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ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA (E/CN.7/218, E/CN.7/218/Add.1, 'Conferenc'e Room Paper Te. 1)
The CEATRMAN directed attention to the report of the Agenda Committes

(Conference Room Paper No. 1), in which the items of the agenda hed been
rearrenged. In the new order, priority was given to the proposed interim
agreement to limit the production of opium.to medical and scientific needs, the
single convention on narcotic drugs being placed st the end. The 1tem on the
oroposed international agreement had been divided into two parts; the first wes
levoted to conslderation of the problems outstanding, leaving the draft of the
2greement to be examined in the light of the decisions on those questions.

There being no observations, the agenda, as submitted by the Agenda

Committee, was adopted.

OTHER BUSINESS: STATEMENT BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE WORLD HEAUTH ORGANIZATION
Mr. WOLFF (World Health Organization)'expressed~his rogret that other

dutles had prevented him from attending the previous session of the Commission.

/The World
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~ The World Health Organhization tooka keéem interest in the wurk of tio
Conﬁnissibn and was highly appreciative of the close icn-operation that existed
with 1ts secretariat. It would be happy to continue to collaborate in the .. .
future. ' :

He had observations to make on three points. First, there was. the -
questidn of the definftions which the Commission had requested the Expert
Committee on Drugs Liable to Produce Addicticn of WHO to furnish.’ Some
criticisms had been made of the definitions during the previdus. session of the
Commissicn which he would 11¥é to answer. The Expert Committee had wished to
draw a distinction between trus addiction and habit, and had reached the-
conclusion thst the term "addiction-producing drugs" was more appropriate . .
for that purpose than the terminology previously employed. That conclusion
wa.s siffspbftadl by modern thoughton the subject, as would be seen by referring
to ‘the more recent conventions ‘on narcotic d.rugs, vhere the use of the term
"habit" had ‘been avolded. R R '

He agresd with the statement mede at the previous session that any
drug which would produce addicticn “would naturally also be habit-forming. But
the contrary was not true. Hence, it was not "1llogical for the Expert
Committee 'E'é desire to drew a distinction betwsen the two. . The Bxpert
Committee had wished 1t to be clear from its definitions that the term
"axidicnah;.producingdrﬁg could not be applied t6 a number of substances. -
which might ‘be designated "nadit-forming", such as coffee. One.of the main
points of difference between the two was that:addiction=~producing drugs were
detrimental to the individual and to society, which was not:the case with
habit-forming drugs, and that difference wes now widely recognized by
clini¢ians and phermacologists. The Expert Committee’s: report had been sent . -
to pharmacologists throughout the world, and no dissenting views bad been
expressed in the ma.ny commimications received concerning it.

© 7 Tume question of alcoholism which had been referred to at the previous,,
,,ms'ién of ‘the Conmisalon was e6111 under study, and 1t was not possible at;
the present sta.ge to say whether or not alcchol created addiction within-
the' meaning of the Expert Committes's defirition. :

© [With regard -
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With regard to the possibility of overlapping between the two
categories, he agreed that it might occur and referred members of the
Commission for more detailed-information on the point to a parcr which he had
prepared and distributed. ; N .

In the report of the Commission »f Enquiry on the coca leaf, the
definition given by WHO on drug addiction had been taken into account; the
Commission of Enquiry had, however, come to the conclusiom that coca chewing was
"not an addicticn but a habit".:: He wondered, however, whether it could in .
fact be sald, according to the definition of "habit-forming" drugs, that
coca chewing "1s not generally considered to be detrimental to the individual
and to socisty". According to his own knowledge and observations, chronic
chewing of coéa leaves could be detrimentel to both. The case.might perhaps
be coneldered as an example of an intermedlate category if such might be |
recognized by the WHO Expert Committee on drugs llable to produce addiction;
the Expert Committee had, however, not met since the publication of the report
and he personally was, therefore, not im a position to refer to 1te opinion
on the matter. . : : . .

On the' question of terminology to be used in the single conventlon on
narcotic drugs, he thought some other words should be found for "marcotic drugs”
and "stupé'fiants".* Those terms were not sufficiently comprehensive and soms
such expression as "addicticn--producing drugs" would be more appropriate. More
detailled iInformation on the point was to be [found in Off'icial Records WHO No. 9,
part I, page 42 (in French, page %4) and /in.documents WHO/HFD/11, pdg_e»_e., and
WHO/HFD/X9, page 2, footnotb 3. The terms "narcotics" and "stupéfiants” might, |
however, be used in dally language.

He was ‘happy to amnnounce that the International Pharmacopoela belng .
prepared by the World Health Organization would probably be published in the
summer of 1951, Thé enormous difficulty entailed in such.a task would no doubt
be appreciated. In volumes I end II, the following addiction=-producing drugs
would be included:  cocaine, codeins, hydrocodone (for dicodid), hydromorphone' |
(for d1laudid), methadone, metopon, morphine, opium, exycodone (for: eucodal), .
pethidine,” together with their different salts and preseription forms. New
international terms had had to be created in some cases so as to avoid the use.
of trade names. It would be much appreclated if the Commission, as well aé the
Secretariat, would likewlse use those international common names in their
ddscussions and publicatlons.

The CHAIRMAN thanked Mr. Wolff on behalf of the Commission for his very
interesting statement. /Colonel SHARMAN
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Colcre™ JTE7MAN (Curada) oxirccoed his thanks for the vor; Interoole

ing booklet .. .. Mr. Wolff had sent to all members of the Commission.

PROPOSED INTEAIM AGREEMENT TO LIMIT THE bﬁéﬁﬁérxom OF OPIUM TO MEDICAL AND
SCIENTIFIC ‘NEEDS (E/CN.7/199/Rev.1, B/oN.1/220). .

- The CBAIRMAN extended a welcome, on behalf of theCemmission. to the
observers from Bplgium, Italy and Switzerland, and invited them to Vve geated. -
et the Commission table.

.;_yy. MQRLOCK“(ﬁhited Stéﬁés of America))expfésééq the regret of Mr.
Anslinééf;fpr hisiin&biiity'té be present during thekfirét‘week_qf the mgssion.
Other dutles required his presence in Weshington.

‘Mr. BOURGOIS (France) stated that the great problem of overproduction
of opium wes one which the Opium Advisory Committee of the League of Netions had
failed to solve during 20 years of effort. The principle of restriction of
"« production hed now been aceepted by the producing countries and an agreement had
been reached on the delicate issue of distribution of production. In the draw-
ing up of- the ‘proposed agreement, four main problems' were outstanding: the
question of prices, international- imépection, the export of alkalolds by ‘the
opium producing countries and the extraction of alkaloids from poppy straw.

""" Frence was willing té accept inspection; it was alsc prepared to extend
the proposed international opi&m monopoly to include alkaloids for 1t f%ﬁ;j%g?
an alkaloids monopoly would no more be a dangerous impeirment of the Havana/
than would the oplum monopoly, since the Charter's provisions could not be
invoked in'a sector where the social and humanitarisn aspects: were so much more
important than the commerciel. \ ‘ ' ' '

- :iHe  accordingly suggested that the Commission should give pricrity to -
the gueation: of an intermatiomal monopoly to cover both opium and alkaloids.
France wes prepared to. support any proposal that would effectively restrict -the

production of oplum to medical and scilentific needs, without Jeopardizing the

€ e R .

interests of the sick., = " T Sty
A " “The CHATRMAN felt that the issue raised bi'the French representative
vas fundamental and ghould be settled at the outset. In hls opinlon, there hed
been fHothing it the Economic and Sobcial Council's proceedings which would pre-

clude the Commission from gonsidering the question of combining both monopolies .

in one agresment, and he invited observations on the point.

) -

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) suggorfed'the'Frenéh representative's pro-
posal, It wes absolutely essential that the two monopolies should be discussed

tbgmher''ﬁivlr.%II()AR]!) (United Kingdom) agreed with the Chairmen that the Commise
sion would be within its rightes in disgussing any proposal which would help 1.
to solve the difficulties inherent in its task. /Mr. MORLOCK
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Mrs MRIOCK (’Unitéd States of Americd) thought ‘it would be more
appropriate to dispose of the problems outstanding from the Trevious mession of
the Commission and to postpone comslderation of the question.of ap intsrnational

alkalold monopoly.

Mr, AMINI (Iran), Mro ARTUNER (Tarkey), Mr. WOUIBROUN (Observer, Belgium),
and Mr SCHNEIDER (Observer; 8w1+zeriland) all supported t.he Frenr'h prcposal.
Mre Schnemef added ‘that the experience in the Joint Commlttes of the Principal
Qpium Produclng Countries and of the Principal D:'ug Manufacturing uou.ntries had
shown that it wes impossible to. resolve the question of price without establishing
the relation between the monopely in raw oplum and the alkaloid products

. Mro ZAKUSOV. (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), M-. BORATYNSKI (Poland),
Mr, CABADA (Peru) and Mr. RABASA.(Mexico) were all of the opinion that discussien
should be confined to the actusl item on: the. agenda, that is, the question of the
proposed interim agreement to limit. tpe production.of opium..

Mr. EGIDI.(Observer, Itely) reserved his right to state his country’s
views on the matter at the next meeting.

Mr. KRUYSSE (Netherlands) was in favour of discussing both xqcag.pdlies.
togethere He was not, however, .prepaxed.to admit that a monopoly in‘«alkaloids_ -
would effectively solve the problem, and it might be found necessary, as the
Yugoslav representative had suggested-the previous day, for the Commissien to
restrict itself to reccmwendavtions for limiting opium production at the present .
sesgion, leaving the complicated:economic. questlon of -monopolles to a later stage.

Mrs WEI (China) supported the French propoeal in ‘principle,tbut thought
that the wain emphasis should be lald upcn the question of the interim agresment.

. Colonel SHARMAN (Canada) considered that the main discussion should be ..
on the subJect laid down‘ in the agenda, he would:have no cbjection, hmrever to
widening the discussicn if that was general‘l.y d.esired. : - '

J Mr. BOURGOTS
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Mr BOURGOIS (Frence) thought there vas 1o mesd to include & specisl
item in the agenda in order to diecuse the question of a! monopoly in“alimlolds:
it vas already 1ncluded under the general’ question of 1im1tetion of : produgtion of .
oplum. In his view, ,he only vay ih which the problem-as 1t had been steted couvl:
be solved would be by-etudying the queetion of- sct“ng up ar-oplum mono>oly and
a monopoly in alkaloide.

The CEAIRMAN felt the torms of the agenda would hot preclude discussions
on the lines propoeed by the French representabive. " In view of the sharp divisior.
of opinion, however he sugg sested that the redin problems cutstanding from the
previous aession should firet Yo dispoged - of. " They were: pricee 1nspection and
the export of alkaloids by coumtries producing poppy Btraw, - - - '

. Mr, AMINI(Iran) agreed with the Cheirman's svggcstion, He wighed 1t ta
be. clearly understood at the outeet “that hia delegation favoured the éstablishment

of etmonopoly in opium,

The CHATRMAN invited genersl observations on the. question of price, the
first of the four outstanding probles.”

M. ZAKUBOV (Uhion of Soviet "Socialist Republics) said that his countrv :
position in the metter had alre’. y been ‘sutliihed by the*US%R delegation at -
previoue meetings of the Cemx“"Jon,

" The USSR believed that it would serve no useful- purpoge to - conhluderan
interim agreement because the prejected single convention should in &ny case settle
the question of-the 1 {itation of oplum production ‘and promote “the fight against '
~414cit traffic.in narcotic dzrugs.. .

, - The obligation to limit the. production of opium to Hedical and B
ecientific needs was not new. It had alreedy ‘been undertaken by the parties to
the agreements on narcotic drugs concluded irr 1925 and 1931: Article 5 of the |
1925 Convention, for instance, clearly lald down the contracting perties' oblida-
tion to take the necessary legislative measures to limit the production,import,
sale, d.stribution, export and use of narcotic drugs to medical and scientific
needs. Similar obligations were laid down in Article 6 of the 1931 Convention.
‘The same .obligation was contained in the single convention now before the Commission

| | /As regards
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_As regards control of the implementation of that obligation, the
measures proposed in the interim agresuent were hot more effective than the
eysten already laid down by existing comventions, particularly the 1925 and 1931
Conventlons. The latter contained a serles of provisicns concerning nationmal
and internaticnal control of narcotic drugs. . o

Under the 1925 and 1931 Conventions intermal control was achieved by
the contracting partiés by legislation to e;:sure effective control of: the
produétion » distrlibutian and export of “opiuin,’and. ‘also to ensure the iwplementatis:
of the relevant provisions in existing comventloms in their own territories,
Internal control of marcotic drugs was also achleved through the creation by
each contracting state of ‘a special organ to implement the proviﬂions of exis’cing
conventions and to control the trade in narcotic drugs,

Under the 1925 and 1931 Ceonventions co.ntrol of international trade was
ackieved first by a system of certificates and authorizations to 1mport and
export narcotic drugs issued by the comtracting parties; secondly by a system of
statistics and informetion cn the production, use, export, import, selzures and
confiscations of maercotic druge; and, thirdly, by sanctlons against countries
violating the conventionse, irrespective of whether thev were parties to the
conventions,

The international monopoly proposed under the interim agreement was
described as an organ of the United Nations; under Article 29 1ts sen'ior staff
would be appointed by the Secretary-General of the United Nations. Such a _
structure would be lnconsistent with the principles of the United Netions Cherter
which did. not allow United Nations -organs to assume commercial functions.

It was idle to try to explain the creation of such a monopoly within the
framework of .the United Nations by the need to stremgthen the control of productior
and trade in marcotic drugs, because the measures in the proposed interim
vag.i'eément were not more effectlve than the exlsting system of Interpational contrel
The proposed: internaticnal menopoly would not guarantee success in the Tight '
agailnst illieit traffic, because such success depsnded mainly on the efforts of
the various govermments concerne,d.

, / As for
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_ As for the national monopolies proposed in the interim agreemeut,
‘that was a matter which was within the domestic Jurisdictlca of various States,
It should be noted that many of the provisions of the interim agreement were
inconsistent with the principle of the govereignty of States and that, contrary
to the provisions of Article 7, paragraph 2, of the Charter, they would allow th.
internaticnal monopoly to intervene in the domestic affaeirs of the centracting
parties, Fer instance, the contracting parties would have to underteke to convo:
their nationael currency ‘into United States dollers. States would have nc
financial supervision over the currency transactions of the munopcly, which would
determine the prices; the currency and various other conditions governing the
sale and purchase of opium. Under the imterim agreement, the mcnopoly weuld
enjoy privileges that would place 1t mutside the control of any State, It would,
for instance, have the right to institute legal proceedings, but weuld itself
enjoy. full immunity, The. organg of the mtematiaaal monopely would emjoy the
same privileges and immunities as diplamatic miss'ems. . .. |

. .In addition to the existing centrol orgens -- the Pemanex;t Central
Opium Board. and the Supervisory Pudy -~ the interim agreement also provided for
the creation of two additlonal organs, co-ordinating committee and International
Purchaaing and selling agency. That wes oleerly inconsistent with the aim of
simplifying the existing, system of international control, as laid down in Econcmic
end: Soclal Council resolution 159 (VII) E and in the draft. single conventien,
\ .. In. the light of all those conslderations 1t would be quite useless to
cozclude an interim agreement to limiy the production:of opium, and his delegation
weas therefore onposed to such an agreement,

. Mr, BORATYNSKI (Poland) supported the USSR representetive, - In his .
opinion, there was .an inherent contradiction beiween the two agreements contems
plated by the Commission. .- The conclusion of the single .convention would meke it
quite unnecesuvary to have an interim agreement, - Furthermore, many of the
provisions of ‘the proposed interim agreement were inconsistent with the primciples
of the United Natiems Charter,.. . = ) ‘

e, AMINIW.
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Mr AMINI (Iran) teought that tne anmnieeion ehould not reopen the -
diecueeion on the advisabllity of concluding an interim agreement, as that
question had. elready been settled The USSR repreeentai'ive would a.lweye hmre tl,
opportunity of commenting on the ve.rioue provisicne of the iaterim agreeme.,t
euch a8 control end prices, when they ceme:;up for discussich in the Cemieeion.

Mr, MORLOCK (Unlted States of Ameriea) said that.hls Goverrmentiwee '
in favqur of e,n international monopoly and.an: international egency, provided the.,
helped to etre,ngthen the control of narootiea and d.id. nnt entdll excessive:
expendi‘oure -

M;r ;CRUISSE (Netherla.nde) agroeed. writh: the USSR representa’oive ‘that some
limitation of production conld. be achievad by. other means then the internationsal
monopoly, in the form which had- been proposed thus i’ar_._ ‘He- 8411l thought,
however, that it we.e'imperetiqe..to-_try i‘.o find some way’ of ‘limiting' productien,

The CHAIRMAN seld.that the commiseion had thus far- :proceeded on the
assumption that it we.e necesee.ry to conclime e,xx interim agreement and . nothing
had happened eince December 195’) to warrant a redical ohange ‘of views on the
matter, There wa§ no inconeietency beimeen the interim agreement and the single
conventiopﬂ,h becauee the principlee of .. the interim agreemsnt would be embodied in
the eingle convention. _.The Cormlesion ehould proceexi with ite work of ‘preparing
en interim agreement

At the informal meeting on the previous day scme memblere of the Commissia
hed expreeeed the opinion the.t 1% would be. ad,vieable to hold closed meetings
when diecueeing the q_ueetion of prices, . »He therei‘ore preposed that. ‘bhe S
Commission should continue to work i.n -“apen,. meetinge » but that 1ts. members should. _
also form a committee of the whole ; ¥hich would ‘hold - informel meetings in privatef.
Neither visitors nor Journaliete would aktend:.those meetings, but minutes wonld "
be kept ‘by the Secretariat for tho use of the membere. - Such info,rmal\meetingev .
would give members of the Cammisesion ample oppostunity to ‘ex'prees thelr views with
perhaps more freedo;n\ and in more detall than would be the case if the meetings
were open to the public e.nd the press, He wished to meke 1t clear that there

/was nothing
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wesnothing secret in the Camission's work, that the Commission's meetings
would still be open to the public and that the only purpose nf arranging

iziformal meetings was to promote speedier agreesment during discusslons hsld :n
private, -

The Commission accepted the Chalrman'!s proposeal.

The meeting rose at 12.35 p.nm, -

19/4 p.m.





