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1, GENERAL DISCUSSION (item 2 of the agenda){continued) .
1. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee td resume the general
discussion.
2. Sir Frank SOSKICE (United Kingdom) commended the Secretary-

General on the useful study (A/AC.48/1) which he had subtmitted to the
Cecmmittee and from which the United Kingdom delegativn had derived cwnsiderable

assistance,

3. He was not quite sure as to the precise scope of the discussion in view
of the Committee's terms of rcference laid down by the.General Assembly. The
Chairman might consider that those terme of reference required the Committee
to formulate proposals, and rule that they did not require it to consider
vwhether or not it was possible to wsrk but some practical scheme. He hoped
that the latter view would be taken, because in stating the United Kingdom
Government'c view he wished to bring tO the nutice Of the Committee some
fundamental difficulties which his Government had felt when considering

the proposal to establish an internativnal criminal éourt.

4.  Whatever the ruling from the Chair, he would submit that such general
difficulties would be relevant to any discussion upon which the Committee
might embark, because if the objections he was about to bring were well
founded it would be nscessary to try to find some way of overcoming them.

Even if it were out of order to argue that the proposal to set up an inter~
national criminal court was an impractical one, the Committee would note that
the General iAssembly had referred the matter to it on the understanding that
any scheme for the constitution of the court would be impossible unless based
on spevific proposals. He noped therefore that the arguments he would adduce
would be considered,first, as tending to show that the project was impossible
to realize, and secondly that, even if the Committee were cormitted to
formulating such a project, the latter would have no real value unless such
fundamental difficulties were disposed of. It would be readily agreed that
the Committee's proposals to the General assembly must be strictly pré;ticable.
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5 While streasing the ideal of international co-overation, of which the
United Nations was a symbol, he frankly admitted that, after deeply pondering
vhe proposal, he would prefer that no international court Qith eriminal
‘arisdiction should be set up at that stage in the development of communal
effort and purposc¢ between the nations of the world, which, in the considered
vicw of his Government, were not yeb ready for such an important and
ultimately highly desirable dev. lopment in world affairs. His Govermment

had by its actions repeatedly shown its faith in the Unived Nations, and had
always taken a lca&ing part in bringing causes of dispute in which it was
concerned to the arbitrament of the International.Court of Justice. 1In the
proposal to s«<t up an international eriminal court, however, there were, in
his view, very real dangers at the present stage to the further development of
internaticnal good-feecling and joint endeavour. For that reason, he felt that
the Committee should report against the setting up of such a court. The
following were some of the reasons why uis Government had come to hold that

vicw.

6. First, it had to be considered in what circumstances such a court might
be called upon to fuﬁhtion; what persons were likely to be accused of offences
against international law; and what ths likely effect would be of an attempt
to bring such persons bcfore an iﬁternational criminal court, In the past,
there had been dangerous ideological movements clearly offending against, and
urging others to offend against, the rules of international law and conduct.
In country after country deadly doctrines had bevn preached by and centred
upon the personality of an individual or individuals whose activities had been
foreced upon the notice of peoples of other nations, and who through influence,
oraetory ana the play of political and sociul circuwustances had been able to
carry with them the thoughts of large numbers of their fellow citizens and to
urge the latter to courses of action which ¢ivilized persons could not but:

2CiGen 8§ inturnational crimes.

~
.

Lorotimes suca a figure emerged as a revolutionary force in defiance of

oo gov rim.ont of his country; sometimes he was actually a spokesman, an agent
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or a representative of that government., Taking the latter ecategory first,
let the case be imagined of a govermment led by such individuals ani piocdgod
to some violently anti-social policy. The government did not genmerally scigs
upon the imaginetion of the people and control its thoughts, vxeept af periocs
when the people of the country were in a great cmotional disturbance, perhaps
a8 the result of some great revolutionary upheaval. Histury peric:ic.lly
showed how war and the extermination of races and similar internatlon-l erimes
could become the avowed objects of governmental poliey so that the whols natic.,
concerned passed through a period when its passions were distortasd and infused
with bitter malevolence, impelling it to commlt war erimes on a large scouae,
Much as they were to be deplored, such episodes might reccur. To functicn
properly, an international court of criminal jurisdiction would have to
possess the means of bringing before itself the protagonists of such an
~ideology. If it was powerless to do so, it would inevitably become an

object of contempt and utterly fail in its function. The United Kingdom
Government had asked itself what would happen if such turbulent individuals,
generally gifted with powere of oratory and a capacity to excite passions

and prejudices, again appeared on the scene. 1f an international criminal
court existed, its duty would be to try and condemn such persons, if properly
brought before it, It was vir&tually certain, however, that any attempt to
bring them tefore the court would never be made with the consent of the
government concerned, orv without violent objection by the people which
supported them, The upshot would be that the court would become a batile-
ground of poiitical passions rather than a forum of justiec operating in that
atmosphere of calm and dignity whir: was of the very essence of any system of
justice. In his view, there would be but few cases where such a situation
would not obtain. If that view were sound, the court, instead of prexsting
the ideal of a single civilized world bent on asserting and cnforcing uniform
standards of international conduct, would become a focal point of international
discord; and that would be a cogent reason for reporting against the

desirability of setting up such a court at the present stage when the peoples
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of the world were stlll divided by international stresses and strains, And
even if that were not a good reason for reporting against the project '
altogether, he hoped the Committee would agree that there would be no value
in suggesting a scheme to the General Assembly which failed to take full
account of, and provide & solution for, that difficulty.

8. There was then the question of the proper method of bringing such an
individual or group of individuals before the court, often ageinst the wishes
of the goverrment concerned and in the teecth of opposition from mahy of the
individusal's counirymen. Would force be used? If so, would the duty of
bringing them before the court by force be vested in the Security Council?

And what would then happen if the veto was exercised in the Security Couneil?
It would surely be most unfortunate and & great source of internationsl i1l-
will and misunderstanding if scme countries could, by the exercise of the veto,
prevent their own nationals being bBrought before the court, while other
countries not being members of the Security Council,;would be unable to do so.
What other body could be entrusted with the duty of hailing a person befors
such a court? Even the International Court of Justice had no power to
execute its own Judgments, the enforcement of which was left to the Security
Council. On the other hand, if the proposed court was not in a position to
insist on an accused person being brought vefore '+, it would be placed in an
impossible position; lawless countries would be free to flout its jurisdiction,
and the more lawless the counhry the more impotent would the process of the
court be to dispense Jjustice; and it was in such lawlese countries that
porsons guilty of international crimes would be most likely to be found.

9. Again, the question of nétional laws relating to extraditioa required
careful consideration, The domestic systems of law in many countries did not
allow those who had taken refuge there to be extradited for the commission of
political offences, and it would be a matter of very acute controversy among
the citizens of such countries as to how far they should agree to change their
domestic laws so as to make it possible to hand over such political refugees.
That might not prove an insgperable difficulty, for international crimes might
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possibly be so defined as to differentiate the doctrines upon which they
reposed from the category of subjects on which civilized persons might haveg
strongly opposed views., It would, however, be a matter of very considerable
difficulty to formulate crimes so as not to infringe unduly upon the
limitations of extradition embodied in domestic systems of law.,

10, Another problem for consideration was the question of the rules of
procedure by which such a person would be tried. Many peoples, like the
British people, had great faith in the criminal code to which they were
accustomed, certain‘basic principles of which were regarded as of great
importance, as, for instance, in the United Kingdom, the principle that in
general an accused person was bresumed to be innocent until he had been proved
guilty. The United Kingdom had the strictest rules of evidence; matters of
hearsay were in general excluded; there were most rigid requirements as to the
proof of the content of Jdocuments, and very great importance was attached to
cross-examination of the accused by counsel, Not all countries agreed with
some of those principles. . He was sure that in the administration of its own
criminal law each country had fundamental doctrines, the rigid observance of
which was regarded as indispensable and even sacrosanct. Those doctrines
differed from country to country, and even although in their broad essentials
they might resemble one another, ther none the less had basic points of
difference.

11. Any code adopted by an international eriminal court would in the very
nature of things have to represent a compromise between different systems of
ceriminal law., Thus, when a popular; influential figure was brought before an
international criminal court, it might be considered an iniquity by scme that
he was to be tried by rules of procedure alien to and different from the rules
followed in his own country. But a compromise code of criminal procedure ran
the risk of satisfying no-one,

. In the past, much thought had admittedly been given to the question of
reconclling different codes into a single common code, and the Nurnberg trial
itself l.ad been made possible as the result of a remarkable success in that
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direetior.,,  The Nirnberg Court, however, could not be regarded as a parallel
10 & »ermanent cou + of international Justice conceived as being constantly

avallehle and, when necessary, in session,

1}, ¥he next question was, to whom would the execution of the sentence of the
goout be entrusted?  Should a convicted person be sent back to his own country
ho auifeyp punishment, perheps even capital punishnent?  and what would happen
if his country did not countenance capital punishment, especially if the
convioted person had been tried against the will of a large majority of his
countryrien and in accordance with a code of procedure differing from their own
and in which.they had 1little confidence? §upposing his fellow citizens refused

to punish the condemned person (and the more lawless the country the less likely

L4

wonld its citizens be to carry out the bzhest of the court), would power be
vestsd in the court to enforce the execution of its own decree or would it again
be a matter for'the Security Council, and hence subject to the veto? Alterna-
tively, in such circumstances, would some alien authority be called upon to
exacute the sentence upon the condemned person? There was no escape from a
cholee between those alternatives, and those who favoured the proposal to set

up suzh a court ought to give answers to the questions he had put. To any
content_on that in the mouth of s sincere supporzér of the ideal of internationsl
co-cpiration his remarks were defeatist and unhelpful, and that the greater the
difficulties the greater must be the effort Lo overcome them, he would reply
that he had earnestly sought to find answers to thése objections and that, in
fret, the more he had studied them, the greater had become his conviction that
tre court, instead of being a source of good, would almost inevitably be turned

into a fount of evil.

14, As to the position of the Jjudges of the court, hs believed it possible
*hat, if they were to be appointed on a permanent basis and to forsake all
;vher occupation, malevolent tongues would argue that their exlstence was not
Justified - because in the nature of thinés few cagses would be brought before
them - and that there was no reason to keep them idle while drawing substantial

salarlies, Where again were they to live when not in session? Were they to be
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subjected, in a country which ex hypothesi was torn by passions which might give
rise to the emergence of a personality such as he had deseribed, to all the
influences and pressures which might conceivably be brought to bear upon them?
Would it not be said with great force that there was no need or justification
for setting up such a court except in circumstances such as those in which the
Nirnberg Tribunal had been set up?

15. As he had said, no parallel could be drawn between the proposed permanent
~court of criminal justice and the Nirnberg Court, great as had been the advance
brought about by the latter in the formulation of international law and procedurs
and of the principles of international conduct. The Nurnberg Court had been
set up to try persons at the end of a world war for which the conduct of thosse
persons had been responsible. It had been possible for the purposes of the
Court to bring together their countries which were unfortunately at the present
time passing through a period of very strained relations, That tribunal had
been established by the Allied Powers in territory under their occupationsl
Jurisdiction and in whie¢h they had enjoyed full judicial and administrative
_powers, They had been in a position to apprehend the accused, to bring them

| before the Tribunal, to bring all the necessary witnesses and other evidence,
and finally themselves to execute the sentences imposed, In fact, in all those
ways the Mirnbcrg Tribunal had functioned very much like an ordinary domestic
tribunal, and it wss for those reasons that it had been able to function
effectively and to de what an international criminal court established in peace-
time in some city like Geneva or the Hague would not have been able to do without
the voluntary concurrence and assistance of the authorities of a large number of
States, and even then only with considerable difficulty. Even in the case of
the Mirnberg Tribunal there had been the problem of harmonizing the different
forms of criminal procedure; and that problem had only been overcome by
concessions on the part of each of the participating countries, Such were not
the circumstances in which a permanent court would haﬁe to carry out its duties,
Should such conditions return - and he sincerely hoped that they would not - it
might be necessary for a new Nurnberg Court to condemn those who individually or
collectively transgressed international law, but that was far from saying that a
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permanent court should remain in existence over the many years which, en the
most pessimistic view, might elapse before any such conditions would return,

16. The United Kingdom Government also considered that no parallel could be
drawn be..seen such a court and the International Court of Justice. In the very
nature of things, an internatioual criminal court must élways become the centre
éf prejudicees and passions, The more abstract causes which, in general, formed
the substance of debate before the International Court of Justice were of a
different character. There claims were asserted by one country against another,
and many of them depended upon abstraet principles of law and the assertion of
rights divorced from the element of violent human passion., An international
criminal court must, by its nature, be concerned with those very matters,
centred upon particular individuals, which gave rise to strong emotion and
feeling, and, in contrast to the International Court of Justice, its situation
would be quite different and very unenviabile, '

17. Such were the general considerationa-which he wished to subtmit on behalf of
his Gevernment, If the Chair ruled that discussion as to whether a court should
be set up at all was in order, and if the Committee agreed with his point of
view, it would no doubt report back to the General Assembly that the difficulties
were overwhelming and that the balance of good and evil to be expscted from the
setting up of such a court militated against 1ts establishment. If the
Committee disagreed with him, however, he felt that it would accept the view
that, if a court was set up, account would nevertheless have to be taken of the
problems which he had raised. No final answers to those questions had so far
been suggested, although the éxtremely valuable and instructive memorandum
submitted by the Secretary-General would greatly facilitate the Committee's

study of them.

18. Should the Committee decide against the view that the attempt to set up an
international criminal court should not be made, his delegatien would loyally
co~operate in trying to contribute suggestions for overcoming those difficulties
and would most carefully study the suggestions and arguments of the other members
of the Committee, He would like to think that the difficulties could be
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overcome, but he had to reserve the position of his country with regard tn any
proposal which might be formulated and sutmitted to the General Assembly.
Wnatever view was taken of his submissicneg, he would éxpress the hope that the
dangers to which he had called attention would receive due weight when the
Committee's repurt was being drawn up, if the other members felt that his

contentions had some feoundation.

19. The CHAIRMAN did not feel that he could give a ruling as to whether it
was within the scope of the Commiﬁtee's terms of reference to consider the
desirability and poseibility of working’out some practical scheme for the
estsblishment of an international criminal court. ‘

20, Mr. de LACﬂARRIERE'(Frapce) was of opinion that by adopting its
resolution 489(V) the General Assembly had not instructed the Committee to
express an opinicn as to the advisability of creating an international criminal
court, but only to prepare one or more preliminary draft conventions and to make
proposals relating to the sestablishment.and the stetute of an international
criminal court. )

21. He did not consider that the Committee had the right'to question the utility
of that task or to discuss whether or not it was prepared to carry it out. The
United Kingdom representative had performed a service in drawing attention to the
main difficulties which the Committee would encounter. They did not appear to
be insurmountable, but they had to be taken into account. However, to state
them should not lead to the Committee's refusing the mission with which it had
been entrusted by the ‘Gensral Assembly. )

22, He reserved the right to speak again on the substance of the questions so
far discussed. '

23. Sir Frank SOSKICE (United Kingdom) explained that his doubts about the

Committee's terms of reference had arisen out of consideration of the wording of .
General Assembly resclution 489(V), of which the fourth paragraph of the preamble
read "Bearing in mind, further, that a final decision regarding the setting up of
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such an internaticnal penal tribunal cannot be taken except on the hasis of
conerete proposals', and in the first operative clause of wnich it had been
decided that the Committes should meet “for the purpose of prepariag one or more
preliminary draft conventions and proposals relating te the establishment aru the
statute of an international criminal court"., It would be agreed that those two
passages were not entirely free from ambiguity, and were wide enough to include
the general quertion of whether it was practicable to set up an international
eriminal court. The first of those two passages implied that a final decision
c¢ould not be tuken in the absence of concrete proposals, that so far as the
General Assembly was concerned the matter was still at the exploratory stage,
and that the General Assembly was asking for & ctatement of the pros and cons of
setting up such a court. So far as h+- could see; the second passage was a
request for two things; proposals as to whether an international court should be
set up; and a draft statute intended to assist the General Assembly in arriving
at a decision., He therefore felt that he had not bteen out of order in making
his point. ’

24, Mr. KERNO (Assistant Secretary-General) recalled his opening statement
at the first meeting,(l) in which he had pointed out that the International Law
Commission, which was a body of independent legal experts, had concluded that it
was both desirable and possible to set up an international penal tribunal and
that, when the matter had come before the Sixth Committee of the General
Assembly,(z) where, of course, the political element came in, some of its members
had adopted the view of the International Law Commission, whereas others had
expressed grave doubts as to the desirability and possibility of establishing
such a court. The great majority of the members of the Sixth Committee had
maintained that concrete proposals must be made before any decision in the
matter could be taken, Hence the establishment of the present Committee. It

(1) Summary Record of the lst meeting (A/AC.48/SR.1), paragraphs 1 to 9.

(2) Official Records of the Ceneral Assembly, fifth session, Sixth Committee,
240th to 24,5th meetings.
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was, of courss, {»r the Committee to decide upon its competence. He invited
those members of the Committee who had also represented their governments in the
Sixth Committee to give their view on the curstruction to be placed on General
Assembly resolution 489(V). )

25. . Mr. AMADO (Brazil) said he had not intended to speak on the question,
as it was one to which he, as well as the other members of the Committee, had
already devoted a great deal Ef attention. He had listened to the United
Kingdom representatlve's statement with great interest, the more so as he had

himself expressed a similar opinion in the Sixth Committee. (1)

26. At the first session of the International Law Commission, he had proposed
the appointment of two rapporteurs to stﬁdy the question of establishing an
international criminal Jjurisdiction. . He had suggested that it would be
advisable to appoint one representative from the northern and one from the
gouthern countries, The International Law Commission had adopted his

proposal, and had appointed Mr, Sandstrdém (Sweden) and Mr, alfaro (Panama)
as rapporteurs,

27. Contrary to his hopes, there had been no fusion whatever of the ideas of
the representatives of the two climates. Mr. Alfaro had submi‘ted a report
favouring the establishment of the court(z), whéreas Mr., Sandstrdm had been
against it(B).

N

28. He (Mr, Amado) had supported the attitude taken by Mr, Sandstrém. He
could not understand how it could be considered possible to establish an
international criminal court in existing world conditions. Mr, Alfaro's

report had contained a long list of individuals who believed in that possibility.
_ Perhaps he (Mr. Amado) was very different from those people, but hitherto no

(1) Official Records of the General Assembly, fifth session, Sixth Committes,
243rd meeting, paragraphs 20 to 27.

(2) A/cN.L/15
(3) A/CN.4/20.
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argument had been able to convince him., In private conversation, he haa asked
where an international police force was to be found, how the court would function
and so on, He had already considered all the problems the United Kingdom
representative had just mentioned.

29. A work on the problem of establishing an international criminal court,
.which had just been published in Geneva, also contained & list of persons who
believed that it was possible to establish such an institution, Amongst them
was to bs found the name of President Truman, as well as thosé of many
professors, He had onece again reviewed the problem and pondered all the
difficulties it would run up against: the establishment of an international
police force, the existing mental climate of the world, and so on. How could
the nations be exrected to co-operate in such a venture, if they were not even
prepared to collaborate in the solution of immediate economic problems, or in
drawing up the agenda for a meeting? Was it conceivable that, in the existing
tense world sitﬁation, it would be possible to set up a permanent international
criminal court, whose judges would remain idle, waiting for a State to bring a
| criminal before its bar, after surmounting all the internal political
difficulties inherent in such a procedure? He himself did not see how that
would be possible, and failed to comprehend how eminent men could consider the
court as good as established at the Hague. He could not bring himself to take
a different attitude from that he had adopted before the General Assembly.

30. From the strictly legal point of view, the judgments rendered by the
Nirr»erg and Toklo Tribunals did not constitute an example of the functioning
of an international criminal court of the type contemplated. Those judgments
comprised a characteristic feature of national criminal jurisdiction, nanmely,
the power of soercion exercised by a State over its nationals, or in other
words the capacity to bring accused persons to justice. That power, an
attribute of sorsveignty, the Allied Powers had possessed by virtue of their
complete victory over Germany and Japan, followed by their occupation of the
eneny's territory. The Allied Powers had had competence to legislate and
enforce their laws in the occupied countries, just as they did in their own

territory.
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31. He wished to make it clear that he in no way denied the legality or
the justice of the sentences pronounced at Nirnberg and Toldo. If ever
sentences had been deserved, it had been those, Nelther did he question
the international character of the post-war military courts. They had ksen
set up by international agreement(l), and their astructure bore witness to
that fact. The point he wished to make was that the Mirnberg and Tokio
Tribunals had been strengthened by the prevailing circumstances which would
rot be the case for the projected court; always provided that it was not
proposed to entrust the administration of international eriminal justice to
the whims of Mars,

32. The Brazilian position was at present the same as that he had adopted

in the international Law Commission and the same as that expounded by him in
the Sixth Committee of the General Assembly. However, as he felt he might be
prejudiced by his personal opinicns, he had consulted his Govermment as to
whether he should maintain his previous attitude and his Government had
approved the position he had taken up. '

33. He proposed to take as sméll a part as possible in the work of the
Committee. Should the latter come to an immediate decision not to discuss
fhe question, and to inform the General Assembly that, in itsiopinion, the
work was not timely, he would be one of the first to vote for such a
commonsense, and at the same time, constructive, solution. It was impossible
to consider as constructive a procedure that would inevitably be confined to
paper and would not correspond to anything concrete. The present world,
unfortunately, was not the best possible one,

(1) Agreement regarding the establishment of an International Military
Tribunal -~ London - 8 August 19h5
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She Mr. MAKTOS (United States of America) said that he had listened with
great interest to the succinet and pertinent speech made by the United Kingdom
representative, and to the Brazilian representative's excellent statement of his
point of view. If he (Mr. Maktos) took up some of the points made by the United
Kingdom representative, what he said should not be construed as necessarily
indicating opposition to the latter's point of view. = In fact, he reserved the
United States Government[s decision as to.the course it would ultimately follow.

He himsclf, in the Sixth Committee, had said that a decision could not be taken sas
to the desirability of establishing an international criminal court unless the text
of a convention was made available in order that it could be seen whether or not -

(1)

the obstacles were insuperable.

35. He thought that the Chairman had rigntly declined ﬁo give a ruling as to
whether the Committee was in order in considering winetner or not it was possible to
work out a practical scheme. The Committee would note the second operative para-
graph in General Assembly resolution 489 (V), and particularly the words "“and
proposals". Those words had not appeared in the first drart(?)submitted to the
Sixth Committee, and had only been included by the Sixth Committee because it had
been felt that the authority given to the Committee should extend beyond the
preparation of one or more preliminary draft conventions-(B) Adnittedly, it should
be borne in mind that a final decision concerning the establishment of such a
tribunal could only be taken on the basis of concrete proposals, but that considera-
tion had not been a guiding one in the drafting of the second operative paragraph
of the resolution.

36« With regard to the United Kingdom representative's point that the court must
."have some means of bringing accused persons to trial, he wondered whether that was
altogether essential. The Committee would note that in artiele 24 paragraph (3)
of the preliminary draft statute in annex II to the Secrstary-General!s memorandum

(1) Officiel Records of the General Assembly, fifth session, Sixth Committee,
240th neeting, paragraph A4h.

(2) A/C.6/L4151

(3) A/C.6/1.158, 4/C.6/L.151/Rev.1; 243rd meeting, paragraph 58th and Zi4ith meeting,
paragraph 1 and following.

,
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(A/AC.Li3/1), the proposal wis th:t the éourt should he  jurisdiction to judge
"erimes under cormon law, for the judgment of whiel thg vourt has been given
jurisdiction by conventions to which the States acceding to this Convention are
likewise parties”. That would appear to suggest that the crimes over which the
Court would have jurisdiction should be left to agreement under some future eon-
vention or conventions, and that the Court should exist against the possibility
that at some future date States would agree as to which crimes were to be brought
before ite In his view, the honour of governments that ratified any such future
convention would have as much, if not more, value than force, and the fact that
some State might violate such a treaty was no good reason for not having sueh a
convention under which States would have the power té surrender offenders. The
question reised by the United kingdom representative might therefore not prove

insoluble. ,

37. As to the principle of asylum, he hoped that conventions on war crimes would
never violate thet principle, and he believed that if countries confined themselves
to setting up the proposed mechanism, that question should not prove to be an

insuperable difficulty either.

38. Turning to the question of rules of procedure, he recalled that the United
Kingdon had not considered that the Nlirnberg trials had been unfair to the
defendants, even though matters of hearsay had not been excluded, and other rules
of criminal law applicable in the United kinzdom had not been applied. He‘believed
that it would be possitle to frame an international criminal code which would not
offend against dormustic legal systems. As to the Niirnberg Tribunal, he considered
that there was a parallel betwsen it end the proposed international criminal court
in so far as the question of a fair trizl was concerned. He also submitted that
if a purmanent international criminal court had been in existence before ths
Nirnberg Tribunal it would not have been necessary to set up ad hoc tribunals of
victors to try the vanquished.

39. On the question of the exscution of the court's sentence, he said that it would
be usual to provide that the court should impose penaltiss and that, if the precedent
sct up in the Convention on the Prevention and Funishment of the Crime of Genocide
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were followed, any State ratifying a future convention on international crimes and
being a party to the convention setting up an international criminal court, would

be bound to enact ths necessary legislation to provide for the enforcement of such
a penalty. Another method migh£ be for the United Nations to enter into arrasnge-

ments with the court, or with States, for the execution of a judgment.

Lo. It seemed, theréfore, that the edoption of article 24, to which he had
referred, would go a considerable way towards solving some of the difficulties.
What he had said in no way committed his Government but had merely been thrown out

for the consideration of the Committee.

[ Mr. SURENSEN (Denmark) stated that his Government's attitude was very
similar to that of the United Kingdom and Brazil; on the whole, he shared the
scepticism expressed by the representativeé of those two countries. The Danish
Government, however, took the view that the Committee had been requested to prepare
a draft convention and additional proposals, and although he had no firm instructions
in the matter, he knew that his government felt that the Committee should do its
best to lay before the General Assembly specific texts which would enable it to
appreciate the full scope of the problem. That was the primary task of the
Committes, but he recognized that, as itz work progressed, it might find thsat the
argunents adduced by the United Kingdom representative against the estatlishment of
an international criminal court were cogent, and that appropriate observations by
the Committee as a whole or by individual members should in tzat event be added

to the report.

42, The basic problem before the Coumittee was the inability of such a court to
6perate without an executive authority for the apprehension of offenders and the
enforcement of judgments over the heads of governments. 4 possible solution might
be for governments themselves to undertake the functions of such an executive
authority, in other words, to Yring the accused before the court and enforce the
latter!'s judgnents. Tﬁat, however, would be an unsatisfactory solutaon, since it
would not be possible to impose such oblirations on governments generally when it
was known th=t mnre wapld not ke wgadr o carrr then outs In that connexion, it

was regrettable that some governments had been unwilling even to explore the field.
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If was the tesk of the Committee to endeavour to solve the many problems, concerning
which the United Kingdom representative had given an extremely useful lead, with

a view to enabling governments to consider hov much further they could zo0. He
himself was not in-a position to cormit his Government to any definite attitude,.
and reserved its right to reject anything which he himself might approve.

43. The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee would proceed on -the understanding
that no representative was committing his Government unless he specifically said
SQ.

wne neeting was suspended at 11.15 a.m. and was resumed at 1le¢35 a.me
L. Mr. ROBINSON (Isracl) had no intention of speaking on the substance of

the problems facing the Committee, but as he had tzken a part in the discussiocns
in the Sixth Committee(l)he thought that he might be able to clarify the rather
obscure wording of the General Assembly resolution under which *“ie Committee had
been set up. In the Sixth Committee there had béen two opposing views: one to
the effect that the question of establishing an international criminal court
should be adjourned sine die; the other to the effect that, while the findings of
the International Law Commission should not necessarily be endorsed; work towards
2strriishing such a court had begun and should continue. The latter view had
prevailed, and had resulted in the adoption of resolution 489 (V). It had been
felt, however, that the approach to the problen adopted by the International Law
Commission had besen too abstract - too much based on a_priori arguments; and

that it would therefore be desirable to have a more empirical statement of the case.
The final resolution expressing the desires of the General Assembly was imperfectly
worded, but the gist of the decision was that the question of the establishment

of an international criminal court should be left to the General sssembly, but

that the latter'!s decision should be based, not on academic discussion of the pros
and cons of the case, but on specific proposals in the shape of draft statutes for

the court.

(1) Official Records of the General assembly, fifth session, Sixth Committee,
240th neeting, paragraphs 59 to 61 and 81 and 32,
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L5. With regard to the Committee?s terms of reference, it had to be borne in
mind that the General Assembly resolution requested the Cormittee to prepare, not
only preliminary draft conventions but also préposals relating to both the
est.blishment and the statute of an international criminal court. The words
"and prc. sals" had been inserted to leave the Committee freedom with regard to

procedure 1t might wish to recommend for the establishment of a court.(l)

L6¢ The Committee had thus complete freedom to discuss the question in any form
it wished, including freedom to debate whether such a court should or should not

be established. For that reascn, the statements of the United Kingdom and
Br;zilian representatives should be welcomed, not as reflecting a negative attitude
towards the whole problem, but as careful advice which the Committee should keep
in mind when dealing with the problens before it.

47. Mr. ROLING (Netherlands).said that during the Sixth Committee's discussion
oﬁ the International law Commission's view that the establishment of an inter-
national criminal court was desirable, several delegations had said that the
Commission had'been too abstract in its discussions, and had failed to take full
account of the political aspects of the problem.(z) For that reason it had bzen
dedided that the Committee should be composed, not of legal experts, but of
government representatives, and thet it should deal with the concrete problem of
preparing draft texts. It was m2zningless, however; to say that it was desirable
to establish an international court, without a precise definition of what was
meant, for example, by declaring that such a body was desirable at the present
time, or at some unspecified time in éhe future. It was therefore ﬁholly within
the scope of the Committee's terms of reference to discuss the general aspects
referred to in the General Assembly!s resolution and in the Secretary-General's

menorandun.

48. His Government was still studying the Scerstary-General!c memorandum, and he
hoped to express its general views on the question of an international criminal
court the following week.

(1) Official Hecords of the General Assembly, fifth session, Sixth Committee,
2hLith meeting.

(2) Ibid, 240th meeting, paragraphs 14 to 28 and 78 and 79. :
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49, °  Mr. PINEYRO CHAIN (Uruguay) said, without of course committing his
Government, that the latter supported in prineiple the setting up of an inter-
national criminal court for the punishment of persons found guilty of a crime

against international law.

50. He had listened with interest to the statements that had been made on the
task of the Committee. The Committee had been given clear terms ol . :rence.

It ought therefore, on thé basis of the drafts submitted by the Secre.a:y-General,
_to prepare a text for submission to the General Assembly.- The phase Sf abstrec
discussion as to the need for seiting up a court now seemed to have passed. Ths
International Law Commission had studied the question and the General Assembly ha.
adopted the Convention on Genocide. The General Assembly expscted the Committee
to provide a definite draft. It was not possible to revert to the previous
question. Difficulties would certainly be met with in studying the organization
of the court, and it might even be. concluded that the difficulties were too nUmErous
to permit the framing 6f a draft. But it would be illogical to take a decision
without first studying the conditions in which the court could be set up.

51. Some of the difficulties noted by the United kingdom representative might
be solved in the draft. It might be laid down that the court should establish
its own procedure, while at the same time being given certain rules for guidance.
Again, the principle could be established by which the accused was presumed
innocent until his guilt had been established.

52. With regard to the death penalty, he felt he must point out that Uruguay

had abolished it. It was laid down in the Constitution that the dezth -penalty
must not be inflicted on anyone, but the draft might provide that, where the
death penalty had been abolished in the country in which the sentence pronounced
by the court had to be executed, the next most severe penalty should be inflicted.

53. In short, it could not be known whether it was absolutely impossible to
set up the court until the statute of the court had been studied.

54s At first sight, the most weighty argument of the United Kingdom representative
wes that the court would have to aet without any effective power, but that was a
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difficulty which always arose in setting up international bodies. It would be
all to the credit of the Committee if it succeeded in resolving that difficulty.
Begides, the draft convention which the General Assembly had asked the Committee
to draw up would be ratified by States, so that it was to be hoped the Court
would obtain the effective powers which it needed. Everything would depend upon

the obligations which the 3States would voluntarily assumes

55, It did not seem right to raise ab initio the problem of setting up the Court;
rather its organization should be studied, while attempting to solve problems of
a practical nature that would undoubtedly arise. There was no doubt tﬁat a
draft could be prepared, if not a perfect, at least a perfectible one. That was
the only way of proceedings He thercfore proposed that the Committee should
take up the study of the draft forthwith, consider the observations submitted and

see whether they could be taken into account.

56, Mr. WYNES (sustralia) said that he himself had not attended the meetings
of the Sixth Committee, but his country'!s view had been that it would be premature
to establish an effective international criminal court at the present juncture

in world affairs. His own personal view was that the Committee should act in
accordance with the terms of reference given to it by the General assembly, and
should therefore consider in detail whether agreement could be reached on some
form of draft statute for the courts The legal system in his country was
practically the same as that of the United Kinzdom, and the objections raised
against the establishment of an internationsl eriminal court by the United kingdom
representative were, in his view, of very great importance. It mizht, however,
be premature to decide that an international eriminal court was completely im-
ﬁracticable until the possibility of preparing a draft statute had been examined.
He therefore agreed with the Danish representative that the Committee should
proceed at once to the task of attempting to frame such a draft statute, trying

to overcome the difficulties raised by the United Kingdam representative as they

arosce.
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57 The CHAIRMAN suggzested that the Committee should at once begin discussion
of annex I of the Secretary-General's memorandum, article by article. Ths
Committee could change the wording‘or order of the articles and add or remove
. provisions, but the annex might well be used as a starting-point and basis for

the Committee'!s discussions.

58. Mr, KERNO (Assistant Secretary-General), explaining the relationship

between the thres annexes to the Secretary-General's memorandum, said that the

Committee's terms of reference required it to explore the question of a statute
for an internationsl criminal court from as many aspsct3 ae possible. The
annexea had therefore been based on various assumptions; annex I on the assumption
that the court would be ostablished by a resolution of the General Assembly;

annsx IX on the assumption that it would be sstablished by an international
convention; and amnex IIT on the assumption that it would not be a body of fixed
composition but an ad hoe tribunzl of judges chosen from the members of the court

whenever 'case3 had to be tried.

59. Mre LIANG, Secretary to the Committee, suggested that the three annexes
could not readily be understood cxcept in the context of the issues involved.
Those issues were set out in part II of the Seerstary-General's memorandum, and
the Committee might consider it desirable to consider that part bafore embarking
upon an examination of the annexes. It might not be possible to discuss it
paragraph by paragraph, but the issues set out in it seemed to him to bs worthy
of some discussion. For example, the draft statute contained_in annex IiI was
based on the systems followed for the lrermanent Court of Arbitration, and the
exanination of that draft statute might be facillitated by referring to part II
chepter II of the memorandum.

. \ *
60. Mr. de LACHARRIERE (France) said that, with regard to the Committee's

method of Qork, he wished to submit a proposal to which the Secretary's remarks
had lent support. Agreement rwust bs reached on the method of work to be followed.
If the Committee took one of the texts contained in the annexes and began to discuss
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the first article thereof, there would, indeed be some danger that it would not have
~a sufficiently complete idea of what was to be done. There were several texts

. annexes I, II and IIJ to the Secretary-General's memorandum before the Committee

and, moreover, the order in which the articles were presented, while suitable for
drafting, was not suitable for a systematic examination of the question. The

| Committee would be dealing with an article on organization without having any

idea of the jurisdiction to be accorded to the court. It was difficult to go into

details of organization witli-ut having a clear idea of the functions to be entrusted

to the court. The basiec idea of the United States representative was that the

Committee should determine the organization of the court and leave its jurisdiction

to be defined in subsequent conventions. He himself considered, cn the contrary,

that a decision must be taken on the jurisdiction of the court.

61+ During the discussions in the Sixth Committee, it had been the great
crimes against humanity that representatives had had mainly in mind; but certain
less serious crimes under international law might also be brought before the
court, such as counterfeiting, smuggling, breaking of submarine cables, and the
like. Moreover, in order to free themselves from international responsibility,
certain States might bring before the international court a person who had made
an attempt on the life of a diplomat in their territory. There were many views
on jurisdiction, but a stand must first be taken on the functions to be entrusted '
to the court and on how those functions were to be determined. That was the
first problem which must be discussed before examining the text concerning
. Jurisdiction.  The Committee would then turn to the provisions dealing with £he
conditions under which cases could be brought before the court. If major crimes
were considered, such as preparation for aggression, it would be necessary to
examine the very great difficulty so eloquently describea by the Brazilian
representative. It would be necessary to consider how cases could be brought
before the court and how it could ensure the appearance of the accused persons;

. those problems must be studied before dealing with organizationo The
Committee!s decision on the orginizatiun of the court would, in faet, depend on

the solutions it Lfound for those problemse
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62, He therqfore.coqsidered that a list of the questions which the Committee
must decide should be drawn up, showing the order in which they were to be
examined. That list could be prepared by a drafting sub-committee only in the
light of the prineiples established by the Committee. The suggestions he sub-
mitted were not very precise, but a little time must be devoted to considering
the method of work to be adopted.

.

. 63, Mr. TARAZI (Syria), who had toker t in the work of the Sixth Commwtte(l)

said that he woulg not speak on the substance of the issue, but on the order in
which the Committee should deel with the questions before it« He pointed out that
in the Sixth Committee two extreme attitudes and one of conciliation had manifested
themselves. Exponents of the first of those extreme views desired the establish~-
ment of the court and considered it possible and probable; exponents of the second
considered that no such court could exist in the present state of international
law. The United Kinédom representative had been in the second group and in that
fespect he had been in agreement with representatives of the Soviet Union,
Czechoslovakia and Poland. Poland and the 3Soviet Union had been elected members
of the Committee, but had affirmed that in view of the present state of inter—
national law the Committes could not bc set up, since there were many obstacles

to ihe establishment of the courte The representatives of “he United kingdom

and Brazil had taken a more conciliatory attitude. They considered that the
establishpent’ ‘of th@ court raised political problems, but that there was no

reason why‘the.homﬁittee should not be set up to study the establishment of the
court and submit Suggostlons on that motter to the General assembly. It was in
the light of those facts that representatives should interpret General issembly
resolution 489 (V). The Committee would submit to States kembers of the United
Nations a draft convention on which they would present thuir views and which

thé Gengral Assembly would examine in 1952.

64+ He believed that the Chairmen had tzken a wise decision.  The views of
members of the Comnittee would be their personal views, and it would therefore

function as a comnmittee of experts. Moreover, that was what resolution 489 (V)

(1) Official Records of the Genural issembly, fifth session, 3ixth Committee,
241st meeting, paragraph 46; 243rd neeting, paragraphs 41 to 48; 245th
meeting, paragraphs 53, 54 and 56.
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had provided, since the governments represented would be able to accept or.reject
the Cormittee's report. Besides, even if they signed the convention, governmentg
would be free to ratify it or not, as in the case of the Convention on Genocide,

which many Governments had not signed and others had not ratified.

65. The Committee was faced with the clear-cut difference betwsen the attitudes
of the United Kingdom ané United States representatives and with the French
propesal that it should examine the principles to be adopted in preparing the
draft convention. He would go further than the latter, since in view of the
conflicting attitudes adopted by the United Kingdom and the United States
representatives, each member of the Committee must be left ta take up a stand on
those two views before considering the principles to be followed in preparing a

preliminary draft convention.

66« If he had understoecd the United Kingdom representative correctly a question
of competence had been raised, and if the Cormittee were to apply the General
Assembly's rules of procedure when faced with what might be called a denial of
competence, its first task must be to decide on its competence; that it could
only do by examining the problem itselfs

67. He suggested that the Committee should first discuss the basic principles
underlying the establishment or non-establishment of the court. If the members
insisted on a vote, the Committee could take a decision on its competence. If
it declded that it was not competent, work would cease forthwith. If it decided,
on the contrary, that it was competent to prepare a draft convention,'it could

- examine the French proposal and study the basic principles which would govern the
organization of the court. A.number of sub-committees might be set up to prepare

several draft conventions.

68, Sir Frank SOSKICE (United hingdom) said that the competence of the
Committee was not at issue. He had explained his country's view that the
Committee should report to the General Assembly that it was undesirable that an
international criminal court should be established. However, the difficulties in
the way of establishing an intemmational criminal court’ could not b? fully'
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appreciated until they were tackled individually. He suggested, therefore, that
the Committiee should not vote on the question of the des?rability of the court
until it had examined the various texts provided in the annexes to the Secretary-
General's memorandum; it could then conclude by a discussion and vote on whether
it would.recommend that the court should or should not be established.

69, Vs ROLING (Netherlonds) supported the sugzestion mede by the french
representative- Msmbers of the Corrittee should be given an opportunity to express
their general views, as the United kingdom representative had just-done. When
all the general views had been heard, a working party might be set up to formulate
the fundamental issues for preliminary discussion, and to ensure that every
problem was examined at the appropriate time. When the main issues had been

settled, the preliminary drafts of the statute could be taken up.

70. Mra WadG (China) thought 2 general discussion would be useful,

particulerly for those members who had not participated in previous discussions
on the subject. He supported the idea that th. Committee should first take a
decision on the main principle, and that a sub-cormittee should draw up a list

of questions for Ifurther consideration.

Tl. Mr. MUNIR (Pakistan) considered that the Committee's task would be
simplified if the preliminary discussion were confined to the question of how

the international criminal court should be set up, namely, whether it should be
set up by an international convention, by a resolution of the General isssembly, or
by a combination of both. When that question had been decided, the Committee
could take up the relevant annex article by article. The problems relating to
guch questions ~s jurisdiction would arise in their proper place during discussion

of the preliminary draft.

72, Mr, WYNES (4ustralia) suggested that the various ideas expressed could
be combined if representatives were first to make general statements, if they so
desired, 2nd then a working party was instructed to draw up a list of fundamental
questions &nd the order in which they should be discussed. The general statements

would also be ucciul for the working party in the carrying out of its tasks
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73 Mr. MAKTOS (United States of imerica) referring to his experience with
the committee which had examined the: first draft of the Convention on Genocide,
gaid that questions of a geﬂeral nature had been raised in that committee and had
been discussed at the beginning of its session. When the text had eventually
been taken up, the same questions had arisen again and had again been discussed
aF length, so that much time had been lost. He therefore agreed with the
Pakistani representative that the Committee should begin by déciding whether the
international criminal court chould be set up by international convention or by
a resolution of the General Assembly. He did not agree, however, that it would
be of value to set up a working party to formulgte genéral questions; 1t would
be preferable to discuss them as they arose during examination of the relevant

preliminary draft.

The The CHAIRMAN felt that the Committee was faced with the same problem
as the General assembly had been: either the question of the establishment of

an international criminal court could be examined abstractly or in vacuo, or it
could be examined upon a concrete basis. The General Assembly had decided that
there must be specific proposals to work upon, and he proposed that the Committee
follow suit by deciding at once whether the court should be established by
resolution or by convention, and whether it should be permanent or impermanent
in character. Then the relevant annex could be taken up and examined article by
article. Most of the general problems the Committee would have to face would
arise from consideration of the articles in the annex, and if others arose they
could be dealt with as and when they arose. But the Secretary-General's drafts

provided a set of specific proposals to which the Committee could always return.

75, ' MOST#Fa Bey (Egypt) doubted very much whether the Committee was qualified
to take any decision regarding its own competence, gince its temms of reference
had been established by General assembly resolution 489 (V), It must discharge

its tasks in accordance with the terms of reference laid down in that resolution.

76. Reference had been made to certain difficulties, but difficulties always arose
when it was a case of international collaboration, and it would be to the credit of

the Committeelto find a solution to thema
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77. The French representative had suggested that the Committee should begin by -
determining its method of work. He agreed with that view. There was a close
connexion between the organizetion of the court and its jurisdiction. It was
necessary to know what its jurisdiction would be'before tzking up the question

of organizationa

78. He propésed that a group of four or five members, including the representatives
of France and of the United Kingdom be set up, to submit a report on the best way

of conducting the work of the Committee.

79. ¥r. KERNO (Assistant Secretary-Gsneral) thought that what the General
Assembly chiefly expected cf the Committce w#as that it should produce scme conerete
proposals: The General assembly would take decisions on the broad questions of
principle, but it wished to do so witia 3 full knowledge of the facts. The task
of the Committee was to provide the General dssembly'with the meterial on which to
base those decisions. With regord tu tle imporiant question of the method by which
the court should be established; the Geasral .ssombly expected the Committee to
report that if the procedure orf esteblisinene by General assembly resolution were
ad;pted, a certain course should he follewed, waercens if 2t were decided to adopt
the procedure of an international conwventaon, a.othur course would be indicated.
The Committee could natvrally give the General ..ssembly its views on the advantages
and disadvantages of the various aliernatd ves: It was accordingly for the

Committee to supply the General assembly with the awcescary material,

80, Sir Frank SOSKICE (United ".ingdom) agzeed with the Chairman and the
United States representative that it <muld te prelerable to begin at once the
examination of a preliminary dr-fi. He thew:Yore opposed the Egyptian represen-

tative's propos:l.

81. Mr. ROLLNG (Netherlands) considares it impossibie to discuss a draft
statute ‘of an international crimin~? zourt properly, beforz the functions of such
a sourt had been clesrly defined. The Comm:lhesls first tasx must therefore be to

decide on the courtis functions, 1'a; ctherwise there wouid be danger of cndless
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unprofitable discussion on every article. ifter a general discussion, a working
party could be set up to formulate the cssential preliminary’ questiuns relating
to such matters as the functions of the court. To that extent he supported the

Egyptian representative!s proposal.

82, Mr. LIANG, Secretary to the Coiunittee, hoped to clear up possible
misconceptions by pointing out that the question of the establishment of an inter-
national criminal court was entirely different from the queation of drafting a
statute for such a courte The articles in the prelminary drafts of a statute
bore no relation to the question of the establishment of the court. On the other
hand, all the annexes to the Secretary-General'!s memorandum were mutually exclusive;
wherefore it had first to be decided how an internztional criminal court was to be
established; after that preliminary question had been settiled, the relevant annex

would be chosen as a basis of discussione

83. Mr. de LsCHARRIERE (France) said that, although in entire agreement
'with the view that something concrete should be achieved as quickly as ‘possible,
he felt that mistrust of general ideas should not be pushed to the point of being
afraid to define the Committee!s intentions before framing a text.

84. Sc far as the actual drafting was concerned; vhile the Committee had, it

was true, a draft.statute before it, it might very well have other ideas. It
could not bind itself to a single text. It was in fact not clear why one particular
text should be adopted in preference to anothers  Furthermore, were -that method
adopted, there would be a risk of the Committee being obliged to go over the same
ground again and again. For example, it was possible, %*¢ bring all the other
art.cics into the discussion on articles; and the same situation would arise in
the case of article 2. He was very much 2fraid that the Committee would be
unable to investigate in a rational manner the question of how many judges'ahould
constitute the court until it knew what would be expected of the court; there were
many tasks that might be entrusted to it. Vhy then should the Committee not
‘begin by asking itself a few specific gquestions? Why should it not seek to
determine what persons the court would be called upon to try, how the accused
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should be brought to judgment, whether there should be a public prosecutor and a
court of preliminary investigation and so 6n? It was to be noted that the
memorandum before the Committee, which he would add, was an excellent one, had

not made any suggestions with regard to the procedure of investigation-

85, There were therefore, various difficulties with regard to which it was
indispensable to come to some decision before beginning the discussion, otherwise
the debate might well prove interminable. '

86+ The various questions would need to be arranged'in some order or othsr, so as
to avold the unwieezprocedure-éf discussing organization before the question of
jurisdiction. ) 4

87, The CHAIRMAN suggested that a wote be taken upon the Egyptian rebresenu
tative's p:oposal. )

88 - Mr. ROBINSON'(Israel)'speaking to a point of order, proposed that the
vote be deferred until the following meeting, in order toﬂgive delegations tims

to reflect on the varlous suggestions made,
89. Mrs AMADO (Brazil) supported the Israsli representative’s proposale.

GO0. Mr. ROLING (Netherlands) said that although his Government had not yet
had the opportunity to study the Secretary-General'!s memorandum properly, it
wished to moke a2 general statement of its point of view on the Committeefs taske
In his opinion, the fundamental questions fhat'would require settlement would '
arise from the generalﬂstatemgnts expressing the views of the governments whose
representatives forﬁed the Committee, and he therefore thought that a working
party should not be set up'until all general statements of views had been made, or
at least until Monday, 6 August. He thus formally proposed an amendment to the
Egyptian reprgsentative's propasal, to the effect that a working party should not
be set up until all members of the Committee had expressed the general views of
their respective governments, or until Monday, 6 august.
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9. Replying to an observation by Mr. MAKTOS (United States of America),
the CHAIRMAN said that no form of resolution was requirgd to enable any member
of the Committes to make a general statement whenever he wished to.

92, He put to the vote the Israeli represgentative's proposal, that the vote on
the Egyptian proposal be deferred until the following meeting.

The Israeli proposal was rejected by 6 wvotes to 5.

93. The CHAIRMA'T put to the vote the Netherlands amendment to the Egyptian
proposala.

The Netherlands emendment. to the Egyptian proposal was rejected by 5 votes
to 4. :

9L, The CHAIRMAN put tn the vote the Egyptian proposal that a working group
be set up to formulate methods of work.

The Egyptian proposal was rejected by 7 votes to 6.

2. ELECTION OF OFFICERS (i.<m 1l of the agenda)

95, The CHAIRMAN called for nominations for the office of first Vice-

Chairman.
96. Sir Frank SOSKICE (United Kingdom) nominated Mr. Munir (Pakistan).
97, MOSTAFA Bey (Egypt), Mr. MAKTOS (United States of America) and

Mr. TaRAZI (Syria) supported the nominatione

Mr., Munir !Pakistan} was unanimously elected first Vice-Chairman.

98. The CHAIRMAN called for nominations for the office of second Vice-
Chairman.
99. Mr. MAKTOS (United States of America) nominated dre Amado (Brazil)

f-» the office of second Vice-Chairman.

.~ . -
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100, Sir Frank SOSKICE (United kingdom) seconded the nomination.
Mr. aAmade (Brazil) wae ungnimously elected segond Vice-Chairman.
i01. The CHAIRMAN called for nominations for the office of Rapporteur.

-102, 'Mr. ROBINSON (Israsl) nominated Mr. Sbrensen (Denmark) for the office
of Rapporteur. :

103, Mr. ROLING (Netherlands) seconded the nomination.

Mr. SSrensen SDenmarkl wag unanimously elscted Rapporteurs

The meeting rose at 1.10 peme





