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The CEAIRMAN opened the meeting and continued the discussion on the

American-Chinese proposal (document A/AC.10/33).

IA2

It was agreed to use ths words "plan of work" instead of "formulation

of the problem".

T.A.3

Tt was agreed to substitute "ouestionnaire" for "formulation'.

Prof. KOREISKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) wanted the

questionnaire to be sent to the Govermments concerned with a request to send

the same information as mentioned in the American-Chinese proposal under

I1.D (page 5) as he considered it to be of great importance‘for-CEIL to

/receive
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recaive all the data in poscession of those Gevermments. In reply to a
question from theg CHAIRMAN, Prof. KORETSKY said that he had in mind the
game information as was submibtted to the Hague Conference of 1930, i.e., the
8.18WETS tq the quéstionnaire circulated amongst the Governﬁenﬁe.

The CHAIRMAN thoen read out the’paraéraph w ‘21 thie addition:

"Girculation of a questionnaire to Govermments and other bbdies,

. understood to be tentative, with lunvitation to supply all the
information relative to the plan of work to be transmitted within one
vear,"

Prof. KOREISKY (Union of Soviet Sogiallst Republics) would prefer a
leas strict deadline and suggested the followihg words "within such time as
the reference by the General Assembly would demand, but not longer than one
year", as the Genoral Assgembly might require a report within shorter time.

The CEATRMAN agtated that there was general agreement on this change of
wording in Point 3. |
LAk

Prof. JESSUP (United States of Americajvsuggested to substitute

"subecommittee" for "advisory group", leaving open the question how this
sub—oommit%ee would be composed.

Prof. EORFTSKY (Unlon of Soviet Socialist Republics) did not approve
of the idea that thig implied that thé gub~comlttee might be composed of
persons outside CEIL.  In his opinion fhis would be inconsistent with the
decision talen to have only a limited membership of CEIL itself, It would
then be prefersble to increase this membership so that sub-committees could
be composed of memwbers only. Prof. KORETSKY also had obJecticns agalnst
the idea thet the sub~commities was éo vorl: with the RAPPORTEUR. The
RADPPORTEUR shoul@ noﬁ gupeivice the sub=~comrittse but they should work
torether on a basis of equality, end the RAFPIRTEUR?s tagk would only be
to swmarize the opinion of the members of the sub-commitiee. He tberefofe

/ suggasfed
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asuccested that the RAPPORTEUR should be included in the subecomuities,

Proy. JESSUP (Uuited States of- America) waﬁted the Freedom oi action of
tlie Coimmittes ard the co-operation with the RAPPORTEUR not to be co limited.

The CHATRMAN stated that theve was general agreement that the term
"work with" does not mean "work under" but there was no obJection to using
the term "including" insﬁeé& of "to work with". It was descided to leave
the wordiug to the RAPPORTEUR ‘

The CEATRM N@xtoﬂwvdehw&Kmm%ﬂsymmwlManmw@m
of the sub-committee should be limited to CEIL mewbers. Four votes wer
recorded in favour of this proposal, 13 agalnst and the proposal was therefore
rejected. |

T.A

fn

Prof. XOREISKY (Union of Soviet Socimlist Repubiics) d1d not agree with
this point ag a matter of principlo. If CRIL wers to make sys%emﬁtic
-complilations of norms of internstioral law and were to entrust this work
to private experts in speciél Pieglds this would mean that the wori was done
" by outsiders. However, CEIL would be carrying out its work on the
instruction of Goverﬁmentsvand ita official character shovld be maintained.
It should consult not individuals but scientific bodies which are subject
to organized public opinion. Prof. KOREISKY wanted the questlomeires to
be sent to the Govermments and scientific bodies. When theilr repliss had
come in, CEIL would study all of them and sulmit a draft to the General
Asscmbly. Prof..KORTr“KY was oppoded to any influence of outsiders whose
work would be beyond thse contro; of public‘opinion. To broadern the basis of
. CEIL*e work, it would be useful to consult organizcd bodies hut not private
individuals.
Prof. DOINEDIEU DE VAERES (Trance) emphasized that great flexzibllity
wag required. CEIL would have to do scientific work ard its mermbers were
not to be regordsd pvfely 28 Goverument representatives. They should havre

/the widest
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the widest access to all possiblé méterial. In his ¢pinlon recouvrse to
pr{vate exports should not Be excluded. Prof. DONNEDIEU DE VABRFS conaideved |
ﬂthat the distinction dvavn by Prof KORETSVY be*ween nr¢vate exports dnd
organized bodles was raqger-arbltrary. y
of. BRIIRLY (Rapnortew:r) agreed with Prof. DONNEDIEU DE VARRES. \Ee

suggested to add in Point 5 scisatific bedies but did not want to exclude
private experﬁs.

Prof. RUNPINEKT (Poland) thought there wee sowe micunders tending. As
the dedision faken with regard to I A 4 allowed any sub-cormittee not‘ﬁo
be limited %o CEIL members, which implied that outside experts could be
drewn in by setting up 2 sub—comﬁittee. Tt was in his opinion, thereiore,
sﬁperfluous to discuss this poiht again.

The CHATRMAN expresgod hiq 3nleemeut with thia point of view and
considered that "ot cetera" in Point 5 included scientific organizations.

Prof. KORETSKY (vn»on of Soviect Socialist Republics) insisted that 1f
the Committee had taken a wrong decision on a previous point, the mistalke
need no£ be repeated. Jt was eaid that the basils of CHEIL should be
broadened because its mewbers could not be experts in all fields cf
International law, and it was decided to appoint a snell Conznitiee of
Eyperts. However, i1f CEIL could have a rapporteur, sub-commitiee ard experts
from outside, vwhy was its mewbership limitad to nine only? These experts
might call in the aid of other experts und in this wey CEIL would loce &ll
control. . |

Dr. AMADO (Brazil) supported ths téxt as 1t stood in docameﬁt
A/AC.lO/33- He had voted for a membership of bEIL‘of nine bnly on the
- understanding that the Commiosion would be free to call in expert assistence
in the widest sense. Dr. AMADO formallyfmoved that a véte'be talen on the

text as quoted in the Americen-Chinese proposal.

Prof. BANTOS (Yugoslavia) observing that the Commnﬂsjon off prefts vould

/ve chosen
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be chosen by the General Agsembly, asked whether these Experts should
really be alléwgd to appoint sub-committee members from outside an& these

in their turn private expertsrwithout any responsibility. This would result
in the‘work of CEIL getting to be almost aronymous.

The CHAIRMAN‘asked whether there were any objecticns agaiﬁst'wording‘
the paragraph as follows: '"consultation as desired with scieniific
instltutions and individual experts if necessary".

Prof. KORETSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republiqs) suggested but did
not propose formally the following word; "with écienﬁific ingtitutions
only". In his opinion at this stage there should be no consultation at
all: thie shogld only take plage after the drafts had. been published.

On a qﬁestion by Dr. ROCHA (Colombia) tne CEAIRMAN repliedlthat the
need for consultation would be decided by the Commission. He thereupon
put to the vote the amended text as read ouﬁ by him (inclusiqn of sclentific
institutions) vhich was accepted by 1k votes in favour with 3 againét;
L46

| Thg CHATIRMAN read out the text as it would now be after the decisions
taken with regerd to the previous points.

On a question berrdf. KORETEXY (Union of Soviet Sooialist‘Republics)
ag to when the interim draffsrenvisaged in Point 6 would be prepared,.
Prof. JHSSUP (United States of America) réplied that the rapporteur and
sub—committee, when working on any subject would, of course; take into
consideration any ideas brought to their notice frowm whatever source and he
suggested that in view of the decisions taken above, Point 6 could now be
ieft out,

The CHAIBMAN stated that there was general agreement to delete Point 6.
The renumbering of the next points would be left to the RAPPORTEUR. /

Passihg to I.A.7, Prof. JESSUP (United States of America) submitted some
drafting changes in Points 7 to 14 which he had agreed on with Dr. HSU
(Chiﬁa).

JI.A.7

Pomigniat o 4
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T.A7

The CHATRYAN pointed out that the only changs frowm the original text

1"

in this point was that the word "Renporteuwr" was deleted. -

Prof. JESSUP (United Stafes of Americé) obgerved that this change was
made because‘the drafts would not be the sole work of the rapporteur dbut
a Joint product. | |

There was general agreement on thls point.
I.4.8/9 |

The CHAIRMAN obéerved that Points 8 and 9 of the original text were
Joined in one péragr&ph in the now texﬁ. |

Dr. de BEUS (Netherlands) ésked whet lied been the reagon.of the
Améfican-Chinese.representatifes‘for leaviﬁg out mention of consultatién of
Governments with a request for comment. |

Prof. JESSUP (United States of America) replied that that part of.8 éna
9 which had been plabéd betweon bfackets‘would only be disgussed when
Items 3 (b) and (c) of the Agenda were dealt with, so that at this stage
the Commission documents would obviously be sent to Governments only.

Thé CHAIRMAN and Dr. de BEUS (Netherlands) observed that Items 3 (b) and
(é) did not relate to»consultation of Govermments and Prof. JESSUP replied
that he had no objection to specifying that Govermments chould be requested
for thelr comments, but}he considered that Goverrments would automatically
receive all'Uhifed Nations documents and as a matter of course send in any
comments they wished to make. |

Dr. de BEUS (Netherlands) £hought that all £he same it might be useful
to say so expreésly as where new fields of international law would be studies
with a view to legislation, cbnsultationiof the Govermments was very
desirable. He also suggested thatithe period of one year be changed to "a
reasonable time". | | |

The CHAIRMAN read out the.texﬁ,as it would be with the chanrges suggested:
i.e. with the addiﬁion after the word "approﬁriate": "and circulated‘to

/governments
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governments with the request for recommendations within a ressonable tiwe".

Prof. BARTOS (Yugoslavia) wanted also to add some words on compuléory
publication of government replies. He did not apprb?e of the words "ae |
CEIL considergd appropriate”. In his opinion the Commission should not
have 8 digscretion asg fo wheﬁher feplies were to be published or not. -

Prof. JESSUP (United Stafes of America) expressed his agreement with
Prof. BARTOS, but he considered that the publication of these replies Would
be a matter of course. |

The CHAIRMAN suggested adding to Poihts 8 and 9 the following sentences
"All such comments rgceived‘Should be published".

Prof. KORETSKY (Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics) would prefer a
wording to the effect that when‘drafta weré published, they should‘contgiq
-ell fhe replies of both governmenté and any consﬁlted bodies, with

particular stress on the government replies. |

The CHAIRMAN stated thaﬁ ypere was general agreement on the substance
but thqt considerable re-drafting would be required‘which the Committee
wouldrleave to . the Rapporfeur. .

Prof. KORETSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) emphasized that
the issue as a Commission document would mean that there would only be a
limited circulation. ﬁe would prefer publication in book form which would be
availlable to the public and all érganizations‘and would enable the drafts
to be laid before the public opinion and published in lew magazines.

Prof. KORETSKY, furthermore, expressed his preference for the
wording of Point 9 in the original text of document 4/AC.10/33.

Dr. LIANC (Secrétary) agreed with Prof. KORETSKY that publication as a
Commission document WOuld'nét:ensure a wide distriﬁution in the sense that 1t
would be available to the public, but publication on a largé scale would

-again be a matter of great expense.

After an observatvion by Prof.‘JESSUP.that the Rapporteur might add words

to the effect that the widest publicity was desired, it was agreed that

Point 9 was generally acceptable subject to the above changes and additions.
/T A 10
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LAd0

| Prof. KOREISKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) vanted to delete

in the reviged text the vords "and Rappofﬁeur" and Prof. RUDZINSKT (Poland)

suggested the seme change as to the déadlina ag had bheen decided fofb

preceding‘points; o | By
. The CHATRMAN ctated that this_rewording would be left to the RAPPOPiTHﬁ%

Prof. KORETSKY'(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed out that in
Point 11 also,the_Rapporteur isrmentioned in opposition to the Sub-Commritise.
He preferred to avoid anything in the téxt vhich might cause a
,misunderstanding; Tpe Rappdrtour was,not,to be a speclal meuber of the
Sub-Cormittee but a member just like the others.

" After Prof. JESSUP (United States of America) had objected to the
omigsion of the Rapportegr from Points 10 and 11, Prof. KORETSKY withérew liis
oblection out of deference to the representetive from the United Statesz. The .
- CHAIRMAN thereupon stated that there vas egreement on Point‘lo.
-Dr. VIEYRA (Argentina) aslked whether the Rapporteﬁr of the Sub-Cormitlee
ﬁgsvthe‘samsypérson'as the Rapporteur of the Commission.‘ There wes general
| agreément that this conception was correct,

Dr. de BEUS‘(Netherlénds) suggested,:subject to the,agreement of the
representatives of China and the United States, whether in the final report
FPoints ;O‘and 11 could not be combined in one paragraph as they reélly
concerned only one phase of the‘prccédure.

The CHAIRMAN stated that this would be left to the RAPPORTEUR.

I A.12/13/1h |

The CEATRMAN statéd that no member wishing to‘gpeak 6n these po;nts
théy were accepted unanimously.

Prof. BARTOS (Yugoélavia) called the attention of the Commnittee to the
footnote on page 3 of document AfAC.10/33. 1In his opinion this matter
conperned the Rules of Procedure of fhe General Assenbly. |

/Prof. JESSUP
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Prof. JESSUP (Uhited States of Awmerica) explained the idea on which
the subject matter in the'footnote4was based, The United States Government
V considéred that the work of the Sixth Committee of the General Assembly
was very exfensive} In order that the drafts of CEIL should receive full
attention they should noﬁ be submerged under the regular work of the Sixth
Committee. On the other hand, in order not to have an entirely new Cbmmittee,
the procedure a&s outlined in the footnote wes suggested to the effect that
the representatives whom the Member States wanted to represent them on
the Sixth Committee should meet in advance of the session éf the General
Asseuwbly. Of course Prof, JESSUP saw the difficulty thet no Sub-Committee
of the Sixth Committee could be convened when'the Sixth Committee did not
yet exist., Therefore, the suggeétion'of'a.special.Comwittee was made which
was to have the same persomnel ss the Sixth Committee would have, The
General Assembly would.presnmqbly'givé instructions to CEIL and the same
Comuittee might prepare the work for the‘General,Assembly both with regard
to the consideration of CEIL reports and for suggesting new topics for
© internaticnal legisiation’or codification,

Prof. KORETSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Repﬁblios) obsgerved that
the suggestion to have the CEIL drafts examined previous to the Geﬁerél
Aseeﬁbl& by & Sub-Coumittee was not novel but could be found: in varilous
6ther proposeals put before this Comuittes. However, it was decided to
have only one Commission end he did not see that thereé was any necesslty
for setting up 2 Sub-Committee to prepare the work of the Sixth Committee
which would be sitting for éix weeks and heve ample time to prepare the
matter for the plenary sesgion of the Genéral Assembly, He agked
Prof. JESSUP not to-press-hisvpoint and wag of the oninibn that no
ppeciel Committes wes reguired. ‘

Dr. VIEYRA (Argentina) suggested that the Sixth Committeerof the
General Assembly should meet 1n advence of the‘opaning of the Genersl

Assenmbly session,

/br. AMADO
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o
. Dr. AMADO (Brazil) expressed his entire agreswent with the ‘suggestion
“made in ths footnote under discussion and in reply %o PrOf:'KDRETSKY,he
pointed out thet the special Comﬁittee suzgesied was not- actuslly a second
codification committee dut oniy intended ﬁo render more ensy the work of the

I

Sixth Committee and of the. General Assewbly.

~

- Prof, BARTOS (Yugoalavia)vthought that the wmetier shonld be laid bhefore
the Rules of Procedwre Committee of ths Genersl Asgenbly which was going
to meet one week hefors the Genércl Lssewbly., The CEATRMAN observed that
it was not only a matter oprrécedure but also one of substence, and he
“understood the dirficulty felt by the revressntative of the Uniom of
Soviat Seclallst Republics.

Dr. LIANG (Seéretary) pointed out that from a practical poirt of view
"1t could hardly be axpacts&{that the Mewber Stetes which, as experience
éhowed, constiﬁute their delegetions to the General Assewbly only on the
eve of the General Assembly, world send their representotives on the
Sixth Coumittee 2 week in advarce. Dr. LIANG made =n alteipative suggestion,
The Secretariat znd the Sixth Commipteé»would alwvays have a heavy load of
work during the General Agsembly sessiong and in this resvect he fully-
~agresd with Prof, JESSUP'S ‘point of view. However, it wight be recommended.
fhat fhe General Aggenbly aﬁibint a SubCommittee ol the Sixth Committee
charéed exélusively with studying the CEIL drafts and any‘suqucts suggéSted
to be taken up by it. |
Prof. RUDZINSKI (Poiend) reculled the nroposel he originaily wade

in document A/AC.lO/éO under paragréph IT which wze somewhat similar to
the one wade by Dr, LTANG. Also he agreed that the tesk of the Sixth -
Commi%tee was very heavy'during tlie last session of the General Asseuwbly.
 However, it gave far too much time to minor pointe and this wight be
corrected at the next session. The Sub-Commitiee now suggested would

have six weeks Tor its task and thet would surely bs enough.’

/Dr. AVADO
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Dr. AMADO (Brazil) wanted toigﬁppoft the original propodal made by
the representative for Poland in’dobumént”A/AC.lO/QO aﬁd considered that
it would be ussful féf a speclal Comﬁittee,»alsé appointed for a three
years vericd, to follow the work of CEIL.

Prof, BARTOS (Yugoslavia) formally proposed that the Secreteriat
accept the suggestion wade in the footnote and subwmit it to éhe Rules
of Procedure Comypittee of the General Asnémbly, Of course, the setting
up of a spscial Sub-Committee of *the Siwth Committes would be entirely
within the framework of the Genéral.Assembly Rules and would not have to
be so subwmitted,

Dr, KERNO (Assistent Secrstary-Generazl) observed that two thihgs should
"be distinguisheds

(a) Dow shouldvthe General Assembly deal with CEIL reports and drefis;

it would of course refer them to the Sixth Committee. In view of

+he Tact that the~Sixfh Committes would always have an enormous agenda,

Dr. KERNO entirely approved of Dr. LIANG'S idea that a special Sub-

Committesn be set up.

(b) “he Coumittee desired that between sessions of the General Assetibly

another inter-governmental organ act as intermediery between CEIL

and the General Assembly.

Dr. AMADO (Brazil) agreed with Prof., BARTOS -(Yugoslavia) that the
Rules of Prosedure (rmaittee of the Gensral Assembly would have to decids
on the procedural points involved but considered that the Committse could
certaiﬁly‘put'the matter before the General Assembly.

Prof. KORETSKY (Chiqn of Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed out that
the suggestion wade by Dr. AMADO (Brazil) would lsad to a revision of the
decision to have only one codification commission. He expressed his support
| of Dr, IEANGJS (Secretary) rroposal. Morsover, the suggestion made in the

footnote under discussion could not be»implemented'to teke effect before 1948,

/The CHAIRMAN,
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The CHAIRMAN, in sumwing unp the discussions; concluded thaﬁ
Prof, JESSUP'S (United Stetes of Awerica) suggestion concerned. two
fuinctions of the special Committes (a) the conclusion of CEIL reports
and {b) the stuldy of new subjects to be submitted to it. IF the Commitiee
congidersd that a special.Suanommittee bf the Sixth Committes could
verform these two funchions it wight accept Dr. LIANG'S prdposal. If
not, recommendations might be made to tus Cenaral Assembly to set up
this special Conmitbtee enviseged by the Awericen~Chiness propossl. Finally,
there was Prof. BARTOS' (Yugoslgyia) foréal proposal to refer the matter
tq fhe Rules of Prccedure Committee of the Generai Asgeeubly.,

Dr. LIANG (Secretery) vointed out that iﬁ would seem prematufe to
Sﬁbmit this watier now to the Rules of Procedure Comwities as it would
be.part of the whole rep&rt of this Commit£ee and action could only be
taken on any vayrt of it after»the Generalﬁﬁssembly had epproved of the
Areport. Moreover, the Rules of Proccedure Committee was only dealing with

he improvement of the Rules of Procedure now in use end would not be
competent to deal with this matter, It would only be after the Gensral
Asgembly had adopted this Comumlttee's rewort, inciusive of the subject
now under discussion, that the metter could bs submitted to the Rules of
Procedure Committee to determine whether a revision of the Rules of
Procedure was necessary.

Dr. ESU (China) =sked whether the vote about to be taken would be
on ths setting up of e swvecisl Co&mittee—érﬂon thet of a Sub-Committee
of thé Sixth Committee. As this Cowmittes éould only make recommendations
to the Genercl Asscmbly it seemed merely to be = matter of secondary
importance ag of couse the Membgrs cculd not be foreced to follow um
the recommendatioﬁs. |

In reply to a question by the CIAIRMAN whether the répresentgtives
for the United States end China insisted on their vroposel, Prof. JESSUY
(United Stetes of Auerica) steted that he considsied the proposal by
Dr. LIANG (Secrcztery) és an amendment to theirs end acked that it be

voted on first,
M AMATA
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Dr. AMADO (Brazil) on a point of order, formally vroposed thet the
suggestlion lald down in the footnote should be votad on first.

Dr. TIANG {Secretary) mointed out that if a'spécial Compittas were
appointed this Jould not orevent the Sixth Comm ttee frow satbing up‘a
special Sub-Coumittee for exnuwinaticn of CEIL drafis snd re\orts, etc.,
end fearad duplication of machinsyy.

Prof. JESSUP? (United States of America) warncd that if a special
Committes °rd 2 special Sub-Comnittee were set up, it would mesan that
four orgens were in subsequent stages to deal with codification: CEIL,
the Snecial Committee; the Special Sub-Comwittee of the Sixth Committee,
end the Ceneral Assswoly.

Prof. DONNEDIEU DE VABRIS (Frence) slso insisted that Do, LIAIG'S
ﬁroposdl be voted on firsh.

The CHATRMAK comolm 4 with th's request and D, LIAHG‘S proposal
that the Sixth Committee should be recommended to set uv s spscial Sub-
Committee wag carried uranimously. As this decision did not exclude the
possibility of also recowmending a Specisl Committee as suguzested by
Prof. JESSUP ﬂnd Dr, HSU & vote wes taken on tiie latter's provocel which
wag lost by T votes In Tfavour, 8 sgainst end 2 abstentions,

, Prososels asnd Draft Conventlons

B. (Page 4 of Document 4/AC.10/3
Recouwmended by Goverowents, &

3)
e

Prof. KORPTSEY (Union qf/Soviet Socizlist Republics) objected to the
propesal wede wader this heading. Ie could not agree that drafts should
be submitted to CEIL by single 50vernments, spécialized agencies and other
ovgonizetions, Article 13 of the Cherter ex nressly ﬁanted the tesk of
cedification to be carried out by the Genersl Assewbly and CEIL would be
e General Agsembly Comwmission. It would therefors be for the General
Asgenbly to issue instructions to CEIL end to choose the topics Whére
rules of international lew wewe neaded. CEIL would not only hesve to take
nete of what the l'w ig but coldification should be understood to include

the systematization of internstionel law. For this important tesk the

[General Assembly
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" General Asseubly should have ‘sole reépbnsibility; .This Committee ghould
~ ot recomﬁena that'cther bodies way wake suggestions %o CEIL. International
: organizaujons interested in intarndtional lav were. 1ncreﬂsing constantly.
' The small Commission of Txperts showld not be burdened by all swggestions
* ‘which suchlqrganizatioﬁs wanted to”pq%;bafore it,-eithef diﬁectly or through
thé Seéretariat. Prof, KDRETSKY recalled thét_the-Governmsnt of Panama
vhen introducing tneir declaretion on *the rights and autles of- ‘states also
submitted ;t to the GenGPQI Assewbly and thie referred the watter to the .
~ present Committee. In his op*nion that wes the correct procedure.. There
" was 1o article in the Charter allowing such. orgenizations tne right envisaged
» here., Prof, KDRITSKY veminded the Committes that only the 7hilippjne
- delegation haa wanted to turn the Aasemblv into & legislative bodj. In
Prof. KORETSKY'S opinicn this Committee wculd not only go beyond the Cherter
in alloving this procedure but also for practicable reasons it vas
undssirable, as CEIL would be suhmarged bv a flood of drafts and recussta o
from single governmen+s; sypecialized -2gencias and organlzations. o
Prof.. KDR&”SKY ferma_IV'prODOSGd deletion of 1.B. |

Prof. JESSUP. (Uhitad States of ‘America) considered thet the wording

éf_this Chaypter had led tofmmsap*rehensions. of course.it was. not the
‘“idea éhat CEIL should act ss sn advisory body tov'+he-.whole world. Likewige,
1t would also bé only the General Assemwbly which could esk CEIL to Yrepare
naw-internatlgnal 1egislat10n. However, the intentlon of this chapter
was that in the future as in the Dast, any of the bedies referred to in

this chapter would undoubtedly have suggestions with regard to- international
law and’it seemed anprop?iate-that the'General Assembly wculd want.CEIL
to study such ideess end repO“t back to it. ‘CEIL:however wouid always be
, acttng unfer the instructions of the General Assembly. As to\PQin%;l (a)
of Chaptér B régardihg'consultation with»bo&ies-conderned,‘this was put
: in, 88 1t was the procedvre leld down by the General.AssembLy with regerd
to grmocide,

" Jerof. KORETSKY'
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Prof, KORETSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Repﬁblics) did not undevatand
the explanation given by Prof. JESSUP, CEIL would bo composed of akperts
not politjciéns, -However, every draft must first be considersd from the
political aspasct., .If approved from this point of view, then only could
it be hended to CEIL, The Draft Declarection on the Rights and Dutles of
~fStetes proyposed by ?anama was also first submitted to the First (Poljtical)
Committee of thé Gcneral Asserbly and then only to the vresent Committee.
"In his 6pinion every draft or subject should first bhe examined by’the

political body. If that was also Prof. JESSUP'S opinion, it should be made
more clear in the text. |

The CHAIRMAN stéted thet as Prof, KORETSKY'S objectioné were werely

negetive in vanting to delete the whole of Chéﬁter B, he would »ut
- Prof. JESSUP'S proposal to the vote whi¢h wéé cerried by 12 votes in
favour, with 3 agsinst and 2 abstentions, |
- In conseyguence of this vote, Prof. KORETSKY (Union of Soviet Socislist
Republics) stated that he would not parﬂicipate in voting on the,sinéle
items of Chaptsr B as he disapproved of the whole of this chapter,

Prof, BARTOS (Yugoslavia) also declered that he would sbstein from
taking part in the discussions of the Committee on the points of Chapter I B
of document A/AC,10/33 as the Comwmittee hed taken & decision in Tlegrent
violatlon of the Charter. The Charﬁer had expressly laid down the procedure
for placing an item on the agenda of the Geneyal Assembly, However, by
the decision which hed Just been teken, the Committee had opened the way
for governments and certsin ofganizations and’bodies'(not éo auvthorized
| by the Charter) to place items on the agenda of the General Assemﬁly |
through the back'doop of the Codification Commission to hé set wp, which
wag an inadmissiblejmanipulation from a'constitutional point of‘vieﬁ.

' He therefore reserved the right to raise thils point again on behalf of

the Delegation of his Government before the General Assembly.

JI.B.1 (a)
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I.B-1 (a) was accented without discussions. In I.B.1 (b} the tern
six monnhs periocd" was substituted by "vithin reasonable tima . In
1B (v) tie word "questionnaire" was substituted for the word ‘fo*mulstwon .
.I,B. (c) end (d) were accepted w;thout discussion, With reference to
- the note unuer this sub- heedLng, Prof. JESSUr (United St:'.es of Americe)
pqintedvout that if 8 qucst;onnaire had already been circulatgd, this
would be sufficlent. | |

Regarding I B-2 (a) the CHAIRMAN asked whether the representatives
for Poland, Union of Soviet aocidlist Republics and Yugoslavia aleo objicted
to the points dealt‘yith under this sub-heading, Prof. BARTOS (Yugoslavia)
replied that he also coﬂsideréd these points unconstitutional, Profi KDRETSKS
(Union of Soviet Socialist ﬁepublids) emphasized that he would refrain
from voting on the whole of Chapter B, but not from discussions,

Prof. KORETSKY asked for a clqrificéfibn concerning Sub-headings 2 and 3.
Did the mewbers of this Committeé geriously wish that the Commissipn of
vExperﬁs would becowe a kird of brain trust for all organiZatipns gravitating
around the United Nationsf

Prof, JESSUP (Uhite@-States of America) observed that Chapter B dealt
- with vrovisions and draft conventicna divided into three cetegories.

The draft éonventicns were divided into those éigned and thoge not yet
Signed.\ For example, & cdnvention, drawn ué by the Economic and Social
Council but not yet signed; might be referred to CEIL for s%udy-for
comparison with other conventions or textes and for report to the General
Assembly (Sub-heading 2). Sub-heading 3 relsted to mstters alread
regulated,

Prof, KORETSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republica) asked, with
regard to Sub-heading 3,'whéthér it would then be the taék of CEIL-to
criticize the conventidns signed; This would amount to a criticism of
the signatory governments. Prof. JESSﬁf (United Stetes of Americs) pointed
out that the cross reference mentioned in Sub-hsading 3 wes to the

/Secretarint
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Secretafiat memoréndum whefe iﬁ dealit with prboedures for encouréging the
retification and accesgion to conventions. The CHAIRMAN returned to’SUb-
heading 2 (a) and iﬁs verious points.

Dr. VIEYPA (Argentina) supported by Mr. SJOEORG (Sweden) wanted to
comﬁine in Sub-hea&ing 2 the polnt of 1 (b), a ciroulation of questionnaires
to 4ll governments as the Secreterist under the present pfdvision woﬁld
only send the documents in question to the\gOQernments directly concerned
in any oonvenfion. It was agrecd to leave this point to the RAPPURTEUR.
Sub-hezding 3 elrveady discussed eboﬁe was agreed to without‘further
diacuésion.

The meeting sdjourned. at 6:00 o'clock.

- - on -



