off with
no convention at all than with a conven-
tion containing a loophole of such magni-
tude as almost to nullify it, other Western
delegations, such as the British and Amer-

Latin Americans
saw asylum

as matter

of principle




