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REVISION OF THE DRAFT PROTOCOL RELATING TO THE STATUS OF STATELESS PEFtSONS IN THE 

LIGHT OF THE TROVISIONS OF TWE CONVENTIO?i RELATING TO THE STATUS OF REFUGEES OF 

28 JUI,Y 1951 AND OF THE OBSERVATIONS MADE BY THE GOWNMENTS CONCERNED: 

CONSIDERATION OF THE SUBSTANTIVE PROVISIONS TO BE APPLIED TO STATELESS PEFiSONS 

(A/CO$F. 2/108, E/CONF. 1'713) 

E / C O N F . L ~ / ~ ,  para.55 ( a r t i c l e  26) 

y!. SCHELTEEoA  etherla lands ) s a i d  t h a t  t h e  a r t i c l e  was genera l ly  acceptable 

t o  h i s  delegation.  He had, however, been i n s t r u c t e d  by h i s  Government t o  reserve 

i t s  r i g h t ,  f o r  purposes of publ ic  order ,  t o  a s s ign  c e r t a i n  places of residence to  

s t a t e l e s s  persons. 

M r .  TUNCEL (Turkey) s a i d  t h a t  h i s  country was i n  the same pos i t ion  as  the 

Netherlands with regard t o  a r t i c l e  26. The r i g h t  of s t a t e l e s s  persons t o  choose 

t h e i r  place of residence was cont rary  t o  Turkish l a w  and h i s  Government might 

the re fo re  mice a reservat ion .  

The inc lus ion o f - o r  reference  t o  the  a r t i c l e  i n  the  fu tu re  instrument was 

approved by 1 6  votes t o  none, with 1 abstention.  

E / c o N F . ~ ~ / ~ ,  para.  56 ( a r t i c l e  27) 

M r .  HERMENT ( ~ e l ~ i u m )  thought t h a t  the  words "se - trouvant" i n  the French 

were too  vague and should be  replaced by t h e  word "r6sidant1' .  

M r .  VOIGT ( ~ e d e r a l  Republic of   er man^) t h o u ~ h t  t h a t  i t  would be be t t e r  to  

use the  words "rdsidant  rdguli$rementu i n  the  French t e x t  aL,d "lawfully r e s i d e ~ t "  

i n  the  Engiisil t e x t .  

M r .  BROWN (un i t ed  ~ i n g d o m )  f e l t  t h a t  i f  the  words "lawfully res ident"  

were introduced i n t o  the  a r t i c l e  it  would be meaningless i f  a r t i c l e  28 were 

subsequently adopted. He could not v i sua l i ze  any circumstances under which a 

s t a t e l e s s  person could s t a y  without documents i n  a country where he was not a 

r e s i d e n t .  I f ,  by some chance, t h a t  d i d  happen, such persons could be issued with 

i d e n t i t y  papers which d i d  not  confer  any s p e c i a l  p r iv i l eges  on them. 

The PRESIDENT explained t h a t  the  S ty le  Committee a t  Geneva had had long 

discussions about the  English t r a n s l a t i o n  of "r4sidant  r6guliCrementw, and had 

adopted the words "lawfully s taying"  ( A / c o N F . ~ / ~ o ~ ,  para. 5 ) .  



E/CONF. 1 7 / ~ ~  I 8 
English 
Page 3 

,-#c" 1: delegation* Some d i s t i n c t i o n  should, however, be made between i d e n t i t y  and 

travel papers, He agreed with t h e  representa t ives  of  Belgium and the  Federal 

Eepublic of Germany on the  question of  residence. The t e x t  should not mean t h a t  

identi ty papers could be issued t o  anyone who happened t o  be staying i n  a country; 

grant of  them should be based on a d e f i n i t e  f a c t  such a s  residence. 

Mr .  HODBACK    we den) r e c a l l e d  t h a t  a t  the  1951 Conference a d i s t i n c t i o n  

had been drawn between a r t i c l e  27 and a r t i c l e  28. Under a r t i c l e  27 a refugee 

could be i ssued i d e n t i t y  papers without being a res ident  whereas he had t o  be a 

resident t o  enjoy t h e  b e n e f i t s  provided under a r t i c l e  28, In  view of t h a t  

d is t inc t ion he d id  not t h i n k  it appropriate t o  a l t e r  a r t i c l e  27. 

M r .  RERlilENT (Belgium) thought t h a t  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  mentioned by the  

representat ive of Sweden was based on the  f a c t  t h a t  a refugee was issued 

provisional papers u n t i l  h i s  s t a t u s  had been d e f i n i t e l y  es tabl ished following 

exhaustive inqu i r i e s ,  a f t e r  which he could be issued va l id  t r a v e l  documents. 

Such, a t  l e a s t ,  was the  p r a c t i c e  i n  Belgium. In  h i s  opinion, therefore ,  

a r t i c l e  27 re fe r red  t o  provis ional  i d e n t i t y  papers. 

M r .  de =OS GOMES ( B r a z i l )  pointed out t h a t  any refugee o r  s t a t e l e s s  

i: Person a r r i v i n g  i n  h i s  country without i d e n t i t y  papers was issued provis ional  
F 
F Papers v a l i d  f o r  s i x  months, a f t e r  which he had the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of obtaining a 

Valid t r a v e l  document. 

P 
i M r .  BOZOVIC ( ~ u ~ o s l a v i a )  thought t h a t  there  were two aspects  t o  the  

question. If a r t i c l e  27 were in te rp re ted  as r e f e r r i n g  t o  provisional  i d e n t i t y  
I 

i Papers, it would be b e t t e r  t o  leave it unchar.ged bu t ,  i f  it referred  t o  the  f i n a l  

ident i ty  papers issued by some countr ies ,  the word "in" should be changed t o  

"lawfully s taying in". 

Miss SENDER ( ~ n t e r n a t i o n a l  Confederation of Free Trade Unions) wondered 

whether t h e  word "lawfully" should appear i n  the t e x t ,  since i n  many cases 
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d e f i n i t i o n  of the  words " iden t i ty  papers", which could cover both provis ional  a d  

f i n a l  documents of t h e  kind issued t o  a l i e n s  under s imi lar  circumstances. He 

was i n  favour of  the  a r t i c l e  being l e f t  unchanged. 

M r .  AYCINENA ( ~ u e t e m a l a )  pointed out  t h a t  i n  h i s  country an a l i e n  was 

not regarded as a permanent res ident  unless he produced i d e n t i t y  papers f i r s t .  

M r .  BROWN (uni ted  Kingdom) observed t h a t ,  if a r t i c l e  27 re fe r red  only 

t o  p rov i s iona l  i d e n t i t y  papers, t h e  countr ies  concerned were under no obligat ion 

t o  i s sue  f i n a l  papers t o  s t a t e l e s s  persons and could i n t e r p r e t  the  a r t i c l e  i n  the 

l i g h t  of  t h e i r  own l e g i s l a t i o n .  
3 

M r .  JOBEZ ( f i ance)  was of  t h e  opinion t h a t  a r t i c l e  27 should remain -- 
unchanged and r e f e r  t o  both provis ional  and f i n a l  papers. 

M r .  BOZOVIC ( ~ u ~ o s l a v i a )  agreed t h a t  the  a r t i c l e  should be l e f t  as  it 

stood, f o r  each country t o  i n t e r p r e t  according t o  i t s  l e g i s l a t i o n .  

M r .  SERRANO GARCIA ( ~ l  ~ a l v a d o r )  s a i d  t h a t  h i s  delegation agreed with 

the  present  wording of  a r t i c l e  27, which was f u l l y  i n  accordance with the  s p i r i t  

o f  t h e  1951 Convention. 

The PFIESIDENT f e l t  t h a t  the  Conference had perhaps been misled by the 

f a c t  t h a t  i n  some countr ies  i d e n t i t y  papers included a statement from the  

i s su ing  au thor i ty  ind ica t ing  whether the  person i n  q ~ e s t ~ i o n  was allowed t o  s t ay  

i n  the  country. 

The inc lus ion o f  o r  reference t o  the  a r t i c l e  i n  the  fu ture  instrument was 

approved by 18 votes t o  none, with 2 abstentions.  
- 
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M r .  LOOPJES (~ustralia) recalled that in ratifying the Convention 

relating to the Status of Refugees his Government had made a reservation whereby 

article 28 would not be applied. His delegation did not consider the 

article desirable in connexion with stateless persons and shared the view of 

the Government of France, which had excluded reference to the article in its 

draft protocol (~/2373/~dd. 4). 

Mr. HERMENT (~el~ium) asked the representatives of Australia and 

France what travel documents would be available to stateless persons if 

article 28 were excluded. 

Mr. BOZOVIC (~u~oslavia) said that the article was generally 

acceptable 6o his delegation. However, he had two reservations. First, the 

words "shall issue" were obligatory in meaning in spite of the fact that the 

issue of travel documents was closely linked with the right of every State to 

regulate the admission and residence of all aliens, including stateless persons. 

On that point, he was in agreement with the coments of the Netherlands 

Government on article 27 (~/2373/~dd.13). Secondly while he would agree, in 

connexion with paragraph 2 of the article, that his Government should recognize 

travel documents issued by parties to an agreement t~ which it was itself a 

party, he could not agree that it should necessarily recognize thcse issued 

by parties to an agreement, in which the Yugoslav Government had had no part. 

Mr. JOBEZ (fiance) explained why his delegation did not wish 

article 28 included or referred to in the instrument on stateless persons. It 

Would be confusing to issue to stateless persons travel documents modelled on 

a document that had been drafted especially for refugees. Noreover, under 

regulations adopted in 1949 stateless persons in France received travel documents 
equivalent to those provided for in article 28. There was therefore no reason 

to create an additional travel document. 
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.<a the article would be included in the proposed international instrument. prom , ,  

the standpoint of benefits to stateless persons, the article was one of the most 

important in the entire document. He appreciated that stateless persons in 

France would suffer no disability from the exclusion of the article, but 

unfortunately the system that existed in France did not exist in all countries, 

The absence of a national passport and of any entitlement to a travel docant ' 

in lieu thereof was one of the most serious disabilities under which many 

stateless persons laboured. They were completely dependent upon the 

administrative benevolence of the State in which they resided. The article 

would give to a carefully defined class of stateless persons, those who were 

"lawfully staying" in the territory of a Contracting State, a definite right 4 
t3 a travel document. 

1 

The PRESIDENT, speaking as representative of Denmark, observed .. 

that there would be ample opportunity, when the Conference examined the Schedule 

to the Convention, to decide to what extent the model travel document for 

refugees should apply to stateless persons. However, it might be in order 

at the present stage to point out that the first point made by the French 

representative was important. There would have to be a difference between 

the travel document for refugees and that for stateless persons, even if the 

Conference decided to adopt the same provisions for both categories of persons- 

The community of States acceding to the Convention on refugees would not 

necessarily be the same as that adhering to the instrument on stateless persons* 

!:ioreover, it would be liighly desirable for the authorities to be able readily 

to determine -~rhether an alien entering their country was to be treeted in 

accordance with the Geneva Convention on Refugees or the New York instrument 

on stateless persons. 

The two types of travel documents might be different in colour and 

would have to have differences in the 'text, depending on the provisions of the 

relative instruments. An identical text might embarrass the High Commissioner 

for Refugees, who had no responsibility for stateless persons. 
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Mr. BROWN (United ~in~dom) hoped that it would not be necessary 

to change the substance of the travel document. A difference of colour and a 

change in the material in parentheses under the heading "Travel ~ocument" should 

be sufficient. He emphasized the advantages of a uniform travel document for 

all stateless persons in States parties to the new instrument. 

Mr. LOOMES (~ustraiia), replying to the question by the Belgian 

representative, explained that Australian law already provided for the issue 

of travel documents to stateless persons. He saw no need for a new form of 

the kind contained in the Schedule. 

Mr. BOZOVIC (~u~oslavia) felt there was no disagreement as to 

substance; the technical difficulties might be overcome with a little thought. 

For example, the Conference might decide to make the form of the travel 

document in the Schedule a recommendation instead of an obligation. In any 

event, he would suggest that further consideration of article 28 should be 

deferred to a later meeting. 

It was so agreed. 

E/coNF.~~/~, para. 58 larticle 291 

The inclusion of, or reference to, article 29 in the future instruiient 

was approved by 18 votes to none, with 2 abstentions. 

E/CONF.~~/ 3, para. 59 (article 301 

Mr. HEFMENT (~elgium) observed that the subject matter of srticle 30 

concerned refugees primarily and was not applicable to stateless persons. The 

Ad Hoc Committee had quite properly decided not to refer to it in the draft 

protocol. 

Mr. BROWN (united ~ingdom) felt that the words "in conformity with 

its laws and regulationst' protected Contracting States against any possible 

abuse of the provisions of article 30. There might be some instances where 

stateless persons would benefit from such provisions, and his delegation 

Proposed the inclusion of, or reference to, the article. 
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-a 
M r .  DONS ( ~ o m a y )  a l s o  supported the  United Kingdom proposal, but g 

ind ica ted  t h a t  h i s  Government might have t o  make c e r t a i n  reservat ions  t o  the 

a r t i c l e ,  

The inclus ion o f ,  o r ' r e f e r e n c e  t o ,  paragraph 1, paragraph 2 and the  

whole of  a r t i c l e  30 i n  the  f u t u r e  instrument was approved by 15 votes t o  none 

wi th  5 abstentions.  

E / c o N F . ~ ~ / ~ ,  para. 60 ( a r t i c l e  31) 

2 
M r .  JOBEZ (France) observed t h a t  the  a r t i c l e  was applicable only 

t o  refugees. A s t a t e l e s s  person would not  be under the  pressures described 

i n  t h e  a r t i c l e .  .-- 

M r .  VOIGT (Federal  Republic of  erm many) agreed with the  French 

representa t ive .  

The PRESIDENT s a i d  t h a t  the  Conference could dispense wi th  further  

considerat ion of the  a r t i c l e  unless the re  was a formal proposal t o  include it 

o r  r e f e r  t o  it i n  the  new in te rna t iona l  instrument. 4 
' 3  r i l  

E / c o N F . ~ ~ / ~ ,  para.  61 ( a r t i c l e  32) 1 
4 
L 

.'d 
4 

3 

M r .  HERMENT (Belgium) s a i d  t h a t  although the  a r t i c l e  was applicable 1 
p r imar i ly  t o  refugees, h i s  delegation could accept it f o r  s t a t e l e s s  persons 

with the  exception of the  second sentence of paragraph 2 ,  which confl icted w i t h  
7 

h i s  country 's  regula t ions .  
i d  

E 

M r .  JOBEZ (France) s a i d  t h a t  h i s  Government could not accept a r t i c l e  3? 
f o r  d i f f e r e n t  reasons. It f e l t  t h a t  the  a r t i c l e  concerned refugees i n  

p a r t i c u l a r ,  who could hardly be expelled except on grounds of na t iona l  security'.. 
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That would not be t r u e  i n  t h e  case nf s t a t e l e s s  persons. Moreover, pursuant t o  

the  1951 Convention, t h e  French Government i n  1952 had passed a law providing a 

c e r t a i n  procedure forrefugees  exerc is ing the  r i g h t  of appeal from administrat ive 

decisions r e l a t i n g  t o  a r t i c l e s  31, 32 and 33. As s t a t e l e s s  persons were not  the  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  High Commissioner, he d id  not  th ink t h a t  they should enjoy 

the  p r i v i l e g e s  of t k a t  prqcedure, S t a t e l e s s  persons, l i k e  d1 a l i e n s  i n  Frence, 

could ask t h e  competent adminis t ra t ive  au thor i ty  t o  review i t s  expulsion order.  

M r .  BROWN (uni ted  Kingdom) s a i d  t h a t  h i s  delegation bupported t h e  view 

of t h e  Ad Hoc Committee with respect  t o  a r t i c l e  32. He agreee ihot the re  was a 

stronger case f o r  applying t h e  b e n e f i t s  of the  a r t i c l e  t o  refugees than t o  

s t a t e l e s s  persons but  he thought t h a t  the  l a t t e r  should have some kind of guarantee 

agains t  a r b i t r a r y  expulsion. He pointed out t h a t  under the  expression "save on 

grounds of nat ional  s e c u r i t y  o r  publ ic  order" i n  paragraph l, Contracting S t a t e s  

would r e t a i n  very wide powers because the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of tk8.t expression would 

have t o  be l e f t  t o  each Government. In other words, all t h a t  was asked was t h a t  

Contracting P a r t i e s  should grant  t o  s t a t e l e s s  persons what they were prepared t o  

grant  t o  a l i e n s  general ly.  

Paragraph 2 was almost i d e n t i c a l  with a r t i c l e  13  of t h e  d r a f t  covenant on 

c i v i l  and p o l i t i c a l  r i g h t s  jus t  completed by the  Commission on Human Rights, and 

he f e l t  t h a t  most countr ies  would be able  t o  accept the  whrle of t h a t  paragraph. 

Paragraph 3 seemed t o  be almost equally applicable t o  refugees and 

s t a t e l e s s  persons. There were stxong grounds f o r  reasonable delay t o  enable 

s t a t e l e s s  persons t o  f i n d  a country t h a t  would accept them. 

M r .  LDCMES ( ~ u s t r a l i a )  r e c a l l e d  tha t ,  i n  signing the  Geneva Convention, 

h i s  Government had made a rese rva t ion  whereby it did  not accept a r t i c l e  32. He 

f e l t  t h a t  the re  was even l e s s  reason t o  apply the  substance of the a r t i c l e  t o  

s t a t e l e s s  persons. 

M r .  HERMENT ( ~ e l ~ i u m )  observed tha t . ,  a s  i n  France, h i s  country's l a w  

made a spec ia l  exception i n  favour of refugees, with representat ion by a. 

r ep resen ta t ive  of the  High Commissioner against  an expulsion order. His Government 

was not prepared t o  extend such r i g h t s  t o  s t a t e l e s s  persons. 
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Mr. AYCINENA ( ~ u a t e m a l a )  explained that many of h i s  Government t S 

regu la t ions  were being rev i sed  and he wished t o  reserve i t s  r i g h t  t o  make a 

rese rva t ion  t o  t h e  a r t i c l e  when it r a t i f i e d  the  instrument. 

The PRESIDENT, speaking a s  representa t ive  of Denmark, s a i d  t h a t  

paragraphs 2 and 3 met the  poss ib le  requirements of s t a t e l e s s  persons who could not 

have recourse t o  any diplomatic representa t ives  of t h e i r  own and protec ted  them 

from unfai r  t reatment.  Paragraph 3 covered s i t u a t i o n s  i n  which the  country of 

former n a t i o n a l i t y  would not accept t h e  r e t u r n  of a person who had l o s t  or  

renounced t h a t  n a t i o n a l i t y .  

M r .  PASTWA ( ~ o l c m k i a )  s a i d   hat he was agains t  t h e  incl~!sion of or 

reference  t o  a r t i c l e  32 and t h a t ,  i f  it was adopted, h i s  Government would make 

a rese rvz t ion  at the  time of r a t i f i c a t i o n .  I t s  purport wculd not square with 

e x i s t i n g  Col~mbian l a w .  

M r .  BOZOVIC ( ~ u ~ o s l a v l a )  s a i d  t h a t  he was i n  complete agrsement with 

t h e  s p i r i t  of a r t i c l e  32, even though it concerned refugees more than s t a t e l e s s  

persons. He had noted, however, t h a t  a r t i c l e  33 of the  1951 Convention had not 

been included i n  t h e  d r a f t  protocol  and he wondered whether some of the  essential. 

ideas  i n  a r t i c l e  33 might not somehow be combined with those i n  a r t i c l e  32. It 

would be i n t o l e r a b l e  t h a t  a s t a t e l e s s  person should be returned t o  the  f r o n t i e r s  

of t e r r i t o r i e s  where h i s  l i f e  or  freedom would be threatened.  

The PRESIDENT, speaking a s  representa t ive  of Denmark, sa id  t h a t  i n  

Denmark any s t a t e l e s s  person i n  such a pos i t ion  would be t r e a t e d  as a potent ia l  

refugee and given the  sta. tus of a refugik sur place. 

M r .  BCZOVIC ( ~ u g o s l a v i a )  s a i d  thar; t h a t  would be sa t i s fac tory ,  provided 

t h a t  t h e  terminal  date of 1 January 1952 was not r e ta ined  i n  the  de f in i t ion ,  
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The PRESIDENT, speaking a s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of Denmark, s a i d  t h a t  

a r t i c l e  32, paragraph 1, had been adopted a t  t h e  1951 Conference i n  o r d e r  t o  

cope v i t h  t h e  c i rcumstances  of a  re fugee  i n  f l i g h t  from h i s  count ry .  Expuls ion 

would be pe rmi t t ed  on ly  on grounds of n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  o r  p u b l i c  o r d e r .  

S t a t e l e s s  persons ,  hotlever, might become l i a b l e  t o  expuls ion  f o r  o t h e r  r ea sons ,  

such  a s  ove r s t ay ing  t h e  p e r i o d  f o r  which t h e y  were admitted.  t o  a  count ry .  

They cou ld  n o t  be s a i d  t o  have endangered n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y ,  b u t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  

t h e  o f f ence  might be deemed f o r  convenience t o  c o n s i t u t e  a  b reach  of p u b l i c  

o r d e r .  Such an  extended c o n s t r u c t i o n  of t h e  term "publ ic  orcier", a s  app l i ed  

t o  s t a t e l e s s  persons ,  might w e l l  l e a d  t o  a  s i m i l a r  c o n s t r u c t i o q  of t h e  same 

words a s  a p p l i e d  t o  r e fugees ,  and t h u s  weaken t h e  p rov i s ion  i n  t h e  1951 

Convention. The Danish Government cou ld  no t  a ccep t  t h a t  paragraph and i t  was 

t o  be f e a r e d  t h a t  many o t h e r  c o u n t r i e s  would a l s o  have t o  make r e s e r v a t i o n s  

t o  it. 

M r .  BROWN ( u n i t e d  ~ i n ~ d o m )  s a i d  t h a t  t h a t  p o i n t  had n o t  occurred t o  

h i s  d e l e g a t i o n .  There might be some doubt uhe the r ,  i n  t h e  normal course  of 

e v e n t s ,  a  s t a t e l e s s  person  could  be expcpelled f o r  f a i l u r e  t o  comply w i t h  

r e g u l a t i o n s .  The d i f f i c u l t y  might be met by t h e  s u b s t i t u t i o n  of t h e  words 

" h a b i t u a l l y  r e s i d e n t "  f o r  " l awfu l ly " .  That  would g ive  s t a t e l e s s  persons a 

g r e a t e r  degree of p r o t e c t i o n  t h a n  o t h e r  a l i e n s .  

i i r .  VOIGT (Fede ra l  Rc-public of  erm many) s a i d  t h a t ,  a l though  it was 

t , rue  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between re fugees  and s t a t e l e s s  persons should  always 

be borne i n  mind, t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  was very  s i m i l a r  w i t h  r ega rd  t o  t k e  s p e c i f i c  

case  of expu l s ion .  An expuls ion  o rde r  a g a i n s t  a  s t a t e l e s s  person could  r a r e l y  

be execu -~ed .  Perhaps t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  could be overcome by spec i fy ing  t h a t  t h e  

s t a t e l e s s  person must have been l awfu l ly  r e s i d e n t  i n  a coinntry f o r  a  s t a t e d  

p e r i o d .  It was t r u e  t h a t  t h a t  r.lould c r e a t e  d i f f e r e n t  c a t ego r i e s  of s t a t e l e s s  

pe r sons ,  b u t  t h a t  might, i n  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  i n s t a n c e ,  be more u s e f u l  than  harmful.  

A l i e n s  r e s i d e n t  f o r  a  long  time i n  a  count ry  were i n  f a c t  l a r g e l y  a s s i m i l a t e d  t o  

n a t i o n a l s ,  even though they  d.id no t  have t h e  n a t i o n a l i t y .  
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M r .  de BARROS GOMES ( ~ r a z i l )  observed t h a t  under the  Brazi l ian  

Consti tut ion no a l i e n  could be expelled save on grounds of publ ic  order,  and 

even then, he could not  be deported i f  he had a Brazi l ian  wife o r  dependent 

chi ldren.  S t a t e l e s s  persons had t h e  same r i g h t s  as o the r  a l i e n s .  He could, 

the re fo re ,  have no object ion t o  the  paragraph. 

The PRESIDENT, speaking a s  representa t ive  of Denmark, s a i d  t h a t  the 

object ion was l e g a l  r a t h e r  than administrat ive.  He would, however, be 

prepared t o  accept  the  paragraph, on the  understanding t h a t  a  reservat ion might 

be made subsequently. 

M r .  HOLMBACK H  we den) c i t e d  the  various .ierms used i n  connexion with 

residence i n  a r t i c l e s  12, 14, 26 and 28 and concluded t h a t  the  paragraph might 

b e s t  be amended by the  use of the  term "habi tual ly  residing".  

M r .  BROWN (uni ted  ~ingdom) agreed t h a t  t h a t  was probably the  bes t  tern, 

It would probably be unw2se t o  spec i fy  a s t a t e d  period of resiC-q:?; each State 

should use i t s  own d i sc re t ion .  

M r .  HERMENT (Belgium) doubted t h e  wisdom of abandoning the  word 

"lawfully"; many s t a t e l e s s  persons res ided i n  countries unlawfully f o r  years 

and ought t o  be l i a b l e  t o  expulsion. 

M r .  BOZOVIC ( ~ u ~ o s l a v i a )  s a i d  t h a t  h i s  support of paragraph 1 had been 

shaken by the  arguments aga ins t  it. The danger of an expanded construction of 

t h e  term "public order1' was a very r e a l  one. 

M r .  SCHELTEMA  etherla lands) observed t h a t  i n  general he had no 

object ion t o  the  inc lus ion of o r  reference t o  a r t i c l e  32, but d i f f i c u l t i e s  had 

a r i s e 2  with regard t o  paragraph 1 and he had asked f o r  f u r t h e r  ins t ruc t ions .  

He might have t o  submit an amendment, poss ib ly  along the  l i n e s  suggested by 

t h e  German representa t ive ,  He therefore  suggested t h a t  the decision, a t  

l e a s t  on paragraph 1, should be postponed. 
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The PRESIDENT s a i d  t h a t  it would be use fu l  f o r  the  delegat ions 

concerned t o  attempt t o  work o u t  a  compromise t e x t  f o r  submission t o  the  next  

meeting. 

It was so  agreed. 

E / c o N F . ~ ~ / ~ ,  para .  63 ( a r t i c l e  34) 

The inc lus ion  of o r  r e fe rence  t o  t h e  a r t i c l e  i n  the  f u t u r e  instrument was 

approved by 17 vo tes  t o  none, wi th  2 abs ten t ions .  

E/CONF. 1713, pa ra .  65 ( a r t i c l e  36) 

The PRESIISNT pointed  out  t h a t  a r t i c l e  36 had been adopted by t h e  1951 

Conference i n  p lace  of a  d i f f e r e n t l y  worded a r t i c l e  31 of the  convention 

d r a f t e d  by t h e  Ad Hoc Committee, and reproduced i n  t h e  d r a f t  pro tocol .  The 

inc lus ion  of o r  re ference  t o  e i t h e r  of the  d r a f t s  - which were not mutually 

exclus ive  -would r equ i re  a  formal proposal by one of the  delegat ions.  

M r .  BROWN ( u n i t e d  Kingdom) proposed t h e  inc lus ion  of or  re ference  t o  

a r t i c l e  36 of t h e  Convention r e l a t i n g  t o  the  S t a t u s  of Refugees. 

M r .  HERMENT ( ~ e l g i u m )  proposed the  inc lus ion  of o r  re ference  t o  

a r t i c l e  31 of t h e  d r a f t  convention. 

M r .  TUNCEL ( ~ u r k e y )  s a i d  t h a t  a r t i c l e  36 of the  Convention r a i s e d  

important mat ters  of' p r i n c i p l e  which needed f u r t h e r  cons idera t ion .  He asked 

whether it was r e a l l y  advisable  t o  burden t h e  Secretary-General i n  t h a t  way. 

M r .  SCHWELB ( s e c r e t a r i a t )  r e p l i e d  t h a t  t h e  Secretary-Geceral would f i n d  

no d i f f i c u l t y  i n  performing t h e  work. A s  t he  deposi tary of i n t e r n a t i o n a l  

instruments ,  he f r equen t ly  discharged such func t ions .  

The PRESIDENT observed t h a t  t h e  purpose of the  a r t i c l e  was simply t o  

have a s i n g l e  cen t re  a t  which the  p e r t i n e n t  laws and regu la t ions  could be 

consulted by Member S t a t e s .  
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had r e f e r r e d  i n  t h e  Economic and S o c i a l  Counci l  t o  t h e  ve ry  voluminous 

documentation which 'che S e c r e t a r i a t  was r eques t ed  t o  p r epa re .  He wondered 

whether such  a compi la t ion  would r e a l l y  be u s e f u l .  

A f t e r  a b r i e f  p rocedu ra l  d i s cus s ion ,  I*. BROWN ( u n i t e d  Kingdom) 

moved t h e  edjournment of t h e  meet ing.  

The motion f o r  adjournment was adopted.  

The meeting r o s e  a t  1 .10  p.m. 


