,f.ur’. (,a.{l‘n-‘ﬁ S
25 Novenber 1951

UNITED NATIONS

GENERAL e
ASSEMBLY ORIGINAL: mm B

Dual distribution

i

CONFERENCE UF PLENTPOTENTIARIES ON THE STATUS. OF
REFUGEES AND STATELESS PERSONS

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SEVENTEENTH MEETING

held at the palais des Nations, Geneva, A
on Thursday, 12 July 1951, at 10,30 a.m. .

CONTENTS: | o o

Consideration of She draft Convention on :bhn. o
Status of Refugees (item 5(a) of the agenda) -

Article 23 and Schedule - Travel documents (A/CONF.2/31,
‘ A/CONF,2/61, A/CONF.2/6L,
' AfCONF,2/66, A/CONF,2/67).
(resumed from the twelfth
neeting) .




© A/CONF.2/5R.17

Yugoslavia

- page 2
grasohf.: ’
pPresident: Mr. LARSEN
{enbers:
Australia Mr. SHAW
Austria Mr, FRITZER
Belgium - Mr, HERMENT
Canada Mr, CHANCE
Columbia Mr, CGIRALDO~JARAMILLO
Denmark Mr. HOEG
- Egypt | MOSTAFA Bey
Pederal Republic of Germany Mr, von TRUTZSGHLER
France Mr, RUCHEFQRT
Greoece Mre PAPAYANIIIS
The Holy See Arehbishop BERNARDINI
Iraq Mr. Al PACHACHI -
. Iarael Mr, ROBINSON
Ttaly - . Mr, THEODOLI
Luxembourg Mr. STURM
" Monaco Mr . SOLAMITO
Netherlands Baron van BOETZELAER
' Nowway Mr, ARFF
- Sweden o Mr. PETREN
Switserland (and Lieehteristein) Mr. SCHURCH
Turkey ' ¥r. MIRAS -
United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland Mr, HOARE
United States of ‘Ameriea Mr, WARREN
Veneguela Mr. MONTOYA
¥r, BOXOVIC




/

R 7SR

Qbserver:
Iran ' Mr, KAFAL
Hi ssioner for Refugees Mr. van HEUVEN GOEDHART

-gegresentatives of gmc:lalized agencies and of other
1_nter:govenmental organize.tione:

International Lehour Organisation Mr. WOLF
international Refugee Organization  Mr, SCHNITZER
Council of Eurcpe Nr, TALLANI de MARCHIO

Regresenta.tives_ of non:mvemmental orghnizatiau:

Category B and Register
Carites Internationalis . Mve BRAUN

' Mr, METTERNICH
Catholic International Union for s

Social Service Miss de R(MER
Commission of the Churches on , ' )

International Affalrs Mr, REES o
Consultative Council of Jewish .

Organizations Mr. MEYROWITZ
‘Jo~ordinating Board of Jewish

Organizations Mr, WARBURG
International Council of Women _ Mrs, FIEGHIER
International Federation of ‘

Friends of Young Women . Mrs, FIECHTER
International League for the

Rights of Man Mr, de MADAY
Intemational Union of Ca.holie '

Woments Leagues Miss de RQMER )
Pax Romana Mr. BUENSOD
Standing Conference of voluntary :

Agenciles : , Mr. REES
World Jewish cOngress. Mr, RIEGNER

Seeretariat:
Mr. Himphiey | Eb:ecutive Secretary

Mies Kitchen | Deputy macut:lve Secretary



A/Gw% 2/312.17
nago 4 :

. CONSID.E.RATION OF 'I'HE DRAFT OCONVENTICN OF 'I'HE STATUS OF REFUGEES. (itam 5(a) of the
agenda) (A/CONF.2/1 end Corr.l, A/CONF.2/5) (continued):

jcle 23 and Schedule - Travel documents (A/CONF,2/31, A/coNF,z/sé A/ CONF,2/59,
ﬁfm.z?%l, AJCONF,2/bly, AJCONF.2/86, AJCONF,2/67) (resumed from the twelfth -
meeting) ; .

The PRESIDENT requested the Conference to resume its discussion of
artdole 23 and the Sohedule relating Qheroto (Annex to the draft Convention,
A 00NF.2/1) , touching on the latter for the time being only in so far as wes
necessary for due consideration of the general principles laid down in exticle 23
iteelf,

Mr, BOZOVIC (Yugeslavia) explained that the Yugoslav delegation had
submitted an amendment (A/CONF.2/31) to peragraph 1 of article 23 intended to
cover cases where & State should not be under an obligation to issue a travel
dooument to a refugee,  As the Belglan amendment (A/CONF.2/61) took care of that
point, he would withdraw the Yugoslav amendment in its favours '

. Mr. HERMENT (Belgium) thanked the Yugoslav representative for his

gosture, It seemed to him that the intention behind the amendment submi tted

Jointly by the hustralian and Canadian delegations (A/CONF,2/66) was identical

7 with that of his omn, and he th srefore windered whether the Australian and Canadian
~ delegations would also be prepaved to withdraw their proposal,

: Mr, CHANCE ( Ganada) observed that the intention of the Australian and
Canadian delegations in submitting their joint amendment had been to take ‘care of
the position of thoge countries that had no statutory regulations governing the .
issue of passpérts. He would agree to tvat amendment being withdrawn in favour -
- of the Belgion amendment, although the latter again introduced the somewhat ‘
troublescme soncept of public order, o

; Mr, THEODOLI (Italy) also withdrew the Ttalian emendment (A/ CONF,2/56) to

. paragraph 23, in favour of the Belgian amendment. In doing sq ’ however, he wished
-to‘draw' attention to the faet, which he believed deserved fqrﬁhér consideration,
‘ttixa?.'i';he 7"’Ita}1;a'n‘ amendment; provided only for the withholding of a travel docuinent, .
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’ '1ed States to suspend the issue of travel documents had ceased to hold.

::Schedule would cover the position.

pase

whsreas the Belgian amendment would appsar to pomit Gontract:mg States to reruss

.to jgsue sach a doocument,

. HERMENT (Belgium) explained that the limiting cleuse in the Belgian
a.mendmeut did not mean that the issue of travel documents to refugees would be
oategorically refused, It was merely intended to allow for the temporary dis-' ,

continuance of the issue of such documents, ' That action would no longer bs '
necessary once the considerations of naticnal security or public order whioh had

£

»

 Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) agreed that there , would be cireumstances .
which it would be desirable to allow States a certain amount.of latitude.. The-
joint Australisn/Canadian amendment,. however, was preferable to .the Belgian amend- |
ment, since it would afford fuller protection to refugees, inasmpch as it pro- . .

vided for the appl:.cat.ion to the issue of t.ravel documents to refugees of the 8ams

oriteria as were applied in the issue of passports. .

Mr, HOEG (Denmark) endorsed the Unitsd Ki.ngdom rEpresentativsls remarks,r “
end supported the Jjoint amendment, - T Con e oo

Mr, ARFF \Norway) said that the Norweglan delegation wonld. suppor’o the '

v,joint amendment, since it would make i% possible to bring.the. Norwegian regnlations i

relating to'the issue of trovel documents- into :line with the-provisions of the: .
draft Convention, At the moment, the oompetent. Norweglan . authoritiss could. ©
withhold the issue of travel documents to Norwegian nationals for reasons of
insclvency, failure to pay taxes and §0 on, and it s naturally desirable that -
the- facilities afforded to natiomals in the matter of travel doeuments should not

be less favourable than those exterided to refugees.
3

The Ncrwegjan del ego.tion oould support the omission from paragraph 1 ot the
original text of the phrase “vmo 1s not. m possession ot‘ such a document" for
there would obviously be no need to issue a document if the refugee already had
one'z aga:!n, if the dooument- he possessed was not val‘ld, paragraph 6 of the L

.x--.A Ealle
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Mr. PE‘!REN (swedan) said that the Swedish delegation conld support
either the Belgian or the joint amendment, but preferred the former since it was
more in line with existing Swedich legislation, )

Mr., ROGHEFCRT (France) supported the Swedish representativets statement,
French leglalation could noc give effect to the limiting clause in the joint
ameéndment, and, if the French delegation accepted that clause,. it would simpiy be 1
tylng the hands of the French Govermment so f{ar as-the issue of travel documents - |
was ¢onoerned. Morsover, it should not be forgotten that some oeuntr:les wore
 extremsly wary of issuing entry visas even to the nationals of friendly countrdes,
and it was therefore perfectly reasonable that Frange ehould take similar pre~ |
cautions vhen issuing travel documents to refugees who were recent arrivals and
still comparatively little known, ‘The Belgian amendment was, therefore, the only
ono which the Freanch delegation could support, ‘

Turning to the amendment submdtted by his own delegation (A/CONF.2/59), he
 stated that its purpose was to secure the deletion of the words without a visa
~ from the authorities of that comtry", which appearsd in paragraph 13 of the
‘Scheduls, In practice, the French Government granted the rights referred to in
‘sub=paragraph 1 of paragraph 13 of the Schedule to aliens coversd by the 1933
Convention, since they wers persons who had long been settled in France aml were
well known to the French Government. On the other hand, it reserved the right to |
: impose controls on the movement of other refugees, although it would have reccurse i
to such controls only when it judged it absolutely necessary to do 8o, 1
' |

- Mr, HERMENT (Belgium) regretted that he was unsble to satisfy the
' United Kingdom representative by withdrawing the Belglan amendment, The Belglan
“delegation was in fact eonvinged that its amendment ﬁas more in the interests of
_refugees than was the joint amendment. The Norweglan representaftive had mentioned
vtho ease of a government refusing to issue passports to persons who had not paid
their taxes, Such a case was one of the "circumstances" in which a st.ate .
, vdthhe.‘ld the issue of passports to its own natienals and, if the joint amendment '
wam adopted, it would be possible to invoke a similar reason for demying the iuuo
of. tra_vel documents to a refugse, In the same way, if the national of a State
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had not done h:.s military service, his apphcation fO; a passport was ueuany
refused, Loglcally, therefore, such an applicaflon should also be refused :Lf
made by & refugee in the same position. Hence it was clear -that the text. of the
3o:mt amendment submitted by the delegations of Australia and Canada. allcwed of a
very wide interpretation, . The Belglan delegat.ion therefore preferred its own text. ‘

- Mr, ROC}M“ORT\ ’?ra.nce) urged ‘that there"'should be no iL‘Lusione as to 'bhefs

scope of article 23, Travel docwnents were valueless. unless a,r-eompanied by an -
entry visa for another ccmntry. .The refugees-to whom, the French Government wculd )
feel obliged to refuse & travel document were precisely those to whom rione cf the
 comntries represented at the Conference would grant an entry visa. What ceunted.,
therefare, was not . the travel document, but the visa, and it was; frmn t’qa‘b angle " N
that the matter should be viewed, : o

Mr. SCHURGH (Switzerlend) thought that the objections raised by the [’
United Kingdom reoreeentative were fundamentally concerned with the :.dea of -
ipubliec ordert mentioned in the Belgn.an emendment. The Belgian propoeal could.
‘therefore be made acceptable to a..l delegat:.ons by deletlng the words "or public |

ordert.

H}z,RMENT (Belgium) was’ sorry that he could not- accept the Swise""; »
suggesf.ion « The Belglan intention had been to cover ‘the case:6f a refugee who wae
- being prosecuted for an ofi‘ence under ¢ivil law, He would then be refused a
passport, not-for reasons of natiohal security, but for- reasone of public order.

Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) wholeheartedly supported ‘bhe views of the Belgian

representative,

. Mr, SHAW _(._‘\ﬁ.stre.lia-) said that -the.aim of the joint Auetreqian/banadiéh '
amendment was to rcduce exceptions to a. minimum, ~In Australm, She- wtthholding
of a passport.was a very exceptional measure, and the: practz.ce cmxld never.be -

. regarded ag capable cf seriously- affecting .the pos:.tion of refugees.dn the zmat\',er
of_ the issue of travel documents, The. Auetral::.an delegation preferred bhe broad’
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formula of the joint amendment, but agreed that the point was cowered, although
in a more restrictive manner, by the.Belgian amendment,

.Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) stated that, even if a refugee was considered
undesirable in France for reasons of public order, the French Government would
certainly not refuse him a travel document if he were certain of obtaining an

ent}y visa into such a country as Au.s't.ralia or Canada,

Mr, HOARE (United Kingdom) appreoiat.éd the motives underlying the
restrictive proposals gsubmitted by the Australian, Canadian, Belgian and Yugoslav
dslegations, but was somewhat alarmed by the extent to which they implied a
departure from the standing arrangements whereby refugees were provided with
documents enabling them to travel, The widely supporteéd London Agreement of
15 October 1946 ¢-mtained no such limitation, and although conditions had since
changed, and some modification of that Agreement was justified, the deviation from
the existing arrangements should be made as aiight as posaible, Under the terms
of the Belgian amendment there would be a risk of lowering the status of the
refugee vis-b-vis national suthorities, He could not understand why the French
representative laid greater emphasis on the visa aspect of the question than on
the 1ssue of the travel dooument itself, for, a8 he (M.r. Hoare) saw it, if the
refugee was not in possession of a travel document there ocould be little point in
his seeking a visa for entry into another country, The foreign Consul concerned
would ask him if he had a travel document, As his ~repil.y would necessarily be in
the negative, the application would be refused without any further motive, The
refugee would therefore find himself the victim of a vicious circle,

Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) stated that what the Ffench delegation had
endeavoured to make plain was that a travel document was a kind of open cheque
which was of value only if it was accompanied by an entry visa and that it could
only be accompanied by such a visa if it bestowed a right of retum, The cases
in which the French Government would be obliged to refuse to issue a travel

doct'unent would be identical with those in which countriea represented at the
Conference would refuse to grant a visa,



- Mr, HOEG (Denmark) observed that travel documents were: used not only for *
jmigrat:lm purposes, but also to allow a person to travel on business or.on l
holiday. It might well be that, if in possession of a travel document .-
refugee suspected of having committed a erime in a particular country would be -
able to obtain a visa from the Consul of another country without the Consul bemg
awore of the facts of the case.s It would consequently. be undesirable to issue &
_travel document to such a persm before the alleged offence had been fully ..!westi- k
gated. Such cases were admittedly covered by the Belgian amendment, but the o
latter apneared to go much further than was necessary in’ aceual practice.

Mr, ROCHEFORT (France) explained %o the Da.nish representative the‘b the
fact that a French citizen professed extremist views did not preclude him from
holding a passport, It might, however, be necessary in certain cases to treat
refugees differently.

- Mre HOARE (Uhited K:Lngdom) felt that the French representativeis
remarks 11lustrated thz wide 1atitude that COntracting states would enjoy :Lf the
issue of travel documents was made subject to the requirements of naticial “ ,
) secu/rity or public order, He considered that States should not be enabled to -
refuse to issue a document on the grownds mentloned by the French representative, )
for such action would be tantamount to diserimination on the grounds of politieal
opinion. T

" Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) citee the. recent cage of an allen, a French
citizen, who  had bean returned by a certain country, not because he had been " :
'eonsiuered in any way euepect, but because he had not been regarded as. having :
ddequate means of . eubaietence. The men in question had-been in possession of a s
French paeeport and an entry visa into the country in question. That incident
brought out the difference between insular countries and cmtinental eountries, L
thich refugees could enter e:l.zax‘xcle:asi'.:mely3 without having been subjected bo pre- T‘z‘f
liminary sereening, Ref\,geee professing extremist politicel opinions would
‘ certainly not, be abie to obta.in an entry visa intc.any of the countriea representect

~ at the prosent ‘Conference. It. was obvioul, therefora, that 1!: a t.ravel doeument
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was issued to them by the French Government, it eculd only be of service to tham
1f they were proceeding to countries other than those re'present_'.ed at the Confereus,
and it wss precisely that situatién which thé French Covernment was anxious to be “
able to avoid, ‘ -

) Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) had no knowledge of the particular case to
which the French representative had referred; but imagined that the circumsta.nees '
as the person in question had explained them to the responsible officer when ..
_applying for a yisa had not been borne ~ut by the facts as ascertained on hia
~arrival.

He (Mr. Hoare) was concerned mainly with the questicn of pr.mciple. If the

" holding of extremist views was accepted as a valid ground for not issuing travel.

documents, certain States might take advantage of that facility in order to put
obstacles in the way of 1egitimate travel on the part of a refugee, and that would ‘

be a xnarked dsterioration of the status of rei‘ugee from the position obtaining |

under the London Agreement of 1946,

| Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) pointed out thet States could refuse an entry yis
~ for meny reasons besides the political views huld by the applicant. The Frenel
delegation saw no reason, therefore, why the French Government should have to ‘
undertake to grant travel documents to refugees under an international instrument
N whi"h woald bind it to States that would in no circumstances assume the obliaation ;
t6 grant entry visas, That was a practical problem which had to be solved . -
. realistically, The French Government, which, moreover, had not signed the, - .
London Agreement, was obliged te deal with a series of problems pf' so complex &

. chavacter that it could not aceept the proposal put forward ;}oint-ly by the
Australian and . Canadian delegé.tions, which would deprive it of all freedqm‘, of
ac’c:_i.m in the matter, :

' The PRESIDENT observed that for the past twenty years arrangements h&d
existed for the issue of travel documents to rcfugees, He was sure that aul »
- States had delivered such documents, and also that, when the exceptional case had
j tumed up, the compstent ‘authorities had known what action to taks, He woxﬂai hﬁ ]
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reluctant to see the Conference give world publié opinion the impressioﬁ' that it

' yas sseking to deprive refugees of facilitics that had been accorded by all

pravious agreements, and eonsequently wondered whether any amendment of paragraph
1 of article 23 was necessary. -

‘Mr., HOARE (United K:mgdom) wished to make it clear that the United
Kingdom delegation fully appr@cia.ted the French renreaant,a.t«lve's difficulties,
and the need for doing something to meet his point. In order, however, to avoid
any abuse of the formula finally adopted, he would suggest that the phrase '

" ugybject to the requirements of national seeurity or public order' in the Belgian

amendment (A/CONF.2/61) should-be.replaced by the words "Except where imperative

reasons of national security or public order otherwise requiret,

Mr. HERMENT (Belgiunm) accepted the United Kingdem representative's
suggestion, ' ”

M, SHaW (Australia) and Mr. CHANCE (Canada) said that they agreed with:

the United Kingdom suggestion, end would accordingly withdraw their joint

anendment {A/CONF.2/66) in favour of the Belgian amendment as thus modiﬁ.ed. .

Mr, ROCHEFORT (France) also accepted the United Kingdom amandment; he .«"
pointed out that he could not vote on paragraph 1 of article 23, which referred s
to the Schedule, without knowing what was to happen to the amendment to parégraph :
13 of the Schedule proposed by the Freneh delegation. For that reason, he would

~abstain from voting,

After some further discussion on the drafting of paragraph 1, the PRESIDENT
Mt to the vote paragraph 1.of article 23, as amended by the rewised Belgian o
amendment (a/coNF, 2/61). The text read as follows: :

"The Contracting States shall issue to prefugees lawfully resident .
in their territory travel documents for -the purpose of travel outeide’
their territory except where imperative reasons of national security oF

public order otherwise require, and the provisions of the Scheduls to el
this Convention shall apply with respect to such documents, The Gontracting_' '
States may issue such a travel document to any other refugee in their

.- territory who are .unable to obtain a tre.vel document from the country of
: their lawrul vresidence,'

- territory and shall give sympathetic consideration to refugees in their . P
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Paragraph 1 of Article 23 was adopted in the above form by 22 votes to none,
with 3 abstentions., . .

The PRESIDENT drew attention to the Yugoslav amendment (a/CONF.2/31,
page 2) to paragraph 2 of article 23.

Mr. BOZOVIC (Yugoslavic) said that before commenting on his amendment
he would ask for some elucidation of the original text of paragraph 2. Did 1t
imply that a State whlch was not a party to previous international agreements
would be obliged to recognize travel documents issued under those agreements?
He would recall that the Yugoslav Government was not a party tc any of them,

His delegation had submitted its amendment in the belief that once the
ipresent Convention had come into force, all travel documents should be delivered _

in accordance with it, and not under previous international agreenents,

The PRESIDENT drew attention to paragraphs 1 and 2 of article 32, in
which provision was made for the situation which would arise once the Convention
had come into force. In the case of two Contracting States who were also parties
tq previous agreements, the latter would be replaced by the Convention, 45 betwess
two States parties to the previous agreements, cne of which was nbt parﬁy to the
present Conventicn, the previous agrcements wouldArenain in force. Thus, the old
travel documents would become null and void for parties to the Convention once

their validity had expired.

The Yugoslav.Government, which was not a party to the previous agreements,

" had no obligation yis-8-vis other States with regard to travel documents. If and
when it signed and ratified the present Convention, it would assume the obllgatioal
laid down in artiele 23, That meant in effect that the Yugoslav Government would "
have to recognize the validity of travel dosuments’issued by, say, the Danish o

Covernment under the previous international agreements,

Mr, HERMENT (Belgium)>thought that the- points raised by.thé Yugoslav o i
| representative mlght be nil Uy *naertlng in paragraph 2 of article 23 the word
“"previcusly" after the words "travel documents". That would make it clear that a




Contracting State would not continue to éupply refugees with travel documents
based on previous agreements, It -should, nevertheless, ‘be noted that it cught,

in any case,. to be possible for refugees to continue to use such travel documents,
- in order to avoid pradticél difficulties, 4 refugee might, for example, apply fbr
a tr.avel document in order to enteri various States, only sone of which were
parties to the Convention. In such a case, the refugec-would either have to have
two different travel documents, or continue to use travel documents issued under

agreements prior to the present Convention,

The PRESIDENT agreed that it was essential to take into account the
possibility thé‘h travel documents might have to continue to be issued under the
previous agreenents, bﬁssuming that a refugee was domiciled in country X, and
wished to travel to countries 4, B and C, countries X and A alene being parties
to the Convention, he would have to usc the old travel docunments in order to enter

countries B and C, .

MOSTAFA Bey (Egypt) considered that paragraph 2 of article 23 raised &
series of 1egal problens, such as that of the relative value of previous treaiies.
Members of the Ceni‘erence were, in fact, being asked to sign a blank cheque, and
his delegatlon, for its part, sould not votec for paragraph 2, as the Egyptlan
Gove_rnment was vx_mble to recognize travel documents issued under agreements to

which it was not a pa;rt,y. ‘

Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) did not share the Egyptian representative's
misgivings, and maintained that the documents issued under previous agreements

were well-known and easily- identifiable,

-

The meaning of paragraph 2 was surely perfectly clear. It stated that parties
to the Convention undertook to resognize all travel documents issued under T

,PI_‘GV:LO\.}S agreements by the part.:.efs to those agreements,

The PRESIDHJT recalled that the ad hoc Comm.ttee had included paragraph
2 with a view to avoi dmg the admimstrative work which a renewal of all e:u.stlng
travel documents, regardless of their psriod of vahdlty, would involve, nlthough
‘the neriers.of the Committee had not attached very areat importance 'tobthe_ po:.nt:,-‘

Y
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" 4t would on the whole bde more convenient not to bs too rigid in administrative
matters and to permit the use of old travel documents,

Mr. WARREN (United States of America) drew the attention of the Yugoslay |
representative to paragraph 5 of the Schedule amnexed to the draft Convention, in
vwhich it was laid down that a travel document should have wvalidity for a limited: |
perib_d of time, .It was reasonable to assume that a State party to the Conventio

~ﬁou1d issue a new travel document of the type prescribsd in the Scksdule once the
validity of an old one had expired. Thus the Yugoslav representative’s point
would undoubtedly bs met in practice. .

* Mr, ROCHEFORT (France) said that paragraph 2 of article 23 was indesd
bgied on practical considerations; it had been inserted in order that refugeses
should not all be obliged to renew their paésporta. The renewal of all refugses!
‘paésporta would entail s great many useless formalities; moreover, it could only

. be done graduaslly. Referring to the essentiai point raised by the Yugoslav rep-
resentative, he would take as a concrete example, to illustrate the effect of the |}
_ application of paragraph 2, the relations existing between a State X and Yugoslavia, )
Tuo 6ases might arise. 1If State X had not signed the Conventibn, Yugoslavia's
' 6;113,' obligation towards that State would be under previous agreements to which
Yugosiavia was a party. If State X had signed the Convention it would, when it
issued travel documents under article 23, be continuing to do what it had alreédy ‘
‘ done under previous agreements. The result would therefore be the same in o

_rb‘pvx"ac.tice. In the ope case, travel documents previously issued to refugees would §
" be considered as valid until they expired, in arder to avoid obliging the refugses |
.econcerned to renew them; ih,the other, refugees would receive new travel doctime'nﬁ
- which wot;ld only differ from the old siies in fhe way in which they were set ouf

~ and pi'inted.' .

; ‘Mr, BOZOVIC (Yugoslavia) accepted the explanation provi&eq by the Frémh I
répresentat;veg and said that he was now prepared to withdraw his amendment and*ﬂ |
;f;"‘vnote for paragraph 2, provided the ame:dmcnt propozed by the Belgian represenﬁéﬁivqlg.i
s adopted. | | e
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The FRESIDENT drew attention to the fact that all ‘Tefugees coverad by
p;"évious iniémational sgrsements would also be covered by the present Convention
47 article 1 was adopted. The new travel document would be to all intents and  --
purposes the same as that used under the Nansen Conventions, the London 'Agreanent, ;
of 1946, and other instruments, so that, if one only looked at the realit:lea' of
the problem, there would seem to be no need to impose upon States the obligation
to issus a new document. What mattered from the point of view of govermments was
that, at least for some tims to come, certain States part.ies to the previcus agree~ .
ments would not be pariies to the present Convention, and that it was ‘always
preferable for an individual’ to hold only one travel document, and not haeveral;
for, if he-held several, that might enable him to slip through the hands of the
police. He was ready to admit t;ha'i'. from the strictly juridical point of view it
night be somewhat unorthodox to allow a refugsa to enter a country with a travel
document in which reference was mads to an international instrument to which the
State of entry wes not a party. Bub he believed that on the whole the advantages
of paragraph 2 outweighed its slight legel disadvantagss.

He ruled that the discussion on pé.ragraph 2 was closed,

Parag'ém 2 wa..s adopted by 23 votes to 1,

Mr, WOLF (International Labour Organisation) racalled that a.ft.er the
statement made by a representative of the International Labour Organisation at t.he s
‘twelrth meeting of the Conference, a text covering the situation of refugees who '
_were bona fide ‘seafarers had been suggested, in connexion with the COnference'a
examination of article 23 (A/CONF; 2/67). The suggestion had been suhnitted in
pursusnce of a decizion taken by the Gov’..r'ung Body of the International Labour »
0ffice, and its aim was to -draw the Conference's attention to the problem with a :
:riew to the Confersnce possibly including the su.ggesteg text in article 23 or,
“alternstively, adopting; on the conclusion of its work, a reccmmendation %o the .= -
effect that refugecs who were bona fide seafarers might, as far as possibls, be L
&llowed to reckon perxods spent as crew members on board a ship. flying the tlag ot
‘a Contracting State as residence in the. terr...tovy of that Stat.e. T
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The FRESIDENT stated that the Conference could take mo decision on the
suggestion unless it wa. spongorsd by a delegation. In his view, the isaue it
rgised was wider than that dealt with in article 23, and should perhape form the
subject of a special gensral art.icle.

4 Speaking aa raepresentative of Denmark, he added that the Danish Government
already applied such g provision.

Mr.. ROCHEFORT (France) thought i.hat ths question xjaised by the reprdsent:
ative of the International Labour Organiéation was much t00 general to fit happily
into article 23. In his opinion, the text suggested by the Qrganisation should be
inserted in article 6, which dealt with continuity of residence, or drafted as a_
‘new article, to bs inserted immediately after articls 6.

Mr, WOLF (International Labour Organisation) said that that would be
erfectly satisfactory.

T‘ne PRESIDENT ruled that discussion of article 23 was closed.

Article 23 was adopted as a whole and as amended by 21 votes to none, with 3 :

‘ 2bstentions.

 The FRESIDENT asked representatives to turn to the Schedule, which dealt
'with the travel document referred to in article 23 (A/CONF.2/1, pages 21-23).

4

It would be best for the Schedule to be examined paragraph by paragraph,

, Paragraph 1 was adopted without discuasion by 23 votes to nons, with
- 1 abstention. - ’

. Mr. HERMENT (Belgium) thought that the Italian amendment to the text of
. the travel document shown in the amnex (A/CONF.2/64) should be reproduced in'
f‘.para_g*raph 27of that annex, 28 the two provisions were elated.

. - Mr. THEODOLI (Italy) agreed. The object of the Itelian amendment- wa.g
B : ‘to reserve the right of Contracting States to authorize adults, in exceptional
; 5 ¢ases, tc have children who were not their own, but who were accompanying them,




B : : S pase 1? -
enterad on their passports. The age 1i;xi1t tc be laid down in t-hat connexion was -
16 years in AIta‘ly;. “but the words "subject to the vegulations 6bt‘ainin§ in the.
country of issue" in paragraph 2 would leave contl;acting States a certain. dmount
of latitude in the matter, | " "

Mr, MONTOYA (Venezuela.) felt that it would be hetter to 1ay down &
definite age limit. If the law of the issuing country fixed that limit at 16
* years and the law of the receiving country at less 'bhan 16 5 he refugees eoncama&
might be refused a visa. ' ‘

" My, HERLENT (Belg:.um) proposeo. &hat paragraph 2 be worded as followu ‘

"Subject to the regulations obtaim.ng in the country of issue, the
children of a refugee may be included in the document of an adult
- refugee provided they are under 16 years of a.ge"

 Mr. HOEG (Demmsrk) considered that it would be wise for the Conferemce
to take a liberal attitude in the matter. The families of remgees were often L
scattered, -and it. might well be that a child would ha.ve to travel in ‘the company,_ :: g
of a grandparent or a relative. As to age, the Danish anthonties issued. o |
individual travel documents to children over 15. . o i

Mr, SHAW (Australia) supported the Danish representative.

Mr. CHANCE (Canada also felt that it would. be unfair to draft the
regulation too stringently. He would therefore suggest thet paragraph 2be
amended to read &s follows: . ‘ '

"Subject to the regulations obtaining in the coun‘bry of issue » children
may be included in the document of a parent or, in exceptional
circumst-ar :¢8, of another adult refugee." . :

'Mio THEODOLI {Italy) supported the Canadian amendment, and added that. u .
did not matter whether the point was included in paragraph 2cof the Schedule or
in the travel document itself, oo L
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The Canadisn amendment to_paragraph 2 was adopted unanimously.
B Paragraph 2 was adopted unanimously, as amended. -

The PRESIDENT pointed out. that paragraph 3 was subject to a conéequential
drafting change R since paragraph 3 of article 24, tc which reference was made, had

'ueen deleted, | , .
Paragragh 3 was une.ni.mouslx adopted, subject to the draft_g__ng gge méntioned »

By the President. C ‘

<y

e The PR.JSIDENT informed the Conferance t.hat he would at the present stage |
be glad to hear the views of members on the official and authentic texts of ‘the
Convention, Under article 40 of the draft Convention, the Chincss, Buglish,
French, Rusgian and Spanish ofﬁ.cial texts would be equally authentic, Such a
p';Siiisiox? raised'certain’que'stions.' The texts in some of the officisl languages
»could not be autherticated, a8 tnere were no delegations from countries using
—f_.l_'xose languages. Furthernmore, the preparation of authentic ‘texts in five
languages would entail considerable expsnse for the United Nations, and might '
- delay the signature of the instruments prepared. | -

The meeting rogse at 1,1g-g,m. .






