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NEW RULES OX' FROCEDURE 

The CljJ~IRN43; proposed that tile Committee should observe the 

rules of procedure in future discussions: : ,5 
1) No speech should exceed five minutes. 

2) The Committee should try to avoid reconszi!.d~M.qIg ‘.ii;s IdeCi@&ons, 

ISevertheless, If representatives submitted a proposal that called a 

previcus decision in question, the Committee should decide by vote prhether 

to conaider it or not: before taking any decision on the proposal itself, 

One speaker for the proposal and one against it should be heard, 

3) Points that it ha& already been decided to include in the 

Convention shoul& be discussed first; the Committee would then oonsider 

any new proposals, 

4) At the second reading, the Committee should discuss only those 

articles on which no a&reement had been reached at the first reading; other 

articles should be put to the vote forthwith, 

5) The Committee mi@h depart from the rules in order to adogt 

sirqler grocedure.if it unanimously decided to do so., 

I&was decided accordingly. 

ARTICLE FOR THE RROVISIO~J OF MEASURES AGAIl'JST GEHOCIDE TO BE INTE?ODUCED 
INTO lYATIOJ!!AL L~GIS~TIONS. CO'filTINUATION OF THE DISCUSSI5N. 

The CHAIRW~J recalled that the Committee had adopted the text 

proposed by the USSR delegation as a bEisis for discussion, and that the 

representative of Venezuela had submitted an amenbent to that text 

(document R/AC.2Y/SR.l8). Ee invited the members of the Committee to 

continue the discussion on these two drafts. 

14r. MOROZOV (Union of &viet Socialist Republics) stated, that 

there was no great clifference in substance betv7een the two drifts, 
The 

USSR &elegation VOUld be prepared to accept the Venezuelan amendment if 

if 1aj.d greater stress on the urincinl-e nf *ha AI&TY n-~ n..~r----~.----~- L- 



the CE4IRMRN then submitted the following amendment: 1 / 

“The High Contracting Parties shall make such provisions 

in t,heir laws in accordLance with their constitutional procedures 

as will give effect within their borders to the purposes of the 

Convention, ” 

Mr, MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) reW3tted that 

he cou1.d not accept that text, which did not call for a formal undertaking 

by Stat.es and did not esteblish their obligations clearly. 

Moreover, the reservations contained in the phrases “in accordance 

q-74 4-h d-ho-1 yl p.nn.q,-,i f,lrf,i onal nrnr.erhres” and “within t,heir borders” seenled t90 

him SU-$8X’f1UOUS, since it was evident that States could only legislate 

in confox&ty with their cm,stit~tions s.nd in respect Of their OWI territory. 

Speaking as representative of the United States of Amsrica, the 

CEEAIWJ repl$ed that in his country, for instance, the punishment of 

rt ttidar federal crime came under the jurisdiction of each State and no 

/$zisdiction 

yrovide penalties for the prevention and punishment of crimes 01 Genocide. 

He therefore proposed the addition of the folloprinc brords a-t-, the end of 

the text proposed by the representative of Venezuela: ” I. ,and provide 

penalties for these crimes” . 

Mr, PEREZ-PEROZO (Venezuela) : observed that the measures Which 

Governments would undertake to adopt under the terms of his smendment trould 

;.n so far as they dealt with the of necessity be of a penal nature, 

pu&Bhment of the crime. ,/, I 

Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) accepted that 
. 

vievr and said that he trould not press his smendment at its first readin&. 

Speaking as representative of the United States Of JImerica, 
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! : 
~ / Jurisdiction. For that reason he had thought it necessary to include a 
i ,’ 

I reservation regarding respect of the constitutional provisions of each 
> 3 
1~; State. The reservation in no way affected the obligation to be assumed 

i: ” / 
3 ,’ 

by Governments under this article of the Convention. 
,, “, 

II $1 !I 
i 

ti, Naktos proposed replacing the words: “as will give effect to the 
,/ 

[;# purposes of the Convention” ) which Mr, Morozov had found too vague, by the 

g, 
7. 
;$ 1 ; words : “as will give effect to the provisions of the Convention”, 
:: 
;: 

Mr, AZKOUL (Lebanon), Rapporteur, favoured the latter wording, 

,lrhose wider scope covered not only the prevention and punishment of 

genocide but also the other provisions of the convention, such as those 

:relating to the extradition of offenders. 

It was, however, difficult to give a precise definition of what came 

under prevention properly so called; it extended from moral and religious 

instruction to the prohibition of acts immediately preceding the crime. 

States were entitled to select for themselves the measures they 

COnSidered useful and effective for the prevention and punishment of 

genocide, 

. 
Mr, NOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) urged the 

,‘f 
,! 

necessity of asking States for a formal undertaking’ to enact legislation 

foi the prevention and punishment of. genocide. 

The CHAIRMAN agreed to substitute t.he trords “obligate themselves 

to make” for the words “shall make”, At the request of Mr. Perez-Perozo 

‘, 

(Venezuela) he also agreed to delete the words “within their borders” l 

HalTever, he urged the retention of the word “provisions”, As the 

idea of prevention was not defined in the convention, the wording of the 

Venezue1a.n amendment might give rise to unwarranted complaints against 

/ states I 
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States, whd2%h might be accused of not taking the necessary measures in 

that respect. 

sen’htive’s ehdeavour $0’ reach agreement, and asked the USSR representative 

a”/! f;’ 1; ~ 
not to oppose the inclusion of the reservation concerning the respect of !!, ‘. ;> :, 1 

the constitutional provisions of each State, He thought that wi%h such a. 
,; j_ j.‘( 
> /I. 

reservation the convention could be more easily ratified, 
1 

,“?, ’ .$ ,:’ 3 c’ 
‘, ,,. 1:. 

Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) complied with ’ :’ ‘, 

Mr, Perez-Perozo’s request, Nevertheless, he considered the last part of 

the United States amendment inacceptable and maintained that it should be 

replaced by the wording proposed by the Venezuelan delegation. 

Replying to the observations made by the Lebanese representative, 

Mr. RUDZINSKI (Poland) expressed surprise at the objections raised against 

the use of the word “prevention” l He pointed out that States should not 

be put under the sole obligation of punishing crimes of genocide; a moral 
/ 

obligation to prevent them was not sufficient, and such an obligation had 

to be given a legal character by writing it into the Article. 

:: ,, 
I.\ q &: “. .,‘” 7;’ 

I:, +p ,.: i: ,” 3;’ , ) :,x, ’ 
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Mr. PEREZ-PEROZO (Venezuela) recalled that in resolution 

96 (I) the General Assembly had invited Member States to enact the 

necessary legislation "fox the prevention and punishment" of the crime 

of genocide. The convention that the Committee was instructed to 

draft was not a penal code; it was no more a function of the Committee 

to decide what measures States should take fox the prevention of 

genocide than ft was their function to determine the penalties fox 

offenders. 

Mr, LIN MOUSHENG (China), supported by Mr. DEVINJT (France), 

proposed that a vote should be taken. He thought that the pxoposal 

of his delegation (document E/AC.25/SR.18) which differed most from 

the basic text, should be voted on first. 

Mr, PEREZ-PEROZO (Venezuela) said that he would have to 

vote against the Chinese delegationls text because of the words "as 

may be necessary", which weakened the compulsory natuxe of the Article 

by making it poflsible fox any State wishing to evade the obligation 

to take the legielative measures provided fox in the Axticle, to 

declaxe that it did not consider them necessaxy, 

Mx. RUDZINSKI (Poland) and Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics) supported 4&e view expressed by the Venezuelan 

representative, 

Mr. Kormotr addA that the Chinese proposal could not ,be 

regarded as an emendmen,t to hi,s own proposal as it had beensubmitted regarded as an emendmen,t to hi,s own proposal as it had beensubmitted 

before the latter. before the latter. As tho Committee had d.ecid.ed to use the USSR As tho Committee had d.ecid.ed to use the USSR 

draft as a basic text, that Was ,the text that should be put to the draft as a basic text, that Was ,the text that should be put to the 

vote first. vote first. ,. ,. 
‘v ‘v 

."/Tha Chairman ."/Tha Chairman 



The CMIRIb%N asked the Committee to decide whether a vote 

~"rtu~lld. be taken first on the Chinese &legation's draft, P~U~II~. be taken first on the Chinese &legation's draft, 

___-._ 

Mx. RUDZINSKI (PoLRnd) then Tormnl3.y prupu~~n thi, mu) 

words “as may be necessary” be deleted from the text submitted by the 

Chinese delegation and replaced by the words "and the other punishable 

acts defined in the present convention," acts defined in the present convention6" 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that this amendment was tantamount .' 

in those circumstances, he feared that it was not admisuible. 

Mr, LIN MOUSHENG (China) agxeed to d.elete the words "as may 

be necessary", and proposed the following new wording: "The High Con- 

txacting Parties lmdertake $0 enact the necessary legislation for the 

prevention and. punishment of genocide", which was identical with that 

of the General Assembly's resolution. He felt that this more general 

formula would lead more States to adhere to the conventicn. 

Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that 

'jL there was no reason for xegading the C‘n-lnese proposal as one to which 
) 

no amendment 00uLa bs proposed. He proposed completing Mx. Lin Mcu'tilieng's : 

new text by the addition of the words: "as prOvidea for in the present 

convention". 

ME. LII!; MOUSHENG (China) acc;epte& the amendment. i $ 

Speaking as representative of the United States of America, 

the CHAIRMAN askeg that the new text should. include the reservation 

regarding rasped of the constitutional provisions of each State and. 

"fox the prevention and punishment of genocide" urge& that the words: 

;., '.. /be g2@aceb 

(i 
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be xbplaced by the word5: “to give effect to the provisione of the 

present convention”. 

&, ‘~ZIRKI (Poland) pointed out that this proposal too, 

‘: 
amounted $0 reverting to the text of a previous proposal and. Conse- 

quentL,y it should also be regarded- as inadrnissable. 

The CpfUINAN asked the Committee whether they %$!&Bed that the 

proposal of the United Statee delegation should be put to the vote. 

The Committee decided ‘by lour votes to two, with one 
abstentj.on,tbut the United States proposal $0 the vote. 

The CHKEMAB put to the vote the text of the draft Article 

submittea by the Chinese delegation and amended it to read as follows: 

“The Iii&h Contracting Parties undertake to enact the necesetiy 

iegislation, in accordance with their constitutional procedures, to give 

effect to the provFsions of the prlessnt convention .‘I 

The Committee approved this text by four votes to three 

Mb. MOBOZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Ftegublics) regretted 

that he was obligea to proteet against the yroceciure that had been fol- 

lowed, Two amendments to the same textj submit&d in the same groceaural 

conditions, had been the subject of diametrically opposite rulings from 

the Chair regarding their admissibliity. Such e. manner of conducting 

the debates could not contri’bute to the normal progress of the Committee 8s 

w ark , 

In explanation of his vote against the proposed. text, he said that 

he haa OPPOsed it because, in its present form, it did, not guarantee the 

real and Wacticnr~. adoption of legislation for the prevention and punish- 

ment of Renocide , Moreover, this text dicl not take account of the pre- 

vention and punishment of incitement to racial,national and religious hatred. : 

/Consequently 
:. 

I ‘\ 

,1 
. 
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Consequently, the USSR &legation reserved the right to raise the 

matter again during the second reading of the draft convention, 

The CHAIFU@N recslled that following u-pan the observation 

of the Polish representative concerning the admissibility of the 

United. States proposal, he had consulted the Committee which had 

itself decided by a vote that this proposal be voted on. 

The meeting terminated at 1:30 p.m. 

1' .[, 

., 


