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Chairman: Prince WAN WAITHAYAKON (Thailand). 

Methods and procedures of the General Assembly 
for dealing with legal and drafting questions: 
report of the Special Committee (A/2174, 
AjC.6jL.234, AjC.6jL.235, AjC.6jL.237, 
AjC.6jL.239, AjC.6jL.240jRev.l, AjC.6/ 
L.242, AjC.6jL.242/Rev.l, AjC.6jL.243, 
AjC.6jL.244) (continued) 

[Item 53]* 

I. The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the working 
pa~e.r ( A/C.6/L.244) prepared by the Secretariat to 
fac1htate the order of voting on the draft resolution 
(A/C.6/L.234) and the amendments before the Com-
mittee. 
2. Mr. CECH (Czechoslovakia) asked that his dele-
ga~ion's amendment (A/C.6/L.239) to paragraph (d), 
bemg further removed from the United Kingdom pro-
posal ( A/C.6/L.234), should take precedence over the 
French amendment. 
3. Mr. KOVALENKO (Ukranian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) pointed out that the Russian text of the 
revised joint amendment (A/C.6/L.242/Rev.l) to sub-
paragraph (a) referred to a "joint committee of itself 
[the committee concerned] and the Sixth Committee" 
whereas the original version of that amendment (A/C. 
6/L.242) had provided that the other committees would 
ask for "a joint meeting with the Sixth Committee". 
He asked whether a mistake had been made in transla-
tion. 
4. The CHAIRMAN indicated that the English text 
used the word "joint" in both cases. 
5. Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics) proposed that the meeting be suspended so 
that the difficulty might be resolved. 
6 .. Mr. STAVROPOULOS (Secretary of the Com-
mittee) explained that the English words "joint com-
mittee" had always been translated into French by 

*Indicates the item number on the agenda of the General 
Assembly. . 
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commission mixte. A committee of 60, not 120 mem-
bers, was meant. 

7. Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics) inquired whether the intention was to set up 
a new body, as the Russian text of the revised jo~nt 
a,mendment (A/C.6/L.242/Rev.l) suggested, or a 
joint committee of the kind established on a number of 
earlier occasions. 
8. Mr. MAHMOUD (Egypt) proposed that the op-
portunity should be taken while the meeting was sus-
pended to remove the discrepancy between the French 
text of the Australian oral sub-amendment, as given 
in document A/C.6/L.244, which contained the words 
en seance mixte avec la Sixieme Commission and the 
Frech text of the joint amendment (A/C.6/L.242/Rev. 
1) which referred to a commission mixte de Ia Si.rieme 
Commission et de la commission interessee. ~ 

The meeting was suspended at 3.20 p.m. and was 
resumed at 3.35 p.m. 
9. Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics) said that the Russian and French texts of the 
revised joint amendment (A/C.6/L.242/Rev.l) were 
correct but that the Spanish and English texts should 
be changed, since the intention was to set up a joint 
committee of the ordinary type. · 

10. Mr. FERRER VIEYRA (Argentina) explained 
that comisi6n conjunta was the Spanish equivalent of 
the French commission mixte and the English "joint 
committee". 
11. Mr. FITZMAURICE (United Kingdom) pointed 
out that as the Committee rooms could accommodate 
only sixty delegations a j?int committee ~o!-tld only 
have sixty members. But 1f there were a )omt com-
mittee of, say, the First and Sixth COJ?J?ittees an.d if 
a delegation were represented on the JOmt committee 
by its representative in the First Committee, its repre-
sentative in the Sixth Committee would presumably be 
present with him there in an advisory capacity, and 
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~o?versely: Therefore the meeting would be a true 
JOmt meetmg of the two Committees. · 

12. The CHAIRMAN said that he would give the 
floor to any members of the Committee who wished to 
explain their votes before the voting actually took 
place. 

13. Mr. AMADO (Brazil) thought that in the course 
of the discussion certain representatives had lost sight 
of the <;>bjective! ~vhich was to ensure that requests for 
an adv1sory opm10n from the International Court of 
Justice were drafted more accurately and precisely 
from the legal point of view. He regretted that because 
he had that purely technical objective in mind he would 
be unable to vote in favour of the joint amendment 
( A/C.6/L.242/Rev.l). By contrast, sub-paragraph 
(a) of the United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.6/L. 
234) see~ed more likely to ensure the principle of 
legal conSIStency. He would also vote in favour of the 
Australia.n oral sub-amend.m~nt (as given in A/C.6/L. 
244) wh1ch upheld the pnnc1ple of a small committee 
since experience showed that the best drafting wa~ 
produced by small bodies of that kind. 
14. H~ was yery surprised that sub-paragraph (c) of 
!he Umted Kmgd~m draft resolution, which sought to 
1mprove tne ~raftmg of General Assembly resolution 
texts, should 1tself be so badly drafted. His delegation 
would vote against it. 

15. Mr. SUAREZ (Chile) said that, like the Brazil-
ian representative, he would be unable to vote in favour 
of the joint amendment ( A/C.6/L.242/Rev .1) and 
would support the Australian sub-amendment (as given 
in A/C.6/L.244). 

16. Mr. DE LACHARRIERE (France) recalled 
that, in principle, his delegation supported the United 
Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.6/L.234). He would 
vote against the amendments submitted by Poland 
( A/C.6/L.237), Czechoslovakia ( A/C.6/L.239) and 
Egypt ( A/C.6/L.235), which tended to weaken the 
United Kingdom draft resolution by merely providing 
for certain possibilities instead of establishing new rules, 
which in any case were not ipso facto binding on the 
other committees. Flexibility, while desirable should 
not be carried to extremes. ' 
17. His delegation would support the joint amend-
ment ( A/C.6/L.242/Rev .1), which aptly supplemented 
the United Kingdom text, and would not vote against 
the Australian sub-amendment (as given in A/C.6/L. 
244) . The two texts in combination gave the proposed 
procedure great flexibility. 
18. He would vote against sub-paragraph (e) of the 
United Kingdom draft resolution ( A/C.6/L.234), 
since the words "form" and "use of technical terms" 
were already covered by the word "style", the word 
"normally" had no categorical value and the proposal 
would in any case do nothing to alter current practice. 

19. Mr. LOPEZ VILLAMIL (Honduras) consider-
ed that the United Kingdom representative's explana-
tory statements had made it quite clear what was meant 
by a joint committee. Such a procedure was in no way 
incompatible with the meeting of small drafting com-
mittees desired by the representatives of Brazil and 
Chile and there should be no difficulty in that respect. 

29. l\Ir. FITZMAURICE (United Kingdom) appre-
cmted the force of the Brazilian representative's re-
marks regarding the advantages of using small commit- . 
tees. Nevertheless his delegation felt that the Sixth 
Committee should in all cases have a share in the hand-
ling of requests for opinions from legal bodies. It 
was therefore preferable to rule out the possibility of · 
such questions being referred to bodies in whose deci~ 
sions the members of the Sixth Committee would hitve 
no voice. He would abstain on the Australian sub-
amendment (as given in A/C.6/L.244) and would vote 
for the joint amendment (A/C.6/L.242/Rev.l) 

21. Mr. TOUS (Ecuador) said the mandatory rather 
than the optional nature of the proposed rules ought 
to be stressed. He would therefore vote for the word 
"Adopts" proposed by the United Kingdom representa-
tive ( 309th meeting). 
22. With regard to sub-paragraph (a), he would vote 
for the joint amendment (A/C.6/L.242/Rev.l), of 
which he was one of the sponsors, and against the 
Australian sub-amendment (as given in A/C.6/L.244), 
which offered a third alternative and would thus have 
the disadvantage of unnecessarily complicating the pro-
posed procedure. 
23. He would vote for sub-paragraphs (b) and (c) 
of the United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.6/L. 
234) and for the French oral amendment to sub-para-
graph (d). 
24. In sub-paragraph (e) the use of the word "nor-
mally" in the United Kingdom text seemed to introduce 
an element of uncertainty and he would therefore vote 
for the Polish amendment ( A/C.6/L.237) which pro-
posed the deletion of the sub-paragraph. 
25. He would be prepared to vote for the second para-
graph of the operative part of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution if it were simplified. The preamble to 
the United Kingdom proposal would be satisfactory 
if the United Kingdom representative agreed to delete 
the quotation from the Charter. 

26. Mr. RECHENDORFF (Denmark) asked for a 
separate vote on sub-paragraphs ( 1) and ( 2) of the 
last operative paragraph in the United Kingdom resolu-
tion (A/C.6/L.234). 

27. Mr. CORTINA (Cuba) said that he would vote 
for the inclusion of the word "Adopts" to introduce 
the operative part of the United Kingdom resolution, 
since it represented a compromise between those who 
favoured rigid rules and those who preferred optional 
procedures. He would vote against the Australian sub-
amendment, which weakened the joint amendment, and 
for the French amendment to sub-paragraph (d). 
28. He agreed with the representative of Ecuador that 
there was no point in annexing to the rules of pro-
cedure of the General Assembly paragraphs of the 
Special Committee's report which had obviously not 
been written with that purpose in mind. 

29. Mr. HE:NAO Y HENAO (Colombia) asked that 
a correction should be made in the Spanish translation 
of the introductory sentence of the operative par~ in 
the United Kingdom text (A/C.6/L.234) as rev1sed 
orally ( A/C.6/L.244). The English text read "Adopts 
the following recommendations of the Special Commit-
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tee" and in the Spanish translation the word "adopts" 
had been rendered by the equivalent of "approves". 
There was a slight difference of meaning. He would 
vote against the Australian oral amendment because it 
would leave committees free not to consult the Sixth 
Committee regarding requests for opinions from the 
International Court of Justice. That possibility was 
ruled out by the revised joint amendment (A/C.6/L. 
242/Rev.l). 

30. Mr. MOLINO (Panama) said that under the exist-
ing rules any Committee could either decide to consult 
the Sixth Committee on the legal aspects of a request 
for an opinion from the International Court of Justice 
or set up an ad hoc sub-committee to advise it; TP,e 
object of the United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C. 
6/L.234) as well as of the Australian oral amendment 
was to make such action mandatory. The revised joint 
amendment (A/C.6/L.242/Rev.l), on the other hand, 
respected tlie freedom of action of the committee con-
cerned by providing that it would have the choice of 
proposing that the matter should be considered by a 
joint committee. The joint committee would, of course, 
be at liberty to appoint an ad .hoc sub-committee. 
31. Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) said he could only 
vote in favour of sub-paragraph . (c). At a time. when 
representatives were being urged to make every effort 
to limit the duration of the General Assembly's sessions 
it was undesirable to slow down the speed of proceed-
ings, which was what most of the provisions about to 
be put to the vote would do. He continued to believe 
that each committee should appoint, from among its 
members, a group to deal specifically with questions of 
form and terminology. That solution would have the 
advantage of not adding to the length of discussions. 
32. The CHAIRMAN put point 1 of the Polish 
amendment ( A/C.6/L.237) to the vote. 

Point 1 of the Polish amendment was rejected by 
. 24 votes to 22, With 3 abstentions. 
33. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Syrian oral 
sub-amendment (reproduced in A/C.6/L.244) to the 
revised joint amendment (A/C.6/L.242/Rev.l). 

The amendment was rejected by 22 votes to 21 with 
7 abstentions. 
34. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Australian 
oral sub-amendment to the revised joint amendment 
(A/C.6/L.24Z/Rev.l), which proposed to add the 
words: "or to an ad hoc sub-committee established by 
the committee concerned" after the words: "referred 
to the Sixth Committee". 

The amendment was rejected by 19 votes to 11 with 
20 abstentions. 
35. The CHAIRMAN put the joint amendment 
(A/C.6/L.242/Rev.l) to the vote. 

The amendment was adopted by 20 votes to 18 with 
13 abstentions. 
36. The CHAIRMAN put point 2 of the Polish 
amendment (A/ C.6/ L.237) to the vote. 

Point 2 of the amendment was rejected by 24 votes 
to 21, with 4 abstentions. 
37. · The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the portion of 
the Egyptian amendment (A/C.6/ L.235) which re-

lated to sub-paragraph (b) of the United Kingdom 
draft resolution ( A/C.6/L.234). 

The amendment was rejected by .24 votes to 23, with 
5 abstentions. 

A vote was taken by roll-call on sub-paragraph (b) 
of the Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.6/L.234). 

The Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, having beew 
draurn by lot by the Chairman, was called U'pon to vote 
first. 

In favour: Union of South Africa, United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Afghanistan, 
Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Canada, 
Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, France, Greece, Hon-
duras, Israel, Netherlands, Norway, Panama, Sweden, 
Turkey. 

Against: United States of America, Yugoslavia, Gua-
temala, India . 

Abstaining: Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Uruguay, Vene-
zuela~ Yemen, Argentina, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, El Salvador, Indo-
nesia, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Pakistan, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Thailand. 
Sub~ paragraph (b) of the draft resolution was adop-

ted by 26 votes to 4, with 22 abstentions. 

38. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote sub-paragraph 
(c) of the United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.6/ 
L.234). . 

Sub-paragraph (c) of the draft resolution was adop-
ted by 45 votes to 2, with 2 abstentions. 

A vote was taken by roll-call on point 3 of the Polish 
amendment (A/ C.6/ L.237) to ·the United Kingdom 
draft resolution ( A/C.6/ L.234 ). 

Venezuela, having been drawn by lot by the Chair-
man, was called upon to vote first . 

In favour: Yemen, Yugoslavia, Bolivia, Brazil; B~e
lorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, 
Denmark, Egypt, Guatemala, India, Indonesia, Iran, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Norway, · Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re-
public, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
States of America, Uruguay. 

Against: Argenti~a, Austral~a, Burma, C~n~da, 
Chile, China, Colombta, Costa Rtca, Cuba, Domtrucan 
Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, France, Greece, Hon-
duras Israel, Liberia, Nether lands, Panama, Peru, 
Swed~n, Turkey, Union of South Africa, United King-
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

Abstaining: Venezuela, Afghanistan, Belgium, Thai-
land. 
· Point 3 of the amendment wa_s not ~opted, 24 v_otes 
being cast in favour and 24 agmnst, With 4 abstentwns. 

A vote was taken by 'roll-call on point 2 of the 
Czechoslovak amendment ( A / C.6/ L.239) to the United 

. Kingdmn draft resolution ( A / C.6/ L.234 ).· 
Guatemala, having been drawn by lot by the Chair-

man, was called upon to vote first. 
In favour: Guatemala, Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, 

Lebanon, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Sau.di 
Arabia; Syria, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republtc, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Uruguay, Vene-



36 General Assembly-Seventh Session-Sixth Com;.uttee 

z.u:la, Y~en, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Argentina, Bo· 
lma, Brazil, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re· 
public, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Egypt. 

Against: Israel, Netherlands, Panama, Sweden, Tur-
key, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain an~ Northern. Ireland, Australia, Belgium, 
Canada, Chma, Colombta, Costa Rica, Cuba Domini-
can Republic, Ecuador, France, Greece. ' 

Abstaining: Indo!lesia, Liberia, Peru, Thailand, Uni-
ted States of Amenca, Chile, El Salvador. 

Point 2 of the amtmdment was adopted by 27 votes 
to 18, uith 7 abstentions. 
39. The CHAIRMAN said that he would put to the 
vote point 4 of the Polish amendment (A/C.6/L.237) 
to the United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.6/ 
L234). . 
40. Mr. DE LACHARRIERE (France) thought 
that the vote which had just been taken was no reason 
why the French oral amendment (as reproduced in 
(A/C.6/L.244) to the United Kingdom draft resolu-
tion {A/C.6/L.234) should not be put to the vote; the 
~zechoslovak amendment (A/C.6/L.239) which had 
JUst been adopted and the French oral amendment were 
not mutually exclusive. 
41. The CHAIRMAN thought that the two texts 
were so worded that the French amendment could not 
be considered a sub-amendment to the Czechoslovak 
amendment ( A/C.6/L.239). 

42. Mr. CECH (Czechoslovakia) agreed with the 
Chairman. 
43. Mr. DE LACHARRIERE (France) deferred to 
the Chairman's ruling. 
44. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote point 4 of the 
Polish amendment (A/C.6/L.237) to the United King-
dom draft resolution (A/C.6/L.234). 

Point 4 of the amendment was adopted by 23 votes 
to 22, with 7 abstentions. 

45. At the request of Mr. FITZMAURICE (United 
Kingdom), the CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to 
vote on the preamble of the draft resolution and the 
first section of the operative part before proceeding to 
the second section of the operative part. 
46. Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) said that 
sub-paragraph (e) of the draft resolution having been 
rejected, his delegation withdrew the second paragraph 
of its amendment (A/C.6/L.243). 

47. Mr. FITZMAURICE (United Kingdom) said 
that he accepted the Venezuelan amendment; his own 
draft resolution having been truncated by the rejection 
of sub-paragraph (e) and the weakening of sub-para-
graph (d) 1 the preamble proposed by the Venezuelan 
delegation was more in keeping with the remainder of 
the resolution. 
48. The CHAIRMAN accordingly put to the vote 
the first preambulary paragraph contained in the Vene-
zuelan amendment ( A/C.6/L.234) 1 which had just 
been accepted by the United Kingdom representative. 

The first paragraph of the amendment was adopted 
by 36 votes to none, with 15 abstentions. 

49. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote point 1 of the 
amendment of El Salvador (A/C.6/L.240/Rev.l). 

Point 1 of the amendment was adopted by 22 votes 
to 15, with 11 abstentions. 
SO. The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to vote 
on. the second operative paragraph of the draft reso· 
lut10n. 

51. Mr. LACHS (Poland) withdrew point 5 of his 
delegation's amendment (A/C.6/L.237). 
52. Mr. FITZMAURICE (United Kingdom) said 
that he accepted point 3 of the amendment of El Salva· 
dor (A/C.6/L.240/Rev.l), which applied to sub·para· 
graph (2) of the second operative paragraph. 
53. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote point 2 of the 
amendent of El Salvador (A/C.6/L.240/Rev.l). 

Point 2 of the amendment was adopted by 27 votes to 
4, with 16 abstentions. 
54. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote sub·paragraph 
(2) of the second operative paragraph of the draft 
resolution, incorporating point 3 of the Salvador.ean 
amendment which had been accepted by the Umted 
Kingdom representative. 

Sub-paragraph (2) as amended was adopted by 17 
votes to 14, with 18 abstentions. 
55. Mr. ERICHSEN-BROWN (Canada) suggested 
that, in view of the complexity of the text w!llch had 
been adopted, the vote on the draft res~lution a~ a 
whole should be postponed to the followmg meeting 
and that the Secretariat should prepare a docum~nt 
containing the text of the parts of the draft resolution 
which the Committee had adopted. 
56. Mr. NISOT (Belgium) thought it preferable not 
to interrupt the voting procedure. 
57. Mr. MAJID ABBAS (Iraq) formally moved on 
behalf of his delegation the adoption of the procedure 
suggested by the Canadian representative. 
58. Mr. FITZMAURICE (United Kingdom) said 
that if sub-paragraph (d) was examined in the con-
text of the amended draft resolution, it would be noted 
that it read as follows : "The General Assembly . . . 
recommends ... (d) That, when a committee consi~ers 
the legal aspects of a question imp?,rtant, the. com':mttee 
may consult the Sixth Committee. The conJunctlon of 
the words "recommends" and "may" completely de-
prived the sentence of meaning; in the English text it 
was even grammatically incorrect. Perhaps the repre-
sentative of El Salvador who had sponsored the amend-
ment (A/C.6/L.240/R~v.l) resulting in the adoption 
of the word "recommends", might consult with the 
Secretariat to find some solution to the difficulty. 
59. Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics) said the United Kingdom representative's sug-
gestion was inadmissible. All that remained to be done 
was to vote on the draft resolution as a whole. If it 
was adopted and any representative had any observa-
tions to make on it he could do so when the draft came 
up before the plenary meeting. 
60. Mr. HERRERA BAEZ (Dominican Republic) 
noted that the Spanish text of point 2 of the Czechoslo-
vak amendment (A/C.6/L.239), which had become 
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sub-paragraph (d) of the draft resolution, differerd 
from the English text. The Spanish text expressed a 
binding rule, whereas the English text was optional in 
character. The point was vital, since all the Spanish-
speaking representatives had voted on the basis of the 
Spanish text. 

61. Mr. TOUS (Ecuador) associated himself with 
the observation of the previous speaker, who had drawn 
attention to a fact which had materially influenced the 
result of the vote on the amendment-27 votes to 18, 
with 7 abstentions-for a number of Latin-American 
representatives had voted for the amendment solely 
because they had thought it constituted a binding rule. 

62. Mr. KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that as the roll-call vote showed the 
representatives of the the Dominican Republic and Ecu-
dor as voting against the amendment, they could not 
claim to have been misled. 

63. Mr. FITZMAURICE (United Kingdom) thought 
that the amendment should be put to the vote again, 
since several representatives had voted on the basis of 
a text widely different in meaning from the original 
text. 

64. Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics) pointed out that the Committee had adopted 
the Czechoslovak amendment, and that under the rules 
of procedure it could not be reconsidered unless the 
Committee so decided by a two-thirds majority of tha 
members present and voting. 
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65. The CHAIRMAN thought that the matter was 
somewhat complex. Spanish was one of the official 
languages of the United Nations, on the same footing 
as Russian. Where any difficulty had arisen in conne-
xion with the Russian text of a proposal the Commit-
tee had not considered it as a mere translation difficulty 
but as a matter of substance. The case under considera-
tion could very well be considered in the same light. 
66. Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics) said that there was an essential difference 
between a case where a discrepancy between texts 
drafted in different languages had been noted before a 
vote, and a case in which such a discrepancy had been 
noted after a vote. The text of the Czechoslovak 
amendment had been circulated well before the vote, 
and had been discussed at length ; perhaps the truth 
was, rather, that some representatives were trying to 

. take advantage of an incident to reverse a vote which 
was not to their liking. He maintained that any de-
dsion to reconsider the vote on sub-paragraph (d) 
required a two-thirds majority. The Sixth Committee 
should respect its rules of procedure, and should not 
create a precedent which might later prove dangerous. 
67. The CHAIRMAN said that the Secretariat would 
prepare a document embodying the texts of the clauses 
adopted. So far as sub-paragraph (d) was concerned, 
the English and Spanish texts would be left in their 
existing form and the question of the inconsistency of 
the Spanish text would be dealt with at the next 
meeting. 

The meeting rose at 6 p.m. 
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