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. COOSIDERA'l'ION OF THE DRAFT OONVEN'l'ICN OF THE STATUS OF REFUGEES_(it'~lIl 5(a) ot the
agenda) (A/caIF.2/l and COrr.l, A/Caw;;./;) (cont~ued):

'. ,

Mr. BOlOVIO (Yugulavia) explained that the yugoslav delegation had

",bmttted an amendment (A/CafF.2/31) to paragraJit 1 of article 2) intended to

cover cases \\b,ere e. State should not be ~der an obligation to issue a travel

dooument to a refugee. - As the Belgian amendment (A/COO.2/61) took care of that

point, he would withdraw the YUgoslav amendment 'in i~s favour~
•

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

ge,nun. It seemed to' him that the intention behind the amendment subDitted

jo.intly by the Austr~l1an and canadian delegations (A/C;ONF.2/66) was identical

with that ot his own" and he th?'i"'efore wandered whether the Australian and Canadian

delegations 1RNld also be prepa1'ed to withdraw their proposal,
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The PRESDlENT requested the COnference to resume its discussion of

a.rtiole 23 and the Sohedule relating ~heroto (Annex to thedrai't Convention,

A/OONF.2/1), touohiiig on the latter tor the time being on4rinso far as wc.s

necessary t~ due consideration ot the general principles laid down in l'.rtlcle 23

iteelt.

Mr. CHANCE (aanada) observed that the intention of the Aus~ralian and

canadian delegations in submit1i!ng their jo1nt amendment had been to take 'care ot

the position ot those countries that had no statutory regulations governing the

issue ot pass~rts. He would agree to t),at amendment being withdrawn in favour
,-

"' ot the Belgian amendment, although the latter again ;introduced the somewtBt

troublesane concept of. public order.

Mr. 'l'HEODOLI (Italy) also withdrew the Italia."'1 amendment (A/CONF.2/S6) to

paragraph 23, in tavour ot the ·Belgian amendment·o In ~oing, sd, however, he wished

to draw attention to the taet, which he believed deserved f~ther consideration"

t~t the ''Italian' amendment provided onlY' tor the withholding ot a travel document,



"'.,- -...

whereas the Belgian. amendment would. appea.r to permit Qontraotuig'state.' to retuM.

to issue sueha document.

Mr. HOEG (nerunurk) endorsed the' united KingdomrepreS'Elhte:i1w1s ~t-k8,

and supported'the joint amendment. .' .' .
~,.* .

: ..... .;..:

Mr" HOARE (united K1ngd~) a.greedthatth~re'W'ouldbe-c.i.rcl:lJnstances in,
which it would be desirable to all~'''' states a c~~~in ~unt:,oi latit.ud,e.,. ,The

joint Austra:l,i~.n/Canadianamendment"howevel', was prete1'8b1e tq ,the.Belgi~mn,end­

ment, since it wo~ld afford fuller pl'()tecti~ tl) ret\1gees,' ~asmv.ch~s it pro- ,;,

dded for the application to t~e issue of travel documents to retugeesot theeam-~

criteria as were applied .in the issue ot pas~~~s'. . \.:;: ..;;.' '.< '

Mr. HERMENT (Belgium.) explained that the limiting clause 1n the Belgian

amendmeut clid not mean that· the issue of trave1- documents to refugees 'wo\1l4 be

oategorica1.1.y ref·Used. It was merely :lntended'to allow tor the tenl.poraryd1s,,:

continuanoe of the issue of such documents. Tha.t aotion' wow.d 'no l~ge'r b9 '
, .,

necessary once the considerat1onsot nat1onalsecur1ty or' F..1blic order which' ha.d

'led states to suspend the issue of traVel documents bad cea:sed "t.o hold.:' ",'

Mr. ARFF (Norway) said that the NQrweg1an delega.'t-ion, w.ould, s~ppOrt:.the,

joint amendment ,sinc,e it~ould make it possi'J:)J.et.obr:1ng;tb.e~onfegian."t'egulat~1ol~S

relating to'th~ i.sslle ottr8~el doc\UIll?l1ts. iIl,to .line ,nth. the-provieions:ot the
• ., l, . ~

draft Convantion~ At tl1& mQl!!.e~t ,the ~ompeten1f N9rwegJai.·a.uthor1tbs could:'
.- - .

withhold the issue of travel documents to Norwegian nationals tor rea'sons ot,
insolvency, failure to pat taxes and so On, 'and it Was' tla;t~rb.l1i:·deBifable .that

the. facilities afforded to natim.als in the matter o:ftra.vel' documetlts 'shOuld'~ot.

be less favourable' than. those eXtended to' refugee,!'." '. -.

The, Norwegj.an delegation o~"~~pOrt ,the ~mi:ss1on from par.agraph l~t ,the "

original te~t ~f ,the ph~as~ 'I~~'i~' no~ in possession, ~t.SUCh'a.d~~ument!I,,'t~~.',·~:
there woUido~vi~usiybe~o ~eed' 'tQ issues doo~ent'it,t~~ ~~fug~e .airea~,h~ci,.~,
onei aga:L"l~' it' the" d9cwnent he ~SB~sS~dwas not vaUd: ~ra8ra~ 6. ot "t~~ '. -
Schedule w~,ird' cover the ~sition~ . .'. '. '. '. '; " . .' '.'

-i' '.;: '.~ \!. ,"

• !
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Hr. mm (sweden) said that the swedish delegation could lupport

either the Belgian or the joint amendment, b~t preterred the" tomer 'since it "I
1'l101'e Sn Une with existing swedish legislation.

A!rxIfI.2/SR.17
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Hr. ROCHBF<BT (France) INpported the Swedish l'epreaentat.1've ta ,tat..,.
French l~s1alation could nQ'O give etfect to the limlting Olaul8 in the jomt .

amendment, and, it the French delegation accepted that clause,. it wCNld simpq be

ty,lng the hands ot the French Govemment 80 far ae- the issue at trawl c1oGUIMlnt,

ws cOIlcemed. Moreover, it Ih~uld not be forgOtte11 that some ~oUDtrie. ~1"e

extreme~ W8I'7 ot 1aauing ent17 nlas even to the natic:male ot trl8ndq countl'1••,-
Md it was therefore pertectq ~a80nable that Franoe should take s1mUsr pre-

~Ilutiona when issuing travel d~ument8 to refugees who were recent arr1Ta18 and

et11l comparativeq little known, The Belgian amendment was, theretore, the·onJ,

cae which the French delegation could su~rt.

turnms to the amendment eubmttted by his 0\'Il delegation (A/CWFII2/'9), h•

.etateel that its purpose vas to secure the deletion ot the words lIwithout a !&!!
trem the authOrities ot that CO\Dlt17" I whioh appeared'm paragraph 13 ot the

schedule. D'l practice I the French Government granted the rights reterred to iD
GUb-paragraph 1 ot paragraph 13 ot the schedule to allens covered b7 the .1933
oonventii)n, since they' were pers.ons who had long 1)een settled :m France ani were .

well1cntMl to She French Government. on the other hand, it re8enecl the .right to

impose controla on the IIIOvem~t of other refUgees, although it would haft reCOUI'M

to INCh controls cnlT when it judged it abaoluteq rJ) oes8tir1 to do SOtt

Mr, HEHHEN'l' (Belgium) regretted that he was unable to aat:l.Bt7. the

vrdt.ed Kingdom representative b1' withdrawing the Belgian amendment. The BelgiaD

cle1egatlcn was 111 fact oc:mvinoed that it~ amendment was Jlm'e m the interests ot
"~e. than was the jo1nt ·~dment. The N01"'W8g1an representatift bad meatlone4

the case ot a govemmsnt refusing to issue passports to persons who had not paid

their taxes. Such a eaae w8.~ one ot the lICil'ClDDStanOeB" 1n which a state .
-~

~thhe1d the issue ot passports to its own nationals and, it the joint amendment .

•• adopted, it would be possible to invoke a similar reasCX'i tor den,mS the ileul

tra~l docUJll8l1ts to a refugee. In tile &ame -7, it the nat:1clnal ot a state
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Mr. ROCHEFORT:(France) wholeheartedly supported the views 01' the Belgtan,i

representative. . -

order ll •

Mro liER.MENT· (Eelgium) Was' sorry tha,t he cOulci not' accept' the switiS'·~·,;>·,

suggestion. The Belgian 'intention had 'been to coyer"the case'of a r~fugeeW'howas,
being ~roseoutEld'for an offence· under Civil' law. He 'Would then' be refu$ed.'a·" _. ',,:

passport) not· for reascne -01" na.tional securi-ty,but for' reason~\':f'·publicor.d~I'.

. Mr.. ROCHmnT (l~rance) urged that there shotD.d be no 1l.iU~ioris as to the

scope of article .23. Travel do.oumeniis were yal"..1.elesfJ. unless a.ccompanied ~Y an

entry yisa. for a.not~er c~try. ,The ref~gees·towho~,:t~e Fre~ch Ql)vemmerit w9'itd
feel obliged to refuse a t.ravel document \'{e:r:~ prec~sely thos,e to whOIll rione...-o~the "- '

countries represented at the Con1'ere~ce would grant an entry ~. What· co~ted.... . - ,

there~ore, was not the travel do~ument, b:ut the vis!,": ~<;i it wae, !J:orn t~at ,angle
that tile ma.t.ter should be viewed.

had not done 'his military s~rvice,'his' ~pplication'for a. pa~spbrt ~s usu~
refused/: Logically, thEltefore, such an, app~cation should also be refused 11"

made by s: refugee in the same positi0t:l. Hence it was ciear. that ~he te~. ottlle

joint amenchnent submitted by th~, de~egations o'f A,ustralia and c~nada,.al.lcwed ~t. a.
very wide interpret.a.tion., The Belgian delega.t1on. therefore.preterr,6d"ita-, o~ •t~,'

Mr. SCHURCH (Mtzerland), thought'that th~' objections r~is~d by t~a

un:lted' Kingdom r'epresentat.ive were fundam:~ntallY c~ce~leo: with the idea of "

IIpnblic orderll mentioned in the B~lgian am~ndment~ ,.The J3elgis.n prop~sa.l .~~ti,
therefore be made acceptable to all delegati~Il~' by deleting the,w~rd~'"or public. -- . . . . . - ' .:.;

Mr. SHAW (Au!=ltralia) said th.9-t ,the,a~,of the jo~.nt 'A\totrQ;..J.~/Callli1oij;a.n
.. - .. _. " ,-' .... , ..... , .......

amendment was to reduce, ~cep~i?~toa,~im~;. 'DJ, :A\lstraliQ;) "'ihewithhol,dmg

of a passport: was avery~'iCception~lmeasur~~an.dt.he" pr4Qtic.e ;could never:.be-..;,' _

, regarded a.s, ,co.pablecf seriouslyaffecting:t;.h~PQ$it~<m,of r!;!.t'~gees~,,in the/matt-;;:t:.~'. . ."" -'. ;. ' ..... " . -, -' - . ".", -.",' ,..'.' ....-

of the issue of travel documents. The A~~trfJ.liM. 'del-e.gli!.:tiQn',preferredthe>bi~Qader
. " . ..'" -, ',',,-.-' ',-'"
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formula of the joint amendment, but agreed that the point was COlJered, although

in e. more restriotive manner, ,by the. Belgian amendment.

Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) stated that, even if a refugee was con81de~ed

undesirable in Franoe for reaSal'$ of publio order, the French Government would

certainly not refuse him a travel d~ument if he were certain of obtaining an

ent;.y~ into such a cwnt:r,y as Australia or Canada,

Mr, HOARE (United K:lngdom) appreoiated the motives underlying the

restrictive proposals subn1tted by the AustraUan, Ganadiaq, 'Belgian and Yugoelav

delegations, but was somewhat alanned by the ex~ent to which they implied a.

departure from the ~tanding arrangements whe:feby refugees were provided with

documents enabling them to travel, The widely supported London Agreement of

15 october 1946 c~tained no such limitation, and although conditions had sinoe,

changed, and seme moditication of that Agreement was justified, the deviation from

the existing arrangements should be made as. slight as possible. under the terms

of the Belgian amendment there would be a risk of lowering, the status of the

refuge·e vis-tl.-vis na.tional authorities, He could not understand 'why the French

representatd.ve laid greater emphasis on the!!!! aspect of the question than on
, ,.

the issue of the trave,l doownent itself, for, as he (Mr, Hoare) saw it, it the

refugee was not in possession ot a travel dooument there oould be lit,tle point .in

his seeking a~ for entry into another country, The foreign COnsul concerned

would 'ask him if he ha:d a t:favel document. As his reply would necessarily be in

the negative, the application would be refused witho~t any further motive,. ~he

refugee would therefore find hi.mself the victim. of a vicious circle.

Mr_ ROCHEFORT (Franoe) stated, that what the French delegation had

endeavoured to make pWn wa'S that a travel document was a kind of open cheque

whioh was of value only if it was accompanied by an entry visa and that j,t could-
only be a.ccompanied by such a .y!!! it it bestOWEld a right of return. The cases

in which the French Government WO,lld 00 obliged 'to refuse to ~s9ue a travel

doc~ent woold be identical with those in whioh co'untries represented at the

Conference would refuse to grant a visa.



Mr. HOEG(Denmark) observed that travel 'documents were used not only' for

immigratim purposes, but also to allow a 'persont~ travel on ,business or, on

holiday. It JDight well be that, if' in possession of a travel document, a

refugee suspected of having committed a crUne in a particular country wClulibe

able to obtain a visa from the COnsul ot another country without the COh=~'bEling
-- ~ i ..~

aW'a:'8 ot the facts o~ the cas.e. It ....-ould consequently,be undes,irable to issue a

travel document to s\lch a persal betore the alleged ottr:noe had been tuUY' investi~

gated. sUch c~ses were admittedly covered by the Belgian amendment, but the

latter appeared to go much further than was necessary in' actual practice.- . .

Hr. ROaJEFORT (France) explained 'bo the Danish representative that the

fact that a French citizen professed extremi~t views did not preclude him ~OJli,

holding a passport. It. might, however,. be necessary in certain cases to trea.t

refugees differently.

Mr. ROCHEIo'ORT (France) cited. the ,recent case of an alien, a French

citizen, who had ~.a'l retumed by a certain countr:r;n~t because he" had been'

considered many way sUSpect. but because ~e hlld not bean regarded .as having

adequate meane ot ,subsistence. the man in question had'been ~'possessiODota.

French passport and an entr,y·!!!!l into, the country in questioo. That incident ,..

broUght out the ditference bqtween insular countries and cc:nt1nen~l eountr.iea,,'
Tth1ch refugees could enter ci.ande8iine~~ wttho'ut haVing ~een SUbje~ted bopre..i
Um1nal7 8~reen1ng. Re~ee8 prot~sSing eXtrem1stpol1tical opiniorts woU¥

celrtainly not~ .b~ able to ob';ain an entrt visa into. any ot th@ c~tr1es repl'8sen~e~ .

at the present ',COnference. It was obvioua, theretore.tbatit atra'Vel dOcument
I .. , ' . ,"

•
Mr~ HOARE (un~ted Kingdom) felt that. the French representative's

remarks Ulustrated th~ wid~ latitude that <»ntracting states would enjoy'itthe

isaue ot travel documents was made subject to the requirements ot natic)j,1al

, security 01" public order. He considered that states should not be enabled t~
I ' , .

reNse to issue a document on the grounds mentioned by the Freneh representative,.

tor suoh action would be tantamount to discrimination on the grounds of poUtic~

opinion•.
, -,
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He (Mr. Hoare) was concemed. mainly with the quest~on 01' principle. 11' the

holding of extr6mi.st views was accepted as a valid 3l'"otU'ld for not issuing travel

documents, certain states might take advantage 01' that facility in order to put

obstacles in the way 01' legitimate travel on the part ota refugee1 and that would

be a marked deterioration of the status 01' refugee from the position obtaining

under the London Agreement of 1946.

The PRESIDENT observed that for, the past twenty years arrangements Md

existed for the issue of tl'a,vel documents to ruf'ugees. He was sure that aJi­

states had delivered such documents, and also that, when the exceptional case ~d
, \

tumed up, the' competent 'authorities had known what action 'to take!lt He WO~~IJ

Mr. HOm (united Kingdom)l:\ad no knowledge of the particular case to0:,
which the French representative had referred~ but imagined that the circumstanceJ

as' the person in question had expJ,.ained them to the responsible officer when .

, apply.1ng for a .!!!! had not been borne "'11t i?Y tha taets a.s ascertained on hiB

, arrival.

was'issued to them by. the 'Frenoh Government, it could o~ be of service to them

it they were prooeeding to countries other than those represen~ed at the Conference,

and. it wa:s precisely that situatiOn which the Frenoh aov.emment was anxious to be

able to avoid.

A/cc:MF..2!SRt l ?'
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Mr.. ROCHEFORT (France) pointed out th~t states couldref'use an entry!!!'

tor many reasons besides the political views huld br the applicantc 'the Fren6.)'

delegation saw no reason, therefore, why the French Government should have to

undertake to' grant travel documents to refugees under :an intema.-tional instrument.
.. .' " \. • , .. .: l

whioh wOlld bind it to states that would in no circumstances assume the obligation ,

to' grant entry~~ That was apractica,lproblem which had to be sol1red

; ~a.Ust1cally. The French Government, which, moreover, had not signed the. '

London AgreementI was oblig~ to deal with a series of problems o! so compleJt a

,character that it c_ould not accept the proposal put forward jointly by the

Australian and,Canadian delegations, which would deprive it of all, l'reedo~of

action in the matter.



,se to
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case he.d

, ,

r4uctant to see the, ConferEnce giYG world public opini~n the impress1on' that it
W111J soeking to deprivG refugees of facilitios that' had been accorded by ~U

P~3Yious agreEments, and consequently wondered whether any amendment of paz'sgrapb

1 of article 23 wa.s necessary. '

.
l-tr. HOARE (United Kingdom) wished to make it cloar that the Unitod

Kingdom dcleg~tion fully appreciated th~ French representative's difficulties,

and the need for doing- some'thing to meet his Point. In order, bowe:ter,' ~ avoid

any awse of the fomula fi~11a.do~ted, he would suggest that the phrase

"Subject to the f'equirwents of national security or publ1c order" in the Belgian

amendment (A/COJ.'JF .2/61) should'be ,replaced by the ft'Orc1s "Except where imperative

reasons ofnatianal security or public order otherwise'require"•

Mr'. SHiM (Australia) and Mr. pHANCE (Cana4a) said that they ~eed with·

the United Kingdom suggestion, and would accordingly withdraw their joint

amendment (A/COI~ .2/66) in i'avvur of the Belgian amendment' as thus modified.

Mrc HmiE11T (Belg1UI!l) accepted the Unitod Kingdom representative's

suggestion.

Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) 480 accepted the United Kingdom amendment; be

pointod out that he coUld. not vote on paragraPi 1 of ~ticle 23, which reterreeJ,

to the SChea!Jle, without knowing what was to happen to the amen~ent to para.graJlb

13 of the Schedule proposed by the French delegation. For that reason, he wculd.
, '

abstain from voting.

Mter some further discussion on the dratting of paragraph 1, the pHEjSIDENi
put to the vote paragraph 1 .of Article 23, as amended. by the re"l:i,sed Belgian .

amendmerrc. (A/CONF .2/61). The text. r~aa as follows:

"'!he Contracting States sha.ll issue to refugees lawt'U11;v resident,
in their territory travel documents for -the purpose ot travel out,aids'
their territory except where iJ1Perative rea.sons ot national BGCurlty 0"
public order otherwise require, and theproVisione of the Schedule to , ,
tj'lis Convention shall apply with respect to amcli documents. The COntrac\1Q&
States may issue. such a travel document to any other refugee 111 their '
territory end shall give sympathetic consideration to l'etugeea:1n their •
territory who are .unable to obta.in a t1"t\vel document ,from the country ot
their lawful, residence. li .
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The PRESIDENT drew attention to paragraphs 1 and 2 of article 32, ~

which provisiqn was nade for the situation which would arise once the Convention I:.
had come into force. In the case of two Contracting States who were also partiss •

to prsvious agreements, the latter would be replaced by the Convention. AS betWeea

two States parties to the previous agreements, C:le of which was not party to the

present Conventi~~~ th"3 previous agreements ~ould rer.ain in force. Thus, the old

travel dOcUL1cnts would become null and void for parties to the Convention.once

their validity had expiredo

Hr. HER.~IT (Belgium) thought that the, points r.aised by the Yugoslav.

representative ci~.t be mi./.;. ~J inserting in paragraph 2 of article 23 the w~rd

"previouslyl' after the words "travel docurilents". That would make ,it clear ,thQ.t

Paragraph 1 of Article 23 was adopted in tho above form by 22 votes to none.-
with 3 abstentions.

The PRESIDm.JT drew attention to the Yugoslav amendment (A/CONF.2/31,

page 2) to paragraph 2 of ~rticlc 23.

Mr. BOZOVIC (Yugoslavif.) said that before \}OI!lI!lenti~ on his amendment

he would ask tor some elUcidation of thb original texl; of paragraph 2. Did it .

imply that a State which was not a party to previous interna.tional agreements

would be obliged to recognize travel documents issued under those agreements?

He would recall that the Yugoslav Government was not a party to any of them.

A/COOF.2/SR.l?
P{lgta 12

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

had no obligation Jl~~~~ other States with regard to travel documents. If and

when it signed and ,'atified the present Convention', it would assume the obligati.
. .,' '.'

laid down in article 2.3$ That meant in effect that the Yugosla.v GoverllI:1ent would

have to recognize the validi~y of travel documents'issued by, say, the Dan.i.sh

Goverrmtent under the previous international agreements.'

.
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 agreements.
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Contracting State would not continue to supply refugeos with travel documents

based on previous agreetlents. It 'should, nevertheless; be noted that it ought,

in any case" to be possible for refugees to continue to use such travel document~,

in order to avoid practical difficulties. J\. re1'ugee might, for example, ,apply for. '

a travel document, in order to enter various States, only sone of'which were

parties to the Convention. In such a case, the refugeo'would either have to have

two different travel documents, ,or continue to use travel documents issued under

agreements prior to the present Convootiorio

The PRESIDENT agreed that it 'Was essential to take into account the

possibility that travel documents might have to continue'to be issued under the

previous agreenenba, .Assuming that a refugee was domiciled in coUntry X, and

wished to travel to countries A, B and C, countries X and i~ alone being parties

to the Convention, he would have to use the old tra~el documents in order to enter

countries B and C. ,

MOST~il. Bey (Egypt) considered that paragraph 2 of article 23 raised a. '

series of legal problens; such as that of the relative value of previous' trcl:\ties.

Members of 'the Conference were, in fact, be~ng asked to sign a blank cheque, and

his delegation, for its part., oo~d not vote for paragraph 2, as the Egyptian

Government was '.,1,nnble to recognize travel documents issued under agreements ~

which ,1t was not a partY'.

Mr. HOiiRE (United Kingdom) did not share 'the Egyptian representa.Uvcls

misgivings, and maintained that the document,s Lseued under previous agreements

were well-known and easily· identifiable•

The m~aning of para~aph ? was surely perfectly clea.r~" It stated that

to the Convention undertook to ~ecognize all tra.vel documents issued under

, previous agreements hy the parti~s to thos;C agreements.

The PRESIDEliT recalled that'the .It.d hoc Committee had included paragraphc

2 with a' view to avoiding th~ administratiye work which a renewal of ill existing

travel documents, regardless of their period of validity, 'W9uld involve ..

mem:,ers ,of the Conunittee had not attachedvcry 6l"en.t importanc'e to the !JV.Jmll:.:
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.Mr. ~ZOVIC (Yugosl~via) accepted the explanation provide~ by the French

·r~pr~sentative, and said that he was now prepared to withdraw his amendment and to e. .
vote tor paragraph 2, pIv;id",i t~e am~:~iilO:l·:' propCi~ec.l by the BOelgian representative;

adopted.

it would on the whole be more convenient not to be too rigid in adndJ11strative. .
matters and to permit the use of old travel documents.

Mr. WARREN (United states of Ameriea) drew the attention of the Yugoslav

representative to paragraph 5 of the Schedule annexed to the draft Convention, 1n

which it .was laid down that a travel document should have validity for a lim1ted~

period oftjm.e. . It was reasonable to assume that a st~te party to the Convention

· Would issue a new travel document of 'lihe type prescribed in the Sch:;du1e once the

validity of .an old one had expired. Thus the Yugoslo:v representative; s point.

lfOuld undoubtedly be met in practice.

, Mr. ROCHEFORT (France) said that paragraph 2 ~f article 2.3 was indead

based on practical considerations; it had been inserted in order that refugees

should not all be obld.ged to renew their passports. The renewal of all refugees'

passports would entail a great maIl7 useless formalities; mo.reover, it could onl1

be done graduaJ!.y. Referring to the essential poiIlt raised by the Yugoslav rep­

resentative, he would take as a concrete example, to illustrate the effect of the

application of paragraph 2, the relatione existing between a state X and Yugoslavia.

Tw9 oases might arise. If state X had not signed the Convention, Yugoslavi.a's

o~y obligation towards that State would be under previous agreanents to which

Yugoslavia was a party. If State X had signed the Convention it would, when it

isaued travel documents under article 23, be continuing to do what it had alreadT

· done under previous agreements. The result would therefore be the same in

pra~tice. In the one case, travel documents previousl1 isSued to ,refugeee would
be con~ider~d ~8 valid unti~ they expired, in order to avoid obliging there~~e8

concemed to renew them; in the other, refugees would receive new travel documentl

· which would only differ from the old ones in the way in which, they were let; out

and printed•
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He~ th~t theJ discussion on paragraph 2 was closed.

The PRF.SIllP}JT drew attention to the fact that all >retugeo. cov~recl bT
previous intemational sgrsOOlents 'would also be covered by the present COft'YentlOD

if article 1 was adopted. The new travel 'document would be to all intent. end

purposes the same as that used under the Nansen Conv~ntions, the London Asr~ement

ot 1946, and othei' in'strument,s, so that, if one only looked at the realities ot
the proolem, there would seem to be no need to impose upon states the obligatioD

to issue a -new document. What mat'tered from the point of view ot govel'lJmenta .._

that, at lea.st for SOIIle time to ~ome" certai."1 states parties to the previouI asree­
menta would not be parties to the present Convention" -and that it RI 'a1waJlS

preferable tor an indi<ti.dual'to .hold only one travel document, and not several;

for" it he -held several" that JJ!ight enable l1im to slip through the haRd" ot the
..' I

police. He was ready to a~!rlt t.1otat from the strictly juridical point ot vi9w it
might be s9Jl1ewhat unorthodox to allow a refugeG to enter a. count17 with a tra'Ye1

document in· which reference was mad.e to en international instrument to which the

State ot entry was not a part.:r. Bu.t he bel~.eved t:1at. on the whole the advanta&e.
of paragraph 20utweigbed its slight legal disadvantages.

Mr,WOLF (International Labour Organisation) racalled that atter the
I

statement:.made by a representative of the International Labour OrganieatiQnatthe'

twelfth meeting of the Conference" a text cO'V'ering the situation of refugees.

were bona fide seatarershad been ~ggested, i ..l con."1exion with the CoDterenoe'_

examinat.ion of a.rUde 2) (A/CONF i 2/ 67) . The suggestion lBd been sulrn1tted in
pursuance of a decbion taken by the GovoJrning Body' of the International Labour

Qtf1ce, and its aim wasto:u-aw the Conference's attention to the problemtdtba

view to the Conference possibly including the sti.ggested tex.tinarticle 23 or»
\ .

. alternativell, adopting" on the ~onclusion of its work, a rscemmendation to the

effect that refugeos who were .~ £!9! seafarers might, as tar' as possible, ba

allowed -to reckon pei-iods spent 808 crew Iil~berson board a ship flying the tiag.ot

a Contracting 'State as residence in the territory ot that State.

'.

Paragraph 2 wa.s adopted by 23 votes to 1.
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Tae PRESIDEm.'~ that discussion ot article 23 was closed.

Article 23 was adopted as a whole and as amel,ldeP. bl 2l votes to none, 'With:; -­

abstentions.

Mr•. ROCHEFORT (France) thou'ght that the question raised by the represent.. ·

ative ot the International La.bour Organisation was much too general to tit ha.ppilJ

:into article 23. ~ his opinion, the text suggested by the, Organisation should be

inserted in article 6, whi~h dealt with continuity ot residence, or dratted as a.

new article, to be inserted immediately' after article' 6.

The PRESIDENT asked representa.tives to turn to the Schedule, which dealt

with the travel document refElrred to in article 2.3 (A/CONF.2/!, paga~ 21-23).

It would be b8st for theSQhedule to be examined paragraph by paragraph.

The PRESIDEm' stated that the Conference cou1d take no decision on the

suggeliltion unless it W8l.J sponsored b)" a delega.tion. In his view, the issue 1t

raised was wider than that dealt with in- article 23.. and should perhaps torm the

subject ot a special general article.

Speaking as representative. ot Denmark, he added that the Danish Govemment

already applied such a, provision.

Mr~ WOLF (Interna'tional Labo~r Organisation) said that that would be

pertectly satistactor.v.

..

Mr._THEOOOLI (Italy) agreed. The object of the ~talian amendmentwa.,·

to reserve the right of Contra.cting states to authorize adults, .in~ceptional

cases, to have children who were notthei!' own, but ,mo .were 'accompanying theJll,

A/OONF.2/sa.-).?
·page 16

Pa.ragraph 1 was adopted without dil!QY.ssion by ~ votes to none, with

J. abstention•

. Mr., REBMENT (Belgium) thOUght that the Italian amendment to the text of·

the travel document shown in the annex (A/CONF.2/64) shoUld be reproduced in

paragraph 2~ot that annex, as' the two provisions we~ -~'elated.
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entered on their passports. The age linli.t to be laid down in that common was.
16 years in .ItaJ.Y;but the words ."subject to the regulations obtaining in the.

. .,

country' of issue" in paragraph 2.lfOuld leave Contracting States a certain, amount.
of latitude in the matter~

'.

Mr. MONTOYA (Venezuela) felt that it 1«>uld be better to lay c10lin .,a

detinit~ age limit.. It the law of the iS8U,ingco'.mt~t~ed that limit at 16

• years and the law ot the r~ceiv!ng coUntry at 1688 than 16,. the'rerugees eoncemed
might be refused a visa.' . '.. .

, Hra.~ (Belgium) proposed 'that paragrap~ 2 be worded ae followlI.

nSUbje.ct to the r,egulationsobta1ning in the countl'1 ot issue, the
children ot a refugee may be included in the document ot an adult

. refugee provided they are under 16 1earsot 8¥e tl ,

Mr. HOEG. (Denmark) considered that it would be wise tor the Conference- . . ' .. ~ . . :. ~

to take a 11beralat~itud.einthe matter. The tamil~e8 of retugeea were often

scattered, ',and i~ mi$h~ well b,e that a child would have 'tQ~avel in the c;ompti.l7,

ot a gra:ndparentol' 'a relative. As to age, the Danish ~uthorities isBued,
_I.. - •

iJ'idividual tra.vel documents to chil:<iren over 15&

Mr. SHAW (Australia) supported the DaniSh representa.tive.

Mr. CHi\NCE (Canada) also telt that it would, be unfair to dJ"att the

regulation too stringent17. He would therefore suggest .tha.t paragraph 2 be

amended to read a:s tollowe~"

"SUbjeot to the regulations obtaining in the cou."ltry of issu~" children
may be included in 'the document of· a parent or, in ,exceptional
circumsta.n~esJ of another adult refugee. It ..

'~r. THEX)OOLI{Italy) supported the Canadian amendment and added

did not matter whether the pOht was included in paragraph 2 ot the Schedule

in the travel document itself. -~ ~

., ' .

. .
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!h.!..Qanat\i~ amendment to paragraph 2 was adopted unammou!lz~

Paragraph_2 was' adopted unanimOUI1Y;a -as amended..

The PRESIDENT pointed out. that paragraph , was subject. to a consequential

drafting change, ainee paragraph' of article 24, to 'Which reference R8 madel had

been' delet.ed. . ,~

?arwaph :L'!!!.~ unanimously adopted.. "ubject to the drafting change mentioned

by tl\~.!.r!l!.~~o.,
. ;

, .
,- The PRESIDENT infom.ed the Conference that he l«)uld at the present stage-

be glad to hear the views ot members on the official and authentic. text'sc-fthe

Under article 40 at the draft- Convention, the eh1nese,. English,

French.. Russian and SPanish official teXts wuld' be e~ll1' authentic. SUch a

p~iiision ra.ised· certain '~estions.· The texts in some of' the official languages

cofu:cLnot be authenticated,'E.\s there were no d8legations from countries'using

thOse'limguages. Furthemore, the preparation ot authentic' texts in' five

laniUages \«luld entaU considerab'le expanse for the United Nations, and'Jiiight.

-dela1 the signatUre of the instruments prepared.

The meeting rose at 1.lQR~.m•




