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" the importance attached to this ~ue6tion by the framers of the Charter..'

It was apparent that Liechtenstein had yielded important parts of its

sqvereignts to another State. Liechtenstein was, therefore, not a

sovereign and independent State, and there was no need to arnmit it to

became a party~o the Statute of the International Court of Justice.

The lllBjority of the members of the Committee, however, maintained
'" .'~ " . ., 1 •

that Liechtenstein was a State in the sense of Article 93, .paragraph 2,

of ~he Charter sinc~ it'~~ssessed 'all the qualifications of a state.

The jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice should be extended

as far as possible. The accession of Lieohtenstein to the statute of

the International Oourt of Justice'was all the more useful for it since

it was a slllB1l state"a~d' protection of'law was 'most necessary in such

a case. It was also recalle'd that, in dealing with the application of

Switzerland to become aparty to the statute of the International Court

of Justice, the'C~mmittee of Experis had advised oertain conditions.

Though these' conditions had not beel1: intended' as a precedent to any

future case, the discussion of the application of Switzerland 'in the

Committ~e had bee~ 80, exhaustive and detailed that it l:\.ppeared advisable

that the same conditions in the same wording be set in the case of.

Liechtenstein.
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