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CONSIDERATION OF THE IMP:'lUAT'LO~~S .1\1'11) C(mS~T,T!::N('''ES OF ESTAt_::"JHING AN

INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COUR'.t'

Mr. MERLE (Froooc) snid that the estc.blishment vt an international

erim1nal court. involved the aeoe'itanoe ot a torm of'inter::-..itional c::-imi::lal lav

and its appliea~ion.by 8 p,,:r''.DaIlent body. ~or the purPC:"03 of application,

, eone:rete methods for er.."'ora1ng 'the 1ll.'W would llo.ve to be devi8~d. Toot was the

centra.l issue before the Committee, and i'ts aolu·:":.:>n depended on th':' measure

of agreement reaehed on th~ee methods. H1~ f=lc~at10n OOd81~eys supported

the principle tha1; some 1'orm c:: i::lter!lst:!.onal Cl':' 'r.' '181 ju::-:'sdiction should be

e·101ved.

The aomments by the United lani.i2.dll Go\"~rnme~t (A/2',c6), which' suggested

that the establishment of the -.,:opoaea court waG useless ~nd even dsngerous , were

aome'What eXl:l.ggerated. Its e8tri:)lisbm<;nt would ~ot be useless because it was

desirable to have so~e form of permanent jurisdict~0~ to deal with international

crimes such as breaches of .:.; pccce , There ,:':'8 3::i.SO So lJ~~;'; ..;~.cal and immediate

need for such a body to dea: 'With proceeding-I'l in cases" such a5 the Oradour

atrocities eom~itted in Fr.r.~~ .. whi~h i~v~lved conf:ic~s of national and

intel;'national la·~. Tbo.t ....:'i.!"ticula:.- case ';ou.ld have been easier to .settle

if recourse to some form ot in'~~rnational er1ulnal jurisdic ';lon bad been

possible. It was unl~k~ly that ~ international t:":·~.l..inal cuurt of tbe type

contemplated 'Woulc::. di')):'\;.pt wo~ld pce.se ,

It would be inadviaab:e to brinJ th~ international c=~minal court , if

established, i~to too ~lose 8 re~3tionship ~1th tae United Na~ions &3 s~ch an

arrangement WOuJ~'. entail !I."':'E'l aezaous r1d~3 nnd might wic.~n eXisting gaps. The

traditional pl'1nc1ple c": the vO~:.l..~tary eeeesc.lcn 01' states .scould be respected.

Accession to tbe statute of the oourt wou:i.d help J• .J extend ~ts competence. The

best method ef promoting 'the de\l'clcpm.e~t of ::~ incerna.t~onal er1m1nal jl.lr1sdictior

would therefo::-~ be to provide fer "the eourtto .oBt.:"'lish~~t by voluntary aecesaxon
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Mr. LOOMES (Aust:alia) reca) led th<:i'. hi,e .delegation's position had been
~ < •.) • •

made clear at the" fifth' session ol th~' Ge~er~l A' "'embly and , after studying the

Com~ittee's ?=port (A!21;() at tr-~ seventh sessio~, it had found no new element
, .

and no new development.in inte~r.at~onal rela~ions to, justify any change of
• • ~. : • ' • I , ~

position. The e~tabiishmen4~ 0-:' ai. inte~natio'1al ~r7minal ~("'rt was a noble ideal

to which he'was not opposed, but the method and t1m~ng of its establishment were..'. " .... . .' ... .
altogether dif~~rent matters. A ncces~ary ~L~lica~ion c: a decision to set up. '

such a court on a permanent. world cads a s ccntract.ed with an ~d hee... procedure

when an emergency arises, ~ _~ t~nt. ger:.:~':ll sup~ort of the orgsn~~ed internat:iona]..
•. ' ; •••,' u. I •.•

commUnitJ was available. At preaerrt , in th~ :_,,,;~ of try Government, theJ;'e was no

warrant for considering test that'support existed~ The acid test of,the

practicability of the ,pr~j~ct wa~ ~he exten~ to. which State~ were prepared to

recognize its jurisdic '~ion~

In the 'Sixth Committee aot th", seventh session of the Gel.':~al Assembly, his

delegation had remarked that the Committee's ~eport raised two important q~es~ion6

whether the court\1Ould have suffi~ient ·,."Jrk +·0 justify its es'tabl.Lshmerrt and

whether States' "loul':;' ,-onfer 'J.:;?on it bt:.:..ficient jurisdiction for it 'to operate. . , .
effecti,;e"ly; if they weJ.:~ not so prepared, 'when vou'ld the~~ be , Re considered

• ~ -' 'I . • •

that most st~tcs were not at ~he mom~nt ,;illing to grant the court such

jurisdictior,. ~~'me Stl\tl.: felt that the cm.':",t could exercise a limi'ted "form of

jurisdiction in'dealing with certain crimes of'ir~=rnational concern such as the

illicit tiade in n~rcotic erug~~ but s~ch crines ~ere already cov~red for the most

Pdrt by international bilateri~l and mult~13~~ral agreem~nts and could be

effectiVely de~lt' with b'y na:;:'::,:.al cour-tc ,

The Australian, Government aahe~ed to those view~, and its ~u6ition in the

matter was rese"ved.

Re f'J.lly agreed with t~e Israel repr0sentativ:'s remarks regarding

paragraph 12 of the Committ':"t;'s R~'Po~t, '"hich safd 'that no member of,the Committee,
•• •I. •

by participating in its deliberations tine voti....:; on any draft texts, would commit,

his government to any of th~ decisions which the COI:~~ttee ~i~ht eventually ad~pt.

Despite the views which he had outlined, he vouLd not be adver-se to further study

of the supject; in fact Austral";'s had supported G":!leral Assembly resolution

687 (VII).
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'Mr~ PEREZ PEROZO (Venezue'~la) l·eca~.led that his delegation had constantly

opposed th~ establishment of en international crim~nal j~'iBdiction for reasons

which had been explained in full. But, Venezue~e having been elected to the

Committee, cia duty w~s t v participate in the discuspion o~ whatever was of concer~

to the United Nations. Ris J;a:':ticipation ... ould in ,~O '~:lay prejudge his de Legat.Lorl.

attitude in the General Assen:·.;l~'.

A general. discussion of J..;he trsJ:/cer was not .jus'~ified because it had alre~dy

been fUlly and carefu~ly considered at various time3 in United Nations bodies.

The exact pos'itica of each gove::.-nment rt:~';"e!::ented on the Committee was well known.

Referring to General .'..:aec·:- ....:,' re2u:'t:tion 687 (VIf) j paragraph :3 (a) (i); he

said that the Committee would encounte~ seric~s difficulties if it tried to explor~

the implications and consequences of establishing the proposed court before it kne~

what would be the court's nature, o~ganization and compete=~e and relationship to

the'United Nations.

The matter of compe'teuce was fundamental t.o a proper st'.lay of those

implications and consequences. As was well known, the draft statute would not

grant the court the neces£~ry competencE; it left the question of compe:tence to

be settled by convent.tons , special agreements or t:,nilateral declarations.

In addition, it was a~so necessary to know what cateF0ries of crimes would

be brought before the court. If the ccurt had to deal merely With minor crimes

and offences against int~rnaticnal law, suer. as the white slave traffic,

counterfeiting and traffic in obscene 'Public&tiC'~.8, the implications and

consequences vlOuld not be ~he Dane as if it had to, deal with crimes against

international peace and security. The precie~vatio~ of peace and security was the

main reason for the existence c~ the United ~~~~ions, where3s tbe prevention and

punishment of the former crimeB would be the responcibility of the court.

If the co~rt, in d~aling ~ith a crime against interLotionallaw, imposed a

sentence which mi3ht disturb worlc3 peace, the Sec\l::."ity Council and the Genel'31

Assembly could not T~main indif~~rent~ The United Nations would probably r~ject

the court's decision. It might be possible to proceed on tr.~ basis of alternative

methods ~nd list· the various implications and consequences for each alternative,

but the 'main disadva.ntage of such a method vas that there w:Juld be too many

hypotheses.

Three methoc" by which an international criminal court c:ight be established

had been suggested: by a conventaon, by 6 General Assembly revolution and by an
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amendment of the Charter. It might alsn' be ~ossibl~ to set'up a criminal chamber
, ,.. . : •. .. .~! " . . •. ,

in the International Court of; Justice, btit the Int.ernational I.8TI1 COlIUIiission had

studied and dismissed "bhat possibility at' its second session. The current
. .f.' •

international situatiop ~as such that any revision of t~a Charter would be impeded

by the use of the veto. But such a proc~dure should not be di~mi~sed~altogether
,

as there were signs of an icprovement ~u international relations. At all events,

the establishment of the cou~t would take some ~ime ane incr~asing harmony among
, '

States might lean everrtuaLl.y to general agreement that. the Charter should be

revised.

So far there' had been no' satisfactory ans.rer 'eo the arcument that !l General

Assembly resoluM.en estabEshing the court would not be meniatorynor to the
I ', . ,

ohjection that the General Assembly would find it difficult to establish the court

as one of its. subsidiary orbans, under Article 22 of the Charter, and to delegate

to'it judicial powers which the parent body d~d no~ itself possess.

The conver.tion method would tend to weaken the univer8~1 character of the

court, and it was Unclear wh~t the relationship between the court and the Uniteq
. . ~ .

Nations would be under a convention ~o which not all Member States, but possibly

some non-member States, were parties.

Despite ~ho~e obje~tiLns auu difficulties, the Committee should proceed in. ,

accordance With its terms of !'cfere-nce and r acommend to the General Assembly the

best method by whidh the cour-t ',night be established.

Mr. \~~G (Chi~a) saia that the quest~on of the court's establishment had

.b&en'carefully stuGied by the' Internatio~alLawCo~mis6ion and the Sixth Committee

of the General Assemb,lY, but, so far no aGreement had been reached , There w~re'
, '

three schools of'thought. The first co~sidered the ec.tablichment of such a' court

to be an 'infringeme"n~ of the sovereignty of Member States; the second that its

establishment was, p:emature at, t~e ~o~ent; the third favo~red the idea of a court

and, in order to E:.void disagreement on immediate L"sues, th0Ught that it 'should
, • • I

first be establisted and th~tthe difficulties should be overlooked in th~ hope

that :i,nternational relat:,ons would i'illprove in the future.

With regard to the fir2t position, ~~ said that absolute soverei~ntywas a

thing of the 'past. Ihe objection advanced by the second group, tha~ States were

not at the moment prepared to co~operate,'could'be8pp~ied 'to all international

organizations: The d"nai: decisio~ or~~a~'::'i~gthe 'establis~ent of the projec~ed
-.:...
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court rested with individual States. A change of hCdrt wa~ ~eeded; the idea of

an internationa~criminal cour~ was neW and should r.~t be judged on the basis of

out-dated traditional tenet3. The ?osi.tion dopted by t:.e third group was

contradictory: they wanted to see a court estab'Lf.sbed but Were unwilling to assume

any commitments. , But if the s~atute o~ the co~rt did not grant it effective.
jurisdiction l there would be little ch",.l3;e ire' existinn' international practice,

If the majority favoured the estab:ish~ent of ~he court, its statute should

not be a fralLework but should inc7......ide subst ...•tive provisions for its effective

operation.

Mr. MG~DEZ (Phili-;pinee) recalled that his delegation. had adopted a not
, '

altogether negative position in the Sixt~ Committee of the General Assembly; it

had appreciated the t;.~!'itB 0::' an intc::,''.aJ:.iona'l criminal court but had pointed out

the eXisting handicaps such as the absence of an int~rnati~~al code of offences

Whereby to determine the guilt of a partiCUlar party. There were, however, a

good number of known offp,K:es nov of a more C~ less interr.ational character, such

as piracy, traffic ,in slaves, wome:! and children, counterfeiting, forced labour

camps , 'and ge'noc tde , As~..:'l.e f10tl those, were the crimes against peace, violations

of the laws of ~~r; and crimes asainst hum~~~ty, established before the NUrnberg

and Tokyo tribunals. There voul.d thus be. suffi~ient basis !'or the organized

existence of an international c:::i.minal authority. It had also noted that the

political c,limate was not f'.:..vo....::-a't-'!.e 'because c.?rtain staves were jealous of their

sovereignty. There was, on the other hand, a pressing need for an international

criminal jt'l.rlsdiction. Th~ ~ot:.rt shc1.:!.lc. be S0 organized as to operate effectivel;y

in peace as in war.

It haa been asse:'te~ tlmt the Charter conrer~ea ~o penal authority upon the

United Nations. Yet "",he Char ...er had created the Ii.ternational Court of Justice.

The jUdges of the international c our-t were civil lC~'lyers but they arrived at their

conclusions in much the sarr.e way a~ judges specializing in cr~minal law. Their

competence mighJ
.:, be extended to cover :'nternational criminal cases or, in the

future when judges were elected to the i~~;rnational court, their competence in

criminal law might'\:- taken ::nto acc oczt , Article 34 of the statute of the

International Court of JU2tice did not debar t~c Court from hearing criminal

proceedings a~a ". ,'st St,ates •



""...~,."". ,,,' ..,.'.
A/AC.65/sR~2
English
Page 8

That the Statute of the Internationa~ CC'·-t ef Justice formed an i:-:te:;ral

part of the Un~ted Nations Charter, put the latt;r ~3S not ~n immutable instrument

and was subject to amenduerrc , Art,icl ~ 34 of the Statute might ther!,!fore be

amended to allow individuals to be ps..L<:ies in cases be:'cre the Court. The

criminal lia.bil,ity of individua's was ci.e of the principl..·., formuleted by the

Nurnberg triaLS.

Establishment of an interna'~ional oriminal cour ... by a resolution of the. .
General Assembly, if ~doptec' .:l a la~'ge tliajorit;r, would have a powerful effect and

carry great authority.

The task of member-s or tee Comm:'t-cee \;83 not so much to submit the views of

their respective goverrment.s as to arrive 3:C a so:'ution whicll would be in the

general interest. If they in~:'oted on :Pre,~udging the issue, they would be

defeating the purpose of the Committee.

Mr. ROLING (Netherlands) s~id the Committee's tG~ms of reference made it

qUite clear that i"Cs function was to study the impiicatione and consequences of

establishing an :~ternatio~al criminal co~t. The question vpether or pot such a

court should be establiF~ed was one which t~e Committee nee~ not discuss. That

was a question to be ar·;swered later 'by the General Assembly. It shculd proceed or

the assumption that the court would b~ establ ~.shed; its task was to submit to the

General Assemc:~r the best possi~le statute for the ~ourt and to indicate to the

Assembly the advantages u~d di:advantages of the various methods by which the

court might be established. 'Toe resu:t of votes taken in the Committee would not

be as important as the strength of the arguments it prese;:ted and :the 1n+:J:':l...... lC

value of its ~easoning.

The, Committee's terms of reference therefore p1-"'ed it in a rather special

positiori. Members would net, ".:.= serving a very usef'ul, purpoce by merely stating

that their respective Govern=~n~s ~~re opposed to the establishment of an

international criminal court. Th~y sho~lo nevertheless co-operate in drafting a

statute which would gain wide acceptance.

Governtserrts which 0P:P0sed t:he esta.b Lf.shmerrt of an inter:".3tional crimin£i 1. court

did so because a limit~tion would be placed upon their uoverelgn rights, and

becau~e action by ~~e court would constitute interfer!,!nce in the domestic aff~irs

of States and hence violate the spirit of the Charter. SOwe States considered the

concept of absolut~ St~te Bovere10nty to be the ke~stone of international relations
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They failed to realize that state sovereignty was limited by international law and

that it was within the sovereign rights (;f a State to enter into international

agreements limiting its sovereignty. Other States realized that sovereignty was

not the principal issue. A sense of interdependence had emerged in the world d
upon which the concept of international criminal jurisdiction was b~sed. The

idea of common action to curb a common evil was gaining recognition. A. .

significant recent development was the growing recognition of the rights and

liabilities of individuals in international law.

One of the essential prereqUisites of international criminal

jurisdiction was confidence that en international criminal

court would act in the general interest. That condition could not 'be met if

people con~inued to mistrust all foreigners. That such mistrust existed was

undeniable. On the other hand, it could not be said that no State would place its

nationals under the jUrisdiction of an international criminal court. In Europe

such international criminal jurisdiction had already been established, in a

limited form, under the High Authority of the European Coal and Steel Community,
~

to which six States were parties.

The tendency to judge international activity by common standards of morality

would be strengthened by the existence of an international criminal court. While

a mere denunciation of aggression would not prevent the commission of the offence,

it would nevertheless make it more difficult for a government to enlist popular

support for its aggressive policy.

However, the existence of strong moral feelings in international affairs

gave rise to some danger and could be the cause of war. The ultimate function of

moral and legal rules was to establis~ and promote the general well-being, which,

in the international field, was peace. Too rigid an applicatipn of the law might

however interfere with that fuulction an1 do more harm than good. Maintenance of

peace should therefore be the paramount consideration, even if it meant that

international crimes in some specific cases would not be prosecuted. Any

international criminal jurisdiction to be established should provide for the

means to solve the problems of the rare, but possi.ble, conflict between the

maintenance of justice and the maintenance of peace.

Mr. VALLAT (United Kingdom) said t~~t, by contrast with the impression

~pn8Tently 9revailin~ in the minds of aome representatives, his own delegationls

.:
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view was that the Committee consisted not of experts but of government

representatives.

The Netherlands representative had suggested that the Committee should not

discuss the question whether or not an international criminal court should be

set up. ~C~ United Kingdom delegation felt that the Committee could not

disregard that question if it intended fully to explore the implications and

consequences of establishing the court. It therefore felt free to express its

views on that question as it ~id on other questions, without in any way committing

the United Kinp-'1/')m Government.

Mr. ROLING (Netherlands) observed that the Commi~~~e, by proceeding on

the assumption that an international criminal court would be established, would

not in any way b~ prejudging the final decision to be taken in the matter by the

General Assembly.

Mr. BOZOVIC (Yugoslavia) said that the Yugoslav Government wes keenly

interested in the question of the establishment of an international crIminal

court, the need for collective action having been proved-by the tr~als of war

criminals held after the Second World War at Nurnberg and Tokyo.

However, the war crimes trials had been a historical necessity and although

the establishment of such ~ hoc tribunals might again prove necess~ry in the

future, there was no reason to set up a permanent court immediately. The primary

consideration, in a discussion concerning the establishment of the cOt~t, was

whether it could function effectively. His delegation ha~ serious dc>ubts on that

score, particularly in the present international situation. Moreover, there was

the question whether particular states would accept the court's juriscliction if

acceptance involved a limitation or even waiver of their sovereign rights. The

problem before the Committee was therefore idealistic rather than realistic.

With regard 1:;0 the method by which the court would be established., three

possibilities had been mentioned: an amendment of the Charter, a Gener'a l, Assembly

resolution, and a multilateral convention. Under existing circumstances, the

first method was bound to fail; and so far as the second method was concerned, it

should be borne in mind that a General Assembly resolution would not be binding

upon Member States since the Assembly had merely recommending powers.

His delegation was not opposed to the idea of establishing an international

criminal court; indeed, it intended to ao-operate fully in the work of the

..... r}·-:i
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Committee. Howe~er, it doubted that the question had reached the stage at which

a diviai[lg line could be drawn between philosophicaJ. considerations and practical

application. The attitude of the Yugoslav delegation voutd therefore depend

entirely on future developments in the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN recalled tbat the 1951 Committee, meeting in Geneva, had

held discussions in general terms lasting for three days; he had then concluded

that, if an international criminal court was established, that court would embody

the majority ideas of the Committee whether individual members regarded themselves

as representatives of governments, BS experte or as private persons. It was the

present Committee's function to decide, ll1 csse the competent organs agreed that

a court was to be established, what type of court it should be.

Mr. WANG (China) felt that there was a difference between the present

Committee' 6 terms of reference and thorm of the 1951 Committee. In Geneva he

had objected to the Committee's discussing the question of whether the court

should or should not be established; bnt the "implications and consequences of

establishing an international criminal court" could not be explored Without some

consideration of that question. In his own view t.he main purpose of the General

Assembly and of the Sixth Committee in setting up the present Committee had been

to give full examination to that very question.

Mr. Pt;.rez Peroz<? (Veneztle1~.Y.!E.e-Cha:i,rman) took the Chair. ~

Mr. MORRIS (United States of America) pointed out that the 1951

Committee had recorded its opinion thAt in the view of the General Assembly a

deci.sion as to the advisability of an international criminal court could not be

reached purely on the basis of a discussion of principle in the abstract, and that

the Committee had been set up with the primary d'lt~1' of making concrete proposels

in the form of a draft statute. That did not mean that members of the Committee

were debarred from expressions of opinion on the desirability of a court;

furthermore, indiVidual statemento and votes in the Committee did not bind

governments to any subsequent course of action.
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In the Sixth committee, on 17 November 1952, he had explained that the

United States delegation approached the subject of an international criminal

court with an open mind, while willing and pleased to co-operate in exploring all

aspects of such a possible institution, without committing its Government in

relation to future action, and with the proviso that the United states would not

favour any proposal giving the court any authority which would impair, or tend to

impair, the rights of individuals under the United States Constitution.

Mr. Morris {United Stat~e of Am~~lca), Chairmanl resumed the Ch~.

Mr. VALLAT (United Kingdom) expressed his wi.llingness to co-operate in

the work of the Commi~tee, without prejudice to his Government's known attitude

of scepticism concerning the possibility or desirability of establishing an

international criminal court at that stage.

METHODS BY WHICH AN INTERNATIONAL CRIMINl,L COURT HIGHT BE ESTABLISHED

Mr. MAKTOS (United States of America) proposed that the court should

be established by a resolution of the General Assembly, to which should be

annexed the draft statute, stipulatipg that the court would come into being after

a specified number of States had agreed to submit to its jurisdiction in respect

of certain crimes. That method would meet the views, first, of the French

representative who favoured the court's establishment by the gradual voluntary

accession of Sta~sj secondly, of the Australian representative who, quite

rightly, regarded active acceptance of the court by a sufficient pumber of States

as the "acid test"; and third, of the Yugoslav representative who wondered which

States, if any, would Bubmit themselves to the court's jurisdiction.

The Australian representative's objection that the court might not have

enough work to do was met by article 3 of the draft statute which provided that

sessions should be called only when matters before it required consideration.
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Th~ Yonezu.elen re~l"8~e:nt~t1ve en~ the, Chai~.nha.d. e~assad the 'rish. .. .

tm.t the' dl"a.t'~:. statute showl cOl1te1n lIl':xN substrJ.!lce and s~c1fy the crimes. . . . .

o~r '\o1h1ch the court should have Jur:l.lJPd.iction, and the Chinese representative

Wished g3nocide to' be specit~e&n4"~J1ti.oned; but, es the work e::ltailed in

dJ.'nf'ting t~ CCL7Gntion on CGnccid3 had. sh<.N'.a, the eefinition of c!'imes was a

lv.e,thy process. To inclu<1o such c1af1u1tions in the draft sta.tute to be,
sublll1ttec. b~r the Camni tte8 \Tould involve eo heavy taak.. besides endangering

tho genarz.i e.oc3,~ability r:;! ~j",~e ste'liute. A better 111G'tho..'\ \rould 'bo eo to

estll.blish the cO'.U't that states 'Uiehicg to submit to its jur~sdiction in

respsot 01: a particular er1m3 should moat to define thet _crime 8rd enter into

a convention'to that effect.

Th3 question oi securinB th~ ~cteDdanco of witnesses at sessions of the

court could. be eol"1ed by th9 1~ol',~sioll.. in the level"al conventiOtls, of a

prOfbion 'that any ,state ra.tii'ying a eiva!l, convention· undertook to p.mish by

tine or ~mprilScnment any ~roon refusing to a.pFCEU" as a witness before the'

intel'national cr1mineJ. cowrt.A sit111ar :provision eouldsolve the pt"oblem

of the execution of eentencos.

Judges should. 'be e:!.ectud 'lJy .....1:0 C'..eneral Assc::nbl;yj that l!auld confer

prevtige e.m moral authority upon 'the court "i1thou,t binding Members of the

Assemb1J to sui:m1t to the co.u1;'s ,jurisdiction in respect of p:lrticular crimes .., ,

,.and Vithout departing 1'1'cm the ..prjncipla/that tho court would not function

I in the abGence of 8. need ~ar' ita eerv ioe3 •
I

. Replyins.to a point raised by·~. ROB1mCN (Israel) rce;arding the

Go713!"al Assembly'Goon&t1tut1onnl P"~' to cnabUGhtribuntUs, lta'. Ml\KTOS

(1jiu~~ States of !mer1ca) ob~erv.f4 that,. accor41ng to his Foposal.. the

~imGtG cause et. eatabl1shment of tb.3 court waw.4' 'be a ceries of conventions

~en States. ihs question l:hethu 'the court ,;~~ be a iUbJ141~ orgen

ot~ the Assembly, ~ vheth~r tho ASGambly WD caapJt.ont to e~eh it, vou.14

~"tore .not. e.r100. Furthemore, non-c:;coor.s~~,vould than be-ftOH -V1ll.11:l.g
t ',



to t.cc~:le to r.~'t:~Cu:'.aI· eoAr:eU~i'irlJJl wh~rabythey'W'ouldsu'bm:1t to the court's
I ,

Jur:Led1c·tiol1 in res;rect or ~i(.}ular ~r:lmas. An aDaJ..ogcu.s case_was ~t ~

thet Convention on the DeoJ.aret1co of Death ot Missing Pe~0D8" vh1ch .had

established a tureau '\lhieh w::l!J not e. United ;t.Te.t10118 ag3ncy~....
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