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1, PARTICIPATION (F THE HOLY SEE IN 'IHE WORK- OF "I‘EE CONFW(E (resumed frcn
the sscond meeting) ‘ ,
The PRESIDENT read out .a cable- x‘eceived. from the Holy See ¢$nt1mating
that 1t was arranging for a plen'}.poteﬁﬁiery to attend the Conference,

2. GONSIDERATION OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE STATUS OF REFUGEES (item 5(a) of
the agenda) (A/CONF.Z/]. and COrr.l, A/CQNF,2/5) (vesumed from the tenth
mesting): :

(1) Article 1 bour legislation and goeial security (a/ GONF.ZISO,
A/ CONF.2/51) (continued)

The PRESIDENT requested the Israeli representative to 1ni‘om\ the Con=
ference of the resulis of his research into the higtory of paragraphs 3 and b
-of artiele l‘}. T R

Mr., ROBINSON (Israel) ‘said that both paragraphs were supposed t0 cover

the problem of the extra=territorial effect of acquired rights and rights in the .

course of aequisn.ion in the field of social security. That problem might arise

. in two sets of circumstances. In the first case, & refugee might have accimulated

- the right to certain socie.l gecurity benefits in his first country of asylum, and
an agreemen‘- might exist ‘between that country and a second oountry of asylum for
the maintenance of such rights. In the absence of any specific provision in a

- multilateral convention for the protection of refugees to the effect that the
refugee in question should enjoy such benefits, the problem of whether he should

~ enjoy them was one for setitlement between the p.rtieular Contracting States

~ concerned. At the fourteenth meeting of the _Ag hoc Commiitee, the Belglan

- representative had cited an agreement of that sort between France and Belgium,

3 applying only to the nationals of those two comtries , and a special protocol

= excendirg the benefits of that. agreement to refugeee who had resided in one country

: kand acquired certain social security rights thers, and subsequently moved to the

other,

B Tt would therefore seem that in pespect, of such cases, the drafting of

f; - paragraph 3 of article 19 was scmewhat deficient, The adoption of either the



Pnited Kingdom or the Belglan amendment. {A/CONF,2/50 and: A/CONF.2/51 resgeeb;}:galii}
. would vemove one sourse of possible misunderstanding, There would, however; ...
remair one’ further drafting defect, . In fact, the.decisive point was whether )
States had toncludsd agreements; and it-appeared. *bat ths paragraph would confom

readg .. N e S B _~ ~ o -”,.;‘

“iThe ’aenefitl for the’ meintenanee of =ct1uired rights and rights in-the
process of acquisition actruing to nationals of the. Contracting States ...
under. any international agreements which may at any time bs in force between’
them shall be extended to rei‘ugees snbjeet only to the same ccnditione wh;.eh

apply to.thsir nationsls.®. .- B T (R TS et
What would that mean? 'rald.ng ‘the came’ of the ‘sooial security &greement -

.. between Franes and Belgium, end assuming that there wag. ne additional protocol

. 'exhending .the benefits of that agreement to:refugees, and. fur!'.her assuming. that.
both France and Belglum.yratified the draft.Convention ab present before the con-
ference, refugees moving froa France to Belgium and vice versa would en:)oy the
benefits accruing to nationals, even though there was no epec:.al a.greement t.e that-
effect. 7 ¢ St Lol i S mete Sa e d

COnsoqnently, benefit: enjoved by nationals would ’De extended to refugees '
~whose countries: of, domicile or of habitual residence Meors parties to. the Conventi
 and:to. a.bilateral agreement relating to the ma_;n*‘;e‘nmce\of_ acquired rights and
righte. in the: process of, acquisition for. their nationals, .prowiqed _§"491?.; é?f‘%sges :
_.were able to fulfil the requirements te which such ‘benefits were. Asu.'tg,j]_ee_ig sa far a

nationals were.congerneds . . ot ol st

It was obvious that nothing in paragraph 3 should e interpreted as dis--

.;- couraging States. from se'btld.ng the problem by way. of the emelusion of apecial
bilateral. agreements, .In cases. where ons, or. ‘both. partiee to a bilateral agre"
.::were not. parties to .the. Gpnventien, it was .only through guch special bilateral‘
agreements that, refugees . could become entitled to social security. benefits con—a :
.»-,_traet.peu:y aeep:ded to na,ti.onale. _As the medifications he had prcposed wi’oh :pe‘
to.. guhmit % £orma1 pmendmmt embpckving tnem. e e e ,__,;_‘J_.f;v; ;

: 4o oT -
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The second casa in which the problem of the extra-terx'itorial offect of suoh
social security rights might arissc was provided for in paragraph 4, the.object: of
vhich was to protect the ‘national of a particular cmntry who, having accumulated
certain sccial seourity righta in his home country and having moved to another
country which had a soc:lal gecurity benefits agreement with the former, then .
ranounced the protection of his country of origin and became a refugee. Under
what circumstances the contractual right to the benefits accruing under the bi-
lateral agreement would be forfeited was a matter that could only be determined by
the parties to the agresment in the light of its letter and of its spirit., A
State, granting asylum to a refugee of the nature just described, would, however,
not be prevented from granting benefits of its own fres will to a perscn towards
whom it might have nc contractual obligationa. : |

The purposs of paragraph l, was to provide for suoh a contingency, but, unlike
naragraph 3, it took the form, not of 2 binding provisim but "of a recommendation.
The adoption of the United Kingdom amendment to paragraph 4 (A/CQVF,2/50) would
mlarge the scope of the reconmendation, and was therefore desirable.

o Mr, HOARE (united Kingdom) withdrew the United Kingdom amendment to
paragraph 3 (A/OONF.2/50) in favour of the Belgian amendment (A/CONF.2/51).

Mr, HERMENT (Belgium) thanked the United Kingdom representative for with-
drawing his amendment in favour of the Belglan text, The diffe‘rence between them
wag, in fact, only one of form.. The intention of the United Kingdom amendment
was to emhle refugeeé to benefit not only from existing social security measures,
‘but also from any subsequent arrangements. That was precisely what the Belgiah
amendment sought to Gover, . ‘ '

_ | . Turning te the statement made by the representative of Isi'ael, he agked whether
‘that representative thought that the agreements reforred to should becoms auto-
_matically applicable to refugees as soon as the Convention hed been ratified., His
Wi feeling was that a certain amount of latitude should be allewed, for in the case

of certain Centracting States. adm.tnietrative measures would have to be adopted betore

: the provisions of the Coanvention could be applﬁ.ed. ¥ muﬁi&:& why, s.n its amendnent, e

tﬁo Belgian delegation had used the worde "the Contmcting Stat;és shall exsend to
remgeel erecagh which left it to the c«:ntract:lng States 'bo decide oxactly hw
art:lele 19 was to be applied.

rs




. w

'Mr. ROBINSON (Israel) believed that, in the English text at least, the
uss of the words "shell extend mede the Belglan amendment a binding provieiom, . - ©
although he récognized there might be some discrepancy: in that respect betueen that
text and the French; which merely read “étendront. ‘The question of the neoessaryvr i
administrative measures for extending to refugees, on & reciprocel basis, the, '
benefits aocorded under agreements concluded between Contracting States vas a 7
problem for solution by each ‘individusl State in accordence with the provisions or
erticle 31 of the draft Convention. The intention of paragraph 3 of srticle 19-
vas, of course, to extend ‘such benefits to refugees ipso facto, without any speo:le.l

provisions to that end.

<y A

Mr, HERMENT (Belgium) acoepted the Isreeli represehtative‘ié interpretatlon.

~ MOSTAFA Bey (Egypt) stated that Egypt ‘had recently introduced: socidl -
security legislation, the benefits of which extended to all the inhabitanta.of-the -
country, ‘nationals, aliens and refugees alike, without any question of reciprocity '
or bilateral agreements. ‘That legislation, he considered,was more 1iberal them  «
the provisions of the draft Convention, and it would thus be’ roedily understood that -
the Egyptian delegation would have no objection to a text which provided the widest :

possible benefits,

" Mr, HOARE (United Kingdom) pointed out that peragraph 3 as drafted wmu.d
_place &an obligation on a Contracttng State to exténd ‘to refugees the’ *oenefits :
aecorded to nationals under agreements ‘between it and & non-Contracting State. . -
nder paregraph L, amended as he ha,a proposed, it would merely be recommended to o .

g
Vg e e o T s A

4o §C.-

The PRESIDENT put the Beigianeamendment. (/CONF.2/51) o the vobe. .

The Belgian amendment o garag g 3 of article 19 was pted bx 18 voteg o
to none, with 3 abstentions. o .

The PRESIDENT, speaking as representative of Dermerk, belleved that all s
oontingencies would be covered by pa.ragraphs 3 and 4, even if the words vhich the ST
United Kingdo'x. delegation proposed should 'be added to paragraph 4 were, instead,

N A

5‘
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substituted for the final phrase, which at present read "vhich may have been
concluded by such Contracting States with the country of the individuslts nationality
or former nationality." .The Denish delegation would therefors move an smendment -
. to that effect, ’

Mr . HOARE (United xingdom) appreciated the Denish repreaentative'l point,
but felt that mo harm would be done by adding the words proposed by the United
Kingdom delegation to the original text of paragraph 4, if only to sveid drawing
attention to the fact that the country of the individual refugee's nationality or
former nationality need not b6 a Contracting State.

, Mr. HERMENT (Belgium) felt that the effect of the Danish amendment would -

a be to extend the seope of paragraph 4. So far, nationality had been taken as the
dec:l.d:l.ng factor, but the Denish amindment would result in the beneﬁ:bs of any
agreament concluded between a Contracting and a non-Contracting State being extended
~ to all refugees, If, for example, an agreemen’ wore signed between the United
 Kiagdom and Hungary - the latter country not being a signatory to the Conwention - .
" a Romanian refugee residing in the United Kingdom would then benefit from it.

‘That was not, he thought, the United Kingdom representative's intention.

Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) observed that the intention of the eriginal

' text, as well as of the United Kingdom emendment thereto, was to provide for the

| ,iaintenaﬂce of rights acquired in a particular country. Thus; if, under Hungerian .
_sooisl security arrangements, a Romanian had 'acquired certain rights, the intention -

k_mu that the United Xingdom would give sympathetic consideration to the recognitim

 of auch rights, if that person became a refugee in the Taited Kingdom. As the . _
‘provision took the form of a recommendation, he believed thet the extension of its

" scope entailed by the United Kingdom amendment was justified,

S Mr. HMT (Belgium) said that, as paragraph 4 was not bindi.ng, ,
: mld only take the form of a reeanmendation, his delegation would have no objeetim )
f ta 11'.. )

- ~ Mr. ROBINSQN (Israel) thought that the Style Committee might oonsider the
: desirab""ity of deleting the word "mdividual“ 'be:l'ore the word "refugeus"® in the



sseond line of paragraph 4y parbicularly ir there was any risk of the retent.‘.m of
that word Ieading ta disorimination bs'bween ‘oné remgee end atmther.

The PRESIDENT put tc the vote the Danish proposal that the phrase in -
peragraph 4 reading "which may have been coneluded by such Gmtract.’mg States with
the country of the individuel's nationality or former netionality" should be ‘
replaced by the words “which may at any time be in force between such contraot:lng
States and nona-cnntracting States." '

The Danish Qrogosal was adm*od by 22 votc,s *’n nnno, with.1 abstention.

The PRESIDENT put o the vote pa.ragraph by es mnended.
gr ph 4., aa amendad, wag adogted by 21 votes to ncne, with 2 abstentjgg
The PRESIDENT put to the vote a.rtiele 19 as a whnle and as amended.

Arti‘c;e 12, as g whole ang a8 amended, wag adopted by 21 votes 0 imne! with
2 abstentions. o ' o : o .

, The FRESIDENT seid that before Opening the discussion on artiole 20, he ‘
would call on the representative of Pax Romana, who wished to mako.a ‘gtatement on
the Chapter of the drat't Convention which the Conference had» Just d:lsposed bf.

Mr. BUENSOD (Pat Romana) drew the attention of the conferenc@ toa
possibie omission vhich might have serious repercussions. Although the Gonfereme
" had just examined, under the heeding of "Welfara" (Chapter III of the draft '
convention, articles 15 to 19), &. goerles of provisions dealing with such different
matters as rg’oioning and education, and had evolved solutions with the greatest
. posaible sense of human reelities, it had not yet begurj,eonsideration of the
refugee's right to personal, spiritual, religtous and oultural development. It
_ vas, of courae, true that in a closely related £iéld, that of education, the
Conference had edopted an avticle, the object of which was to ensble refugees o -
V‘neneﬂ.t by :Lnstruct on given in the various reeeiving countriea, +o0 attend higher
educational establishments, and te take university degrees.  He wondered, however,
 vhether those provisions were suffi,cient to ensure the development of the refugee's
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‘personality. Paragreph 2 of the preamble to the draft Convention expressed the
desire to ensure to refugees the exergise of fundamental rights and freedoms.
* But ihe draft Oonvention contained no positive definition of the spiritusl and
religious freedom of the refugee. The megative prineiple of non-discrimination
as expreszed in article 3 sould not be oonsldered as constituting such a deéfindtion,
It should be noted in that sonnexion that the International Refugee Organizatien
(IRO) hed, 4n carfying out its functions, fully recognized the importance of that |
morel and spiritual faetor, and especially that it had asked various religious
| suthorities to help to bring to the refugees the spiritual assistance they nesded.
The High Commissioner for Refugees, who would take over,at least in part, the
~ heavy responaibilities of IRO, would undoubltedly have similar ideas on the subject. |
. That was only natural, because, slthough the provisions designed to ensure that |
refugees recelived materinl assistange and %o confer on them a definite logal atatus |
were of the first importanse, the spiritual and religious factor was of special
significance, having regard to the materiel end moral distress preovailing among the
majority of refugees. It wae for those reasons thet Pax Romana, the views of |
" vhich vere, moreover, shared by other non-governmental oréanizations, thaught 1t ;
advisable to draw the attention of the Camference to that point, and to suggest i
~ that an appropriaste article should be embodied in the Convention, That article 4
' ms.ght be worded as followst

“The Contracting States shall grent refugees full freedom to continue
to practise and menifest their religion in their territory, individually or
jointly, in public and in private, through education, instruction, religious
observance, worship and the cerrying out of ritea.
. In conclusion, he thanked the Conference for having given him an opportunity
. of expressing his views, and recalled the fact that the previous year he had
-~ brought the same erguments to the aotice of the. Council Committee. on Non-Govermentul

Organizations of the Economic and Social Council,

S The PRESIDENT po.‘-nted out that the suggestn‘mn made by the representative ::? 
'-V.or Pax Romana would have to be sponsored by a delegation before the Conferemce . .|
o eould take action upon it.

" Mr, ROCHEFOR? (France) thought that representm,ves might posaibiy have
aome difficulty in defining forthwith their views with regard to the suggeation
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just thrown out 'by .the‘representaﬂve of Pax ;Rmanae It ehould;. neverthelesé, be
.examined in pxinciple, if necessary by a working party. The best course would
therefore be to leave the matter in aboyance for the time 'being.

It was so ag.gee o

(11) Article 20 - Administrative asgistance (A/CONF.2/46, A/GONF.JAB, A/com'.z/52)

Mr, FRITZER (Austria) said thet the Austrian Federal Government would be
unable t6 accept a.rtiolé 20 as drafted, since thab article sought to impose on o
Contracting States the obligation either to establish nationel suthorities for )
delivering documente to refugees, such documents to have the same validity ae those '
delivered by the authorities of an alien's country of origin, or to recognize |
international authorities as competent to deliver svuch doocuments.

Presumably documents pertagxing to a refugee's personel status would not be
affected by article 20, since article 7 provided that the personal status of & ;
refugee should be governed by the laws ..of ths country of his domicile, Goneequently,
ertiele 20 would be applicable to documents releting to material and legel rights. :
I followéd, therefore, that the lustrian Federal Gavex;nment, for instance, would, . =

. acting as the national authority, have to provide documents oovering legal o B
situations end circumstances unknown to Austrian law and custom. Such a sitﬁation"
might give rise to great juridical difficulties, and Gontracting States would, byv ;4' :
aubscribing to article 20, assume considerable risks. '

Accordingly, without wishing to reject artiele 20, the Austrian delegetion
felt that the scope of the obligations defined- in it should be 1limited, and had
consequently submitted en amendment (A4/CONF.2/46) the effect of which tould be to :
make payagrephs 2 end 3 optional. LT

Mr. PETREY (Sveden) supported the Austrien emendment, which fully met the
difficulties experienced by the Swedish Government in the matier. | ‘

Baron van DOETZELAER (Netherlands) said that the Netherlands dg’léga‘tibn’
had also sutmitted an amendment (A/CONF.2/48) to article 20 because i, toc, had -
| £elt that t_h'e obiig’ation prescribed therein were too far-reaching, and that - - ’
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rotional administrations might be faced with a number of requests for documents
which would not perhaps be abscolutely necessarye The Netherlands delegation had
-"nn‘ecfuen"'slv re-drefted paragroph 2 in such a vay as to provide for the delivery
of such documents or certifications normally delivered to aliens by their national
authoritics as were required for the exerclse of a right. As a result of
discussions between himself and the Office of the High Comm!ssioner for Refugees
he had come to the comclusion that that amendment was teo restrictive; he now
c.pprec*ated that the final clause in paragreph 2 - 'as would normally be delivered
bev othe aliens «.." - provided adequate safeguards.’ He would consequently
~withdraw his own amendment, and would oppose the fustrien smendment, which, he

considered, was also too restrictive. .

Mr, WERMENT (Belgium) stressed the importance of article 20; which wes
designed to meet one of the most constant and essential needs of refugees. The
Belgian Goveramen® regretted that a task. of that nature had not bcen entrusted
exclusively t» an international authority.  Under his mendate, the High
gormissioner eculd protect only groups of refugees, and that was where the tragedy
lay in certain cascs, where the refugee needed not only the protection which the
_relatiéns established bebtween the High Commissioner and national auth ‘crities
- afforded him, but individual protection as well. - In nany Buropean countries
refugees were not living in groups bub in families, and weuld like to be able to
got inbo direct touch with someone who was respensible for protecting them, nnt
- me“ely with fcweim avthorities. The Belglan delegation wished to meke it clear
. that those remarks were not aimed at any pe erticular State, it was’ fully aware of
the good intentions of the autho“ities of the various unun*brles. .'Nevérthéless.,: '
. the fact remained that when the authnrlt" es 'of the recei\ring country were called
 ppon to consider a com,laint or a protest from a refugee, they would always be both

: j,,dge end party to the dispute. !

If the Zerms of article 20 \Je'v'e econsidered, it would be ‘noted that paragraph- 1
c‘n'y provided for a single oase - tha+ of the exercise of a right in the territory
: 'o“ a Cnﬂt*ac‘mg Shate. He did nok consnder that the obligation on Contracting
: - 8tates t-‘ afford refugeo.; the necessary adm? *1iera ive assistance was bv-nught out. -

'wi..n se*"“ slent clarity in that paragraph; - If a refugee res1dent in the territory



of. country A heppened to marry, and so exercised a righi; in the territory.of
country B, the gquestion would erise as to which authorities were responsible for
giving him the administrative assistance which he required. In the opinion of
the Belgien delegation, as expressed in its amendmentto paragraph 1 (A/GONF.2/52), 2
the responsibility should be pla,ced squarely on the authorities of the country of
residence, who were better asble to _come to the assistance of refugees.

Another case migh’c vell arise, nsmely, that of & refugee wishing to exercise
a right in the territory of a nun-Gontracting State. The Belgian delegation was
of the opinlon that in such-cases the country of residence should lend: -its good -
offices. The eoncep'b of territory should, for those reasons, be omitted from the .
provisions goveralng the exercise of a right by re’ugees. |

The object of paragraph 2 of -article 20 was to enable refugees to procure
documents which they could not obtam from the countries which would norma]ly
provide them, and to confer on such documents the seme validity as, if not at
times greater validity than, similar doomenus which a national of the rei‘ugee's
'comtry of origin could obtain from his compe'bent national euthoritles. Tha.t was .
a most important provision, and 1% was therefore right that it should be
safeguerded to the greatest possible extents His delegation therefors proposed
that - there shonld be some control, even if such control merely consisted in the
authentication of the signature of those concerned, ' The I:elgian delegation alao ’
proposed that the documents or cortifications normally supplied to eliens should
be issued'to refugecs elther by the national authorities mentioned ebove, or o
through their mtermediary. Tt might well be that, to exerclse a certain right,
a refugee would need a document issued, not by his national euthorities bub by
the authorities of a foreign country. If, for example, & Ramenien netionel '
‘born in Hungary wanted to obtain d copy -of his birth certificate, he would nomally
. have to apply either to the Romanian representative aceredited to his country of
residence or to the Romanian Government direct. The documents he needed would e
therefore be issued thr ough his national authorities. A refugee, on the other f :
hard, had no possibllity of . applying to his nabional authorities, even ﬂhere they

nerely acted as intermedieries. ‘ S
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Lastly, the Belgien delegation suggested that paragraph 3 should be replased
by some text more easily capable of dispelling any doubts arising out of such
documents; that was why it had suggested that they should be regarded as authentie
in the absence of proof to the contrary.

Mr, GIRALDO-JARAMILLO (Colombia) supported the Beiglan delegationfs
attitude towards paragraph 1 of article 20; the wording proposed for that
paragraph in the Belgien amendment was glearer and more presise. -

In the case of paragraph 2, he supported the Austrian amendment.

Mr, HERMENT (Belgium) sald that he would like to hear the High
Commissioner's views on the subject. " He himself gould not égrea that the -
administrative assistance which the Contracting States would be required to afford
to refugees should be made optional.' It was a question of vitel importence for
refugees, and if governments were permitted to grent or refuse them the-'neoesse.ry
‘doéunxents at their diseretion, the rights which the Convention was AIntended to
confer on 'reﬁzgeee would be jeopafdi’zed.

Mr. ven HEUVEN GOEDHART (United Nations High Oommissioner for Refugees)
‘éaid‘ that erticle 20 was of the greatest importance, since refugees had to be
provided, in one way or another; with the documents they required. It did not
matter whether such documents were delivered by a national or international
authority. Vhat mattered was thé,t refugees should know exactly how they should
go about getting them, No difficulties arose in countries of common law,' where
the affidavit syétem was applied, but he would very much regret it if the
Conference adopted the Austrian amendmeh_t, ‘which would so wesken article 20 as to
deprive it of all significance, It would be preferable for the Austrian Federal
‘Government %o enter a reservation to the article rather then to press its
‘amendment ’

The Belglan amendment (A/CONF.2/52) was, in his view, in seme respects even B
better than the original text , end he would have no objection to its adoption.

Mr. FRITZER (Austria) said that, in view of the arguments advanced by the
High Gommissioner, his delsgation would withdraw its smendment, and inatead en'bez' E
-8 reservation, which it would formulate when it signed the Convention, i
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Mr, ROCHEFORT (Frange) asked for an explamstion of the vords "under  ,
their supervision" in the Delglan amendment to paragraph 2 (A/CONF.2/52). '

In his opinion, they meant that if thempers and documents congsrned were _
1ssued by a national authority there would be international supervision, whereas
if they were lssusd by an international authority, there would be nationsal j
supervision. o : A ) :

. If that vas indeed the mesning of the text, the French delegation would have
“no objection.

MT (Belgium) said that the French representative’s interpretatiﬁn
was correct. " There wes a precedent in the 1928 Agreament between the C:wernmen‘bs ;
of France and Belgiun, by vwhich en Office responsible for issuing iden'hity papers ;»n ¥ 3

" Russian refugees hed bsen set up. . Such papers were regarded as authentic by the j‘t‘:‘
- national authorities if the signature of the Director of the Office was attested by
the French or Belgian authorities. ‘

The establishment of such national offices would be the best way of solvi.ng the

problem, i i

Mr. HOARE (United Kingdnm) said that he had taken no part in the disanuion'
for the reason that common law applied in the Un:lted Kingdom, and that, as a . ,:
consequence, the doouments referred to in article 20 would not be required to enable
' refugees to exercise rights in that country. ‘Affidavits would be suffiofent,

The United Kingdom delegation might have to enter & reservation on erticle 20 in
‘order to make its position clear, especially since paragraph 2, as at present drafbed;
vould make it mandatory on the United Kingdom euthorities to supply the documents- .
vhich would under Contimental systems of law be issued by national suthorities. ’
Such an obligation would be unacceptable to the United Kingdom Government.- Bug ho" |
f wished to emphasize that he was in no way opposed to the general tenor of the
| article ’ which would pn...nt of ‘fact have no p... ractical effect in the United Kingd(n

The PRESIDENT dgqlmd_ the discussion closed, and put the Belgian
emendment - (A/CONF.2/52) to the votes . P -

The Belg an amendment tn article 20 was ado sted by 17 votes 0 none

gbstggtiog




(121) Artiocle 21 = Freedom of Movement (A/cam'.ﬁln)

. Mr, MAKIEDO (Yugoslavia) said that the Yugoslav delogation had sutmitted
an amendment (A/CONF.2/31) to article 21 in order to cover cases where the faot that
refugees resided near the frontier of their country of origin might oause frietion
betwedn two States. Contracting States should be empewered to presoribe sones

in vhich residence wouid be forbidden to. refugees.

Since, however, his deleéat:lon intended to submit a generel.pmposal dealing
with possible causes of friction between States, the point might be more suitablr
deslt with therein, He socordingly withdrew his amendment to article 21..

Mr, HERMENT (Bolgium) folt that, for the sske of style, it vould be
'preterable to smend the first sentence of the Frenoh text of artiela 21 to read

A The PRESIDENT said that the DBelgian representative's point wufld be dealt
“with in dus course by the Style Committee. :

5 Mr. SHAW (Austrelia) seid that the | sustralian Government had 1o objeotion
to the principle enunciated in article 21, tut noted that it would require ’

interpretation in order to make iv clear’vhether it would spply to, for iastance,

refugees entering Australis under the labour contract system practised there.

In his view, article 21, like several others, ahould be covered by a spocial

interpretative clause in the Convwention.

Mr, CHANGE (Canada) gaid that the Censdien Govemment'l position remblod
- that of the Australisn Govermment. Persens who came to Canada under groupe
settlement schemea were frequently required to give a pledge that they would mm
in a apeoifio Job for a certain period of time. .He d4d not believe that sush-a
requirement conflicted with the prineiple of freedom of mcvement, but the. po:!nt
must nene the 1eu be borne in mind, : : -



The FRESIDENT declarad the discussion elosed.
. Article 21 was adepted by 19 votes to none, with 2 abetengiois.

(iv) Article 22 - Identity pavers

Baron van BOETZEIAER (Netherlands) drew attention to a point which the
High Commissioner for Refugees had already mentioned in his opening spesch,
nemely, the problems which might erise in connexion with the issue of identity
papers. . *

" There had already been & case where a refugee who hed obtained a ration card .
in e receiving country, and had later been expelled, had been refused admission to
enother State, the authorities of which had considered that, by issuing him the - :
ration card, the receiving cowstry had granted him the right to reside there,
The High Commissioner hed made it clear tl.at the duty imposed on States by E
article 22 in no way impaired their right to control the admission end sojourn of
refugees. ‘ | ' ’

His delegation would content itself with mentioning the point, provided tha .
interpretation given by the High Commissioner was reported in the sumbary record
of the meeting. C

Mr., CHANCE (Canada) said that in Caneda, where no allens registration
aet was In force, 1dent1'oy papers, as the term was generally understood, were not
delivered to eliens., The only document which was reqtﬂ.red was an imnigré:ht?g _‘ r’
revord of landing. . Article 22 was entirely acceptable to the Cenadian Government
on the understanding that the latter would be free to continue to apply its om
procedure.. ' o

Vr. HERMENT (Bolgium) agreed with the Cansdian representative's inter-
pretation, Identity pepers 4id not necessarily mean identity cards like those 3;::

issued in Europesn countries; they m:lght; simply consist of a document showingthe
identity of the refugee. ‘ L

The PRESIDINT declered the discussian closed. RN
Article 22 was adopted by A1'2 votes to none, with 1 abstentioq, o : ;

The meoting rose at 1 p.m.




