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INTRODUCTION

1. At its thirty-ninth session, the General Assembly, on the recommendation of
the General Committee, decided at its 3rd plenary meeting, on 21 September 1984, to
include in the agenda of the session an item entitled "Report of the International
Law Commission on the work of its thirty-sixth session ll 1/ (item 130) and to
allocate it to the Sixth Committee.

2. The Sixth Committee considered the item at its 33rd to 47th and 65th meetings
on 1 to 15 November and 7 December 1984. 2/ At its 65th meeting, on 7 December, it
adopted by consensus draft resolution A/C:6/39/L.26, entitled "Report of the
International Law Commission", which it recommended to the General Assembly for
adoption.

3~ The General Assembly, at its 99th plenary meeting, on 13 December 1984,
adopted resolution 39/85 as Lecommended by the Sixth Committee. By paragraph 9 of
the resolution, the Assembly requested the Secretary-General, inter alia, to
prepare .: od distribute a topical summary of the debate held on the Commission's
report at the thirty-ninth session of the General Assembly. In compliance with
that request, the Secretariat has prepared the present document containing the
topical summary of that debate.

4'. Representatives in the Sixth Committee made reference to the topic "Draft Code
of Offences against the Peace and Security of Mankind" not only in the course of
the debate on item 130 (Report of the International Law Commission on the work of
its thirty-sixth session), but also during its consideration of item 125, entitled
"Dr.aft Code of uffences against t.he Peace and security of Mankind". Thus, part B
of the present tf)pical summary has been prepared taking into account the views on
the topic expressed in the Sixth Committee during its consideration of both
item 130 and item 125. 3/

5. At its 3rd meeting, on 25 September 1984, the sixth Committee, at the
invitation of its Chairman, observed a minute of silence in tribute to the memory
of ~. Robert Q. Quentin-B3xter, member of the International Law Commission.
Subsequently, at its 35th meeting, on 5 November 1984, the Sixth Committee, at the
invitation of its Chairman, observed a minute of silence in tribute to the memory
of Mr. Constantin A. Stavropoulos, also a member of the Commission. The Chairman,
on behalf of the sixth Committ<·, and many representatives expressed sorrow on the
loss to the international legal community of two of its most devoted and
pre-eminent members and offered sincerest condolences to the bereaved families of
Mr. Quentin-Baxter and Mr. Stavropoulos.

6. On 7 November 1984, the Security Council and the General Assembly elected
five members of the International Court of Justice. Among those elected were
two members of the International Law Commission, Mr. Jens Evensen and
Mr. Ni Zhengyu. At its 37th m~eting, held on the same day, the Chairman of the
Sixth Committee congratulated the five Judges-elect of the International Court of
Justice. During the debate on the report of the International Law Commission on
the work of its thirty-sixth session, numerous representatives congratulated the
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10. Certain representatives pointed out that the codification and progressive
development of international law constituted an essential part of United Nations
activities aimed at maintaining international peace and security and strengthening

A. GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE WORK OF THE INTERNATIONAL LAW
COMMISSION AND THE CODIFICATION PROCESS

9. The primary task of the International Law Commission was, it was maintained,
to enhance the effectiveness of international law. ~he Commission must gear its
activities to the current state of international relations, help extend the areas
in which they were regulated by international law, consolidate the content of
existing rules and clearly formulate new legal norms applicable to the requirements
of tne modern world. Since its composition had been enlarged in 1982, the
Commission had become a much more representative body and was in a better position
to accomplish its task in the interests of the international community as a whole.
It ~~s to be hoped that it would P~&Y a more positive role in the struggle for
peace and develOPment. Gratitude was expressed for the valuable contribution made
by the Commission to the codification and progressive development of international
law.

TOPICAL SUMMARY
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8. Representatives believed that the Commission's activities were extremely
important, as the progressive development and codification of international law
made a substantial contribution to the strengthening of peaceful co-operation
between States with different social systems. Reference was made to Article 13,
paragraph 1 (a), of the Charter of the United Nations and emphasis was placed on
the political significance of the work of the Commission and the intimate link
between the political will of States to co-operate with one another and the
strengthening of the international legal order. It was said that the International
Law Commission was one of the most important United Nations bodies, especially as
other bodies had become less effective owing to the non-implementation of the
provisions of the Charter. That its work almost always led to a consensus
reflecting all legal and political doctrines proved its value to mankind.

7. A number of representatives congratulated the International Law Commission on
the work it had accomplished at its thirty-sixth session. The work accomplished
was encouraging and demonstrated the Commission's desire to meet the concerns of
the modern world. Appreciable progress had been achieved and useful work had been
done on various topics on the Commission's current programme of work despite their
comple)t and delicate nature. Satisfaction was expressed that work on some of the
topics dealt with by the Commission seemed to be on the verge of providing
results. It was essential, therefore, to enable the Commission to take into
consideration the views of States, so that it might produce texts which would be
acceptable to the international community.

two members of the Commission who had been elected to the International Court of
Justicee The significant contributions which Mr. Evensen and Mr. Ni had made to
the work of the International Law Commission were recalled and best wishes extended
to them as Judges of the International Court of Justice.
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peace and co-oper.ation among peoples. The post-war years had shown that absolute
respect by all states for the main principles of international law was a necessary
condition for rechannelling international relations towards detente, averting the
threat of nuclear war and overcoming the current deterioration in the international
climate, which had been caused by the policy of those countries which acted in
gross violation of the generally accepted norms of international law and their
international treaty obligations.

11. The view was expressed that far-reaching changes had had a profound impact on
the environment in which legal standards were applied. The adoption of the Charter
of the united Nations had upset many values of a permissive legal order and,
although certain traditional circles were unwilling to accept the new realities, it
was comforting to see that the Commission, in a participatory and innovative
spirit, would not a priori tolerate halting the exchange of ideas or resignation in
the face of difficulties. It was noted that international law, as developed in the
past, had favoured the rich and mighty as against the poor and defenceless
nations. A better balanced body of rules of international law required a more
balanced approach and wider participation of the third world at every stage of the
international law-making process, from codification of the practices of states and
progressive development of law to its actual application in international
adjudication and arbitration.

l~. One representative felt that on the eve of the fortieth anniversary of the
united Nations, it would be well to ponder the role of the Commission and the Sixth
Committee in the overall United Nations scheme. In his 1984 report on the worK of
the Organization in 1984 (A/39/l), the Secretary-General had pointed out that
during the past 40 years, more had been done by the united Nations in codifying
international law than had been accomplished during the previous centuries. The
Committee and the Commission could take pride in the role they had played so far in
that process, but they also had the responsibility to continue and improve their
own Performance, thereby enhancing the public image of the united Nations as a
whole. A continuing effort and an open mind were needed to remedy existing
weaknesses and maximize possible improvements both in targets and methods of work,
for, as the Secretary-General had said, it was only thus that the Organization
would again prove to be responsive to· change and continue to meet the growing
expectations of mankind. The role of the Sixth Committee was not to go into
matters of detail which the Commission had the expertise to accomplish, but to
provide political guidance and as clear-cut answers as possible to questions raised
on politically sensitive issues, when the Commission found itself deadlocked. The
majority opinion of the Sixth Committee was then a determining factor in breaking
such deadlocks.

13. Technical bodies of the United Nations, and especially the sixth Committee,
should not lose sight of the wider issues of social policy and of the role of
international law in shaping events in the real world. The primary duty of those
bodies was to contribute to making the world a better, more just and safer place
through the elaboration of rules designed to protect against the abuse and the
arrogance of powe~. He said that recently there had been some e~amples of the
peaceful settlement of disputes through third-party settlement on the basis of the
rules of international law. Those examples were unfortunately all too rare, and
many other disputes remained unresolved, causing injustice and human suffering.
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15. On the completion of work of the Sixth Committee at the thirty-ninth session,
tile Chairman of the sixth Committee said that there had been a high standard of
discussion in the Committee on the progressive development and codification of
international law, which had been partioularly evident in the Committee's
consideration of the reports of the International Law Commission, UNCITRAL and the
Special Ad Hoc Committees. He emphasized the effort made by all delegations to
concentrate their remarks on those issues where the views of the Sixth Committee
were essential for policy guidelines, methods of approach or the aooeptance of
specific articles prepared by subsidiary bodies of the General Assembly. Those
efforts would be helped if the International Law Commission and other bodies
focused in their reports to an even greater extent on those matters for which the
Sixth Committee had to provide concrete legal and political guidelines.

16. Several representatives expressed satisfaction at the progress made by the
Commission in its work on the draft Code of Offences against the Peace and Seourity
of Mankind. The reports prepared by the Special Rapporteur, Mr. Doudou Thiam, were
commended.

17. The importance of a code of offences against the peace and security of mankind
was emphasized by several representatives. They believed that the elaboration of a

B. DRAFT CODE OF OFFENCES AGAINST THE PEACE AND SECURITY OF MANKIND

1. General observations
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14. The Chairman of the Commission, in his concluding statement, emphasized that
the role of the Sixth Committee as a unique and highly ~epresentative international
body in the field of the elaboration of international law should be evaluated both
quantitatively and qualitatively. It was important, he said, to note that there
had been 75 statements made in the Sixth Committee on the report of the
International Law Commission on the work of its 1984 session~ that so large a
number of statements reflected the importance states attached to the Commission's
work and to tile law-making process within the United Nations system. The fact
that, of those 75 statements, 36 had been made by representatives of developing
countries was worth emphasizing as proof that those countries were taking that
law-making process very seriously. Qualitatively, he pointed out that the debate
in tile Sixth Committee on the Commission's report had been of a high intelleotual
and technical standard. The wealth of ideas and suggestions presented would be an
invaluable asset for the further work of the Commission. The process of
codification and d~velopment of international law would derive new impetus from the
fruitful exchanges of ideas between the members of the Commission and the
representatives of various states, as those exchanges made it possible to pin-point
the Particular problems relating to the main topics considered. There was no doubt
that the Commission and its Special Rapporteurs would derive great benefit from
those discussions through a careful study of the summary records and the topioal
summary that would be prepared by the Secretariat. The broad range of opinions to
be reconciled in the multilateral process of development and codification of law in
the United Nations called for moderation on the part of the Commission and a
realistic approach to the study of the main topics.
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code of offences was importand and most timely, particularly in the light of the
current international situation, characterized by the aggravation of international
tension and tile increased danger of nuclear war, as well as the continuation of
explosive and tense situations in many parts of the world. Such a code of offences
would, it was said, contribute to the development and stricter application of the
principles and norms relating to the responsibility of states, groups and
individuals. It would also be an additional guarantee for the strengthening of
international peace and security. Developments in the world had made a code of
offences more urgent than ever as acts recognized as crimes against humanity in the
Charter of the NUrnberg Tribunal had been committed in various parts of the world.
The adoption of a code of offences would be a major contribution towards giving
effect to article 1, paragraph 1, of the Charter of the United Nations and would
promote progressive development and codification of international law. A code of
offences would, a number of representatives considered, assist in safeguaraing the
sovereign integrity of small and medium-sized countries. It would be wise, it was
also said, to keep in mind what the International Law Commission had recognized in
1954, namely, that offences again&t the peace and security of mankind must be
understood as serious threats to the international cornraunity and that the purpose
of a code of offences was to give the community the means to defend itself against
such threats. The view was expressed that preparation of a code of offences
against the peace and security of mankind would involve a number of difficulties,
particularly because of the absence of any real codification of international
criminal law at the present time. The view was also expressed, however, that the
topic, though sensitive and di~ficult, was codifiable and would promote the
purposes and principles of the Charter of the united Nations. A suitable
instrument reflecting a consensus in the Commission would, it was said, have a
moral persuasive force of considerable value.

18. Some representatives stated that the Code of Offences ag.ainst the Peace and
Security of Mankind as originally conceived reflected the unique circumstances
prevailing at the end of the Second World War. Since then the international
situation had undergone great changes and new developments necessitating urgent
resumption of deliberations on the subject were not discernible. Consideration of
tile topic was not likely to produce useful results for the progressive development
of international law and the internatio~al community, and the Commission's time
might more profitably be devoted to other more promising topics on its agenda. The
view was expressed that the London and Tokyo Charters and consequent judicial
actions were singular achievements. A central element in those achievements was a
ttibunal without which the Charters would not have come into being. There had also
been the, equally necessary, element of an exceptional degree of international
agreement. These necessary elements were lacking in the case of the present
topic. While it was true that there had been no decision to exclude the idea of a
tribunal, many delegations seemed to consider that it was prudent or possible to
contemplate a code of offences without a commitment to at least consider the
question of a tribunal. Also, to press for progress on the topic in the absence of
the necessary level of international agreement could jeopardize the consensus that
existed with regard to the achievement of the 1940s. When work was. conducted in a
manner which, because of lack of precision, risked converting legally important
conc~usions into political slogans, however popular, the risk of undoing existing
achievements was all the greater and the more disturbing.
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J.g. Some representatives considered that the Commission should accord priority to
its work on tile present topic. other representatives did not consider that the
topic should be accorded priority. Some representatives considered that the
subject of the draft Code of Offences should continue to be considered as a
separate item on the agenda of the Sixth Committee. Other representatives did not
see the reason why the item should continue to be considered separately, in the
Sixth Committee, from other items on the agenda of the Commission.

2. Sco~e of the draft Code of Offences: ratione personae

20. Several representatives agreed with the Commission's decision that its efforts
at the present st~ge should be devoted exclusively to the questio of the criminal
resPQnsibllity of individuals, leaving aside for the moment the question of the
criminal responslbility of States. The view was expressed that the Commission
should concentrate at the present stage on the less controversial issues and the
question of the criminal responsibility of States was, it was said, a matter on
which there were substantial differences of opinion. The criminal responsibility
of States, it was also noted, could not be governed by the same regime as the
criminal responsibility of individuals, if only from the point of view of penalties
and procedural rules.

1
, 1

I,
I

I
I
i

,i

I
I
t

I
i
I

:I
I

,I
i
I

f

21. Some representatives, believing that the Commission should not take up the
question of the criminal responsibility of states, considered that a principle of
the criminal responsibility of states did not exist in international law. Some
representatives were of the view that the concept of the criminal responsibility of
States was contrary to the principle of the sovereign equality of states.
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.I23. Another representative, agreeing with the view that a principle of the

criminal responsibility of states did not exist in international law and ran
counter to'the principle of the sovereign equality of States, considered,
nevertheless, that it was possible to set out in the draft Code of Offences both
the special international responsibility of States and the criminal responsibility
of individuals for offences against the peace and secu~ity of mankind. The special
international responsibility of States for SUch offences would mean not only that
States incurred political and material responsibility for SUch offences but also
that sanctions could be applied against them. The criminal responsibility of
individuals would mean that individuals committing such offences would be subject

22. The view was expressed by one representative that the Commission's intention
to limit itself at the present stage to the question of the criminal responsibility
of individuals "without prejudice to subsequent consideration of the possible
application to States of the notion of international criminal responsibility in the
light of opinions expressed by Governments" could imply that the Commission may
later decide not to deal with the question of the criminal responsibility of
States. The Commission, it was said t ought to have taken an unequivocal decision
to address the question of the criminal responsibility of States at a later stage.
The Commission, in elaborating the draft articles on State responsibility, had
already dealt with important issues relating to the criminal responsibility of
states. .

/ ...
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not only to national courts but also to norms of international law and to the
jurisdiction of special international tribunals.

24. One representative stated that the Commission should not be locked into
traditional and stereotypical models in its examination of penalties and punishment
for cirmes committed by a St~te. The view was expressed that, while it was not
possible to irlc:a::-cerate a Stz-te, other sanctions were feasible. A mere
determination that a State had comulitted an international crime could be a
sufficient response if other States had, in those circumstances, the obligations
set out in article 14, paragraph 2 (a), (b) and (c) of the draft articles on state
responsibility (namely, (a) not to recognize as legal the situation created by such
a crime; (b) not to render aid or assistance to the State which has committed such
a crime in maintaining the situation created by such crime; and (c) to join other
States in affording mutual assistance in carrying out the obligations under
sUbparagraphs (a) and (b».

25. One representative, referring to the view that the responsibility of states
for acts classified as international crimes should be considered only within the
context of state responsibility, stated that it would be necessary to delimit the
scope of the draft Code of Offences and the scope of the draft articles on State
responsibility. The possibility of keeping such a delimitation in abeyance until
progress within the context of State responsibility could be evaluated should, he
~tated, be considered. Such a compromise may serve as an incentive to the work on
State responsibility, which was advancing too slowly, but it should not serve as an
excuse for indefinite delay on the question of the draft Code of Offences. The
Commission's decision to devote its efforts at the present stage exclusively to the
criminal responsibility of individuals was not, it was said, inconsistent with such
a compromise.

26. Some representatives made the point that restricting the scope of the draft
Code of Offences to the criminal responsibility of individuals would diminish the
value of the Code as an instrument of prevention and deterrence, and would
disregard the progressive development of the law on that subject over the past
30 years. The implications of the concept of the criminal responsibility of a
sta~e were not, it was noted, unrealistic and failure to achieve progress in that
area would be tantamount to codifying, by omission, the current impossibility of

-ensuring strict observance of the principles of the Charter of the United Nations
and of international law. The view was expressed by one representative that an
,~propr iate connection with Chapter VII of thE! Charter would be a good point of
4~parture for the elaboration, in the draft Code of Offences, of a section of the
draft Code on sanctions, which could include measures of a moral, political, and if
necessary, military and economic nature. Moreover, concepts of criminal law, such
AS complicity, dUly adapted to the juridical status of a State, could be used when
~le international community sought to isolate one of its members who was
~esponsible for an international crime. The establishment of a dual regime of
individual responsibility and state ~esponsibilitywould, it was said, be the best
way to give credibility and effectiveness to the future instrument.
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3. Scope of the draft Code of Offences: ratione materiae

27. Several representatives expressed agreement with the Commission's conclusion
that, as not every international crime could be regarded as an offence against the
peace and security of mankind, the draft Code of Offences should cover only the
most serious international offences. Thus, they stated, they were in favour of the
minimum content, and not the maximum content, approach to preparation of the draft
Code.

28. One representative raised the question as to how the distinction between less
serious and most serious international offences could be made. The suggestion was'
made that perhaps in the first instance an exhaustive list of all relevant offences
should be established and that, thereafter, decisions should be taken as to the
serious nature of each offence.

29. One representative was of the view that determination of the most serious
international offences should be made in light of general criteria and also of
relevant conventions and declarations, including elements which had emerged in the
context of decolonization, the need to protect human rights and the development of
jus cogens.

30. One representative considered that difficulties would arise in practice when
distinctions were sought to be made between serious breaches of international law,
which should be considered international crimes, and, on the other hand, such
serious breaches of internatinal law which should be considered offences against
the peace and security of mankind. An evaluation of what constituted a serious
breach of international law and what constituted an offence against the peace and
security of mank.ind was largely subjective.

31. Some representatives were of the view that no distinction should be made
between offences against peace and offences against security. The two concepts 
peace and security - had always been considered together as in the Charter of the
United Nations. The view was expressed that the two concepts were organically
linked and that it would be difficult to make a clear distinction between them; and
the purpose of such a distinction was, in any event, unclear.

32. Another representative thought that in the interests of clarity the Commission
might further develop the concept of "mankind" and the factors specifically
affecting peace and security.

33. The view was expressed by one representative that the Commission had used the
expressions "offences against the peace and security of mankind", "crime against
humanity" and "international crime tl as if they were synonymous; though the
Commission had recognized that not every international crime was an offence against
the peace and security of mankind. Also, posing a choice between a "minimum
content tl and a "maximum content tl might, it was said, imply that general agreement
already existed on the crimes listed under the rubric "minimum content". It was
questionable, it was said, whether all the crimes listed under "minimum content"
had a sUfficient connection with criminal conduct under international law.
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~ntatives expressed agreement with the Commission's decision
Lssion should commence work on preparation of the draft Code of
19 a provisional list of the offences for inclusion in the draft

Code, bearlng in mind the drafting of an introduction summarizing the general
principles relating to offences against the peace and security of mankirtd; (b) the
1954 draft Code was a sound basis for future work (as it embodied principles in the
Charter of the United Nations and principles on which the NUrnberg and Tokyo
Tribunals had been established) and the offences in the 1954 draft Code were
appropriate for inclusion in the provisional list of offences, with modificat;.c,z of
form and substance to be considered by the Commission at a later stage~ and (c~ as
to offences recognized since 1954, an inventory of the relevant legal instruments
should be prepared for identification of such offences.

35. A number of suggestions were made with respect to the inventory of legal
instruments to be prepared for identification of offences recognized subsequent to
the 1954 draft Code. The suggestion was made that account should be taken of the
Definition of Aggression and the Declaration on Principles of International Law
concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among states in" accordance with the
Charter of the United Nations. It was suggested that the section of the draft Code
dealing with the breach of obligations of states in the field of disarmament should
take into account relevant provisions of such instruments as the 1963 Treaty
Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in outer space and under water; the
1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons; the 1971 Treaty on th~

Prol1ibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass
Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the OCean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof~ and the
1972 Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling
of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxic Weapons and on Their Destruction. The
view was expressed that ~le draft Code should also reflect the international legal
instruments which developed the principles of individual criminal responsibility
for war crimes and crimes against humanity, inclUding the 1973 International
Convention on the Suppression and Punishment of the Crime of Apartheid, the 1968
Convention on the Non-Applicability of Statutory Limitations to War Crimes and
Crimes against Humanity and the 1977 Protoc01s Additional to the Geneva Conventions
of J.94~.

36. One representative stated that the Commission should take due account of the
results achieved through progressive development of international law since
preparation of the 1954 draft Code. One representative cautioned against the
Commission's beginning its work on the present topic de novo.

37. The suggestion was made by one representative that the categorization, in
paragraph 42 of the Commission's report, of the offences listed in the 1954 draft
Code (namely, offences against tile sovereignty and territorial integrity of States;
crimes against humanity; and offences violating the laws or customs of war) might,
if they were not to appear in the text of the draft Code of Offences, be
incorporated in the introduction or in a preamble on the understanding that further
categories may have to be introduced.
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38. Some representatives considered that the Commission had been wrong to devote
itself exclusively to tlle preparation of a list of offences instead of elaborating
an introduction as the General Assembly had invited the Commission to do. If the
work of the Commission was to have useful results, they said, it must be determined
what in reality constituted an "offence against the peace and security of
mankind". They believed that the Commission should have first established, even on
a provisional basis, criteria to be used for the purpose of testing offences which
had been or might be suggested for inclusion in the list called for in General
Assembly resolution 38/132 of 19 December 1983. Such a procedure, it was said,
would have made it possible to refine the criteria while testing proposed offences
against the criteria. A listing of offences without reference to carefully worked
out criteria, based on established international law, could result in a concept of
offences against the peace and security of mankind as a further pejorative slogan
with little specific legal content.

39. These representatives were of the view that the 1954 draft Code,
notwithstanding criticisms which had been levelled at it in the past, had contained
elements of a general definition in articles 1, 3 and 4. These provisions had at
least established that offences against the peace and security of mankind were
crimes under international law~ that the responsible individuals should be
punished; that if a person who had committed such an offence had acted as head of
State or as responsible government official, this did not relieve him of
responsibility; and that if a person charged with such an offence had acted
pursuant to an order of his Government or of a superior, that did not relieve him
of responsibility in international law if it had been possible for him not to
comply with the order. The Commission, it was said, might have started with such
elements as the first step towards the selection of criteria that would make it
possible to determine what constituted an offence against the peace and security of
mankind. Otherwise, what ILC had called the study of the living tissue might
degenerate into an exercise that was not only in abstracto but also in vacuo and
the subsequent preparation of an introduction would become mere self-validation.

40. One representative thought that the primary task of the Commission was to draw
up a list of crimes which should follow a logical and coherent order and that it
would be premature, before such a list was compiled, to seek to define the general~

criteria for the inclusion of offences in the draft Code. In his view, only after
such a list of crimes had been compiled, using an inductive method, would it be
possible to draw up an introductory section comprising general rules and principles.

41. One representative thought that in preparing an introduction, it would be
necessary for the Commission to start from rational criteria in order to identify
the most serious crimes and in order to determine their legal consequences. He
thought it would also be necessary to look more closely at the causes of such
crlmes and study them in greater depth from the qualitative standpoint. He
tilought, however, that questions should also be considered from the point of view
of the solidarity of the international'community which was bound to adopt sanctions
against a State that committed offences against the peace and security of mankind.
He consioered that a cautious but vigorous approach should be adopted in drawing up
the list of offences and that the deductive and inductive methods should be
combined.
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5. Comments on the question of possible offences for inclusion
in the draft Code of Offences

(a) Comments on possible offences for inclusion referred to in report of
Commission

42. Colonialism. Several representatives were of the view that greater emphasis
should be laid on the crime of colonialism and nee-colonialism since its horrific
character and cruel effects in many cases exceeded those of aggression. A failure
to recognize realities would, it was said, be an affront to the peoples of Africa,
Asia and Latin America who were still sUffering as a result of those shameful
practices. Some representatives, noting that the term "colonialism" seemed to
elude' a definition which would do justice to the many forms the phenomenon of
colonialism could assume, agleed with the Special Representative's use of the
expression tldenial cf the right of self-determinationtl to refer to colonialism and
neo-colonialism. Some representatives found unacoeptable the replacement of the
term tlcolonlalism" by formulae which, in their view, did not identify the true
content and scope of the phenomenon. The phenomena of colonialism and
neo-colonialism, they said, had been condemned in innumerable ~nternational

documents.

43. The view was expressed by some representatives that the term "colonialismtl was
too imprecise to form any basis for criminal legislation and was a mere political
slogan.

44. Apartheid. Several representativ~smade reference to apartheid which, they
considered, should be included in the category of crimes against humanity as it was
associated with offen~.'.es such as the violation of the right to life, ill-treatment
of poJ.itical prisoner.s, detained persons and freedom-fighters, force displaoements
of population and racial discrimination. Though some States were not parties to
the International Convention on the Suppression and Punishment of the Crime of
Apartheid, none the less ~~artheid was, they stated, a crime against humanity.

45. One representative, stating that some offences not covered by the 1954 draft
Code should be taken into considera~ion in the present draft Code particularly
apartheid by reason of its unique character as a constitutional system, expressed
the opinion that he did not acoept the view of some members of the commission for
whom the fact that some States have not acceded to the International Convention on
the Suppression and punishmer.< of the Crime of Apartheid did not deprive it of its
force as jus cogens, since if tQat were the case, a test of JUs cogen~ should be
satisfied before an offence could be placed on the list of offences. probably any
offence committed in breach of jus cogens where that was relevant to the question
of Peace and security should, he said, qualify for a place on the list of
offences. Jus cogens, however, could only serve as a guide. It should not be
employed inflexibly as a test, if only because it was notoriouslY difficult to
determine whether a rule constituted jus cogens in the sense of a pre-emptory norm
of general international law under article 53 of the Vienna Convention on the Law
of Treaties.
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46. Some representatives also expressed the view that it could not be said that
apartheid was not an "international crime" merely because it was practised by only
one qountry.

47. Use of atomic weaPQns. Several representatives were of the view that a code
of offences against the peace and security of mankind could not remain silent on
the use of atomic weapons which they considered to be the most horrible and
inhumane of all weapons posing grave danger to mankind. Nuclear war had been
defined as the gravest of all crimes in many instruments, including the Declaration
on the Prevention of Nuclear Catastrophe adopted by the General Assembly in its
resolution 36/100 of 9 December 1981. The Declaration of the Right of peoples to
Peace, adopted by the General Assembly in its resolution 39/11 of 12 November 1984,
proclaimed that the peoples of the planet had a sacred right to peace and that the
preservation of that right and co-operation in its implementation constituted a
fundamental obligat~on of each State. The Declar.ation appealed to all States to do
their utmost to assist in implementing that right through adoption of appropriate
measures at the international level. An express prohibition in the Code of
Offences against use of nuclear weapons WOUld, it was said, constitute a
significant step in that direction and provide a legal barrier which would serve as
a deterrent to nuclear war.

48. One representative, agreeing that political difficulties should not stand in
the way of stating a rule ?~Mleg~. f~r~nd~, recalled that the General Assembly had
condemned nuclear war in paragraph 1 of resolution 38/75 of 15 December 1983,
resolutely, unconditionally and for all time, as being contrary to human conscience
and reason, as the most monstrous crime against peoples and as a violation of the
foremost human right - the right to life.

49. One representative, considering that in the absence of an express prohibition,
it had to be admitted that an act could not be considered to be a crime within the
meaning of article 19 of the draft articles on State responsibility and
consequently did net at the present stage have a place in the list of offences,
stated that inclusion of the use of atomic weapons in the list of offences could be
envisaged only through a broad interpretation of the whole legal basis for the
preparation of the draft Code of Offences. However, he was of the view, since the
Commission was working on an international instrument which would define precise
and serious legal consequences for certain acts, that vigorous criteria should be
followed.

50. The view was e~pressed by one representative that the Commission's inability
to reach agreement on the inclusion in the draft Code of Offences of the use of
at.omic weapons as a crime was a serious failure as one of the purposes of the Code
of Offences was to serve as an important legal means of preventinq a nuclear
catastrophe. The use of nuclear weapons, he stated, met the criterion of
seriousness and danger for the international community as a whole which was a
criterion for the offences to be inclUded in the Code.

51. Some representatives were of the view that the question of the use of nuolear
weapons should not be dealt with in the Code of Offences. They were of the opinion
that the Commission would risk jeopardizing its credibility and authority as a
legal orgar if it were to do so. The question of disarmament, including the
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question of nuclear disarmament, was dealt with in the First Committee of the
General Assembly. The First Committee's discussions revealed the complexity of
such matters and the extent of existing divergencies of view. It would be
unrealistic to believe that a consensus could emerge on the matter of
characterizing the use of nuclear weapons as an offence against the peace and
security of mankind. Such a characterization would jeopardize deterrence and,
consequently, peace itself. Moreover, there could be no questior of reformulating
the principle of the non-use of force and its indispensable corollary, the right of
self-defence. The view was expressed that the vague reference in paragraphs 54
to 57 of the Commission's report to the use of atomic weapons clearly illustrated
the problems that existed. As the Commission has pointed out, there was no treaty
forbidding the use of atomic weapons. It was therefore understandable that the
Commission had decided to wait for more specific gUidance on the SUbject. Thus, it
was inappropriate that the subject should be listed as part of the "minimum
content" of the draft. Code. The Commission would be guilty of an error of
judgement if it countenanced the proposition that the use, or even the first use,
of atomic weapons was eer se illegal.

52. Other representatives did not agree that, because the question of the use of
atomic weapons was under consideration in other forums, the Co~ission should not
deal with the matter. They were critical of the view that the possibility of use
of nuclear weapons was a deterrence t~ war. They were unable to accept the view
that inclusion of a specific prohibition against use of atomic weapons in the draft
Code of Off~nces would not be acceptable to States possessing such weapons and
would constitute a mere theoretical prohibition4 The absence of a treaty
forbidding use of nuclear weapons or arguments that prohibition of their use would
deprive them of their de~errent effect could not, it was said, serve as
justification for omitting to refer to atomic weapons in the Code of Offences.

53. The view was also expressed that the Code of Offences should contain
provisions making nuclear war propaganda, even for a limited nuclear war, a crime
against the peace and security of mankind.

54. Environment. Some representatives expressed the view that serious damage to
the environment should be included as an offence in the list of offences against
the peace and security of mankind. Toe point was made that article 19 of the draft
articles on State responsibility recognized that, under certain circumstances,
causing serious damage to the environment could be considered an international
crime. One of the reasons for the partial test ban on nuclear weapons, it was
no~ed, was the enormous damage to the environment caused by nuclear-weapon tests.

55. The point was also made that not all damage to the environment would
constitute an offence against the peace and security of mankind and that, indeed,
not all damage to the environment would constitute an international crime within
the meaning of article 19 of the draft articles on State responsibility. It was
noted that under paragraph 3 (d) of article 19, environmental damage would be
considered an international crime if it resulted from breach of an international
obligation and if the international obligation was of essential importance for the
safeguarding of the environment. Thus, the question to be resolved, it was said,
was· whether a crime within the meaning of paraqraph 3 (d) of article 19 should or
should not be considered an offence against the peace and security of mankind.

i . ..

,.

56. Me-it was
or oPPO
of mank

57. Se
of the
a term
the Ad-Financi
that th
It was
express
securit
discuss

58. So
include
Committ

59. Ta
Some re
of host
protect
State t:
aircraf
charact
should

60. Oll
hijacki
immunit
motivat:
was no
Commiss
be cove
or auth
States
convent
there s
applics
indivic
two re~
punishE

61. Tt
Offence
were ie
the 195
that tt



~~'-.--'------ ,----~~~

~

I
! I
I
I

I I

I
I
!
I

I
I

I
"I
I:I
I
!
\

I I

I
I

I

I
I
I
J,

I
I
I

, !

!

I

·1
J
)
i

I
I

I
I
I. I
}
I

~ \

61. The question was raised by one representative whether the new draft Code of
Offences should make specific reference to offences which, in the 1954 draft Code,
were included under the general heading of terrorism. If the list of offences in
the 1954 draft Code was maintained, and it seemed that the Commission had decided
that the 1954 list should be maintained, it could be argued that it was unnecessary
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58. Some representatives were of the view that the crime of mercenarism should be
included in the draft Code of Offences independently of the work of the Ad Hoc
Committee.

57. Some representatives stated that use of the term "mercenarism" in the report
of the Commission led them to fear that a decision by the Commission to employ such
a term may prejudice the outcome of the negotiations currently being undertaken in
the Ad Hoc Committee on the Drafting of a Convention against th~ Recruitment, Use,
Financing and Training of Mercenaries. Several representatives supported the view
that the Commission should await the outcome of the work of the Ad Hoc Committee.
It was also noted, however, that in the Ad Hoc Committee the view had been
expressed that ~ercenarism was an international crime against the peace and
security of mankind and that the Ad Hoc Committee was not the proper forum for
discussing the matter as it was before the Commission.

56. Mercenarism. Several representatives considered that mercenarism in so far as
it was used to infringe State sovereignty, undermine the stability of Governments,
or oppose national liberation movements was a crime against the peace and security
of mankind.

59. Taking of hostages, internationally prote~ted personsl hijacking of aircraft.
Some representatives were of the view that international delicts such as the taking
of hostages, the threat of, or violence against diplomatic or other internationally
protected persons, or serious disturbance of the public order of the receiving
State by a diplomat or other internationally protected person, or the hijacking of
aircraft, could impair the peaceful coexistence of States but could not be
characterized as offences ag~inst the peace and security of mankind and, thus,
should not be included in the draft Code of Offences.

60. One representative was of the opinion that the taking of hostages, the
hijacking of aircraft, violence against persons enjoying diplomatic privileges and
immunities and piracy should be treated on the same footing. They were politically
rnotiva~ed actions and were condemned under positive law or customary law. There
was no doubt that those responsible for such actions should be punished. If the
Commission were to follow the example of the 1954 draft Code, such offences would
be covere~ in the new draft Code of Offences to the extent that they were committed
or authorized by a State. Acts committed by individuals not acting on behalf of
States would be treated in accordance with the provisions of existing specific
conventions. Thus, in the view of this representative, the question arose whether
there should be two different regimes applicable to the same offence: one
applicable to individuals acting on behalf of a State and the other applicable to
individuals acting on their own behalf. He was of the opinion that in principle
two regimes should apply to ensure that acts committed on behalf of States were
punished.
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to specify such offences in the new list of offences. If the Commission were to
adopt a different approach, the question, in his view, would have to be
re-examined. The list in the 1954 draft Code should, he believed, be revised
before a final decision was taken on the matter.

62. Economic aggression. Some representatives considered economic aggression a
contemporary phenomenon whose numerous manifestations included the undermining of
the principle of permanent sovereignty over natural resources, direct military
i.ntervention in defence of nvital interests", and coercive measures against
Governments which exercised prerogatives inherent in sovereignty such as
nationalization.

63c Some representatives expressed the view that the concept of economic
aggression did not lend itself to precise legal definition and should, therefore,
not be included in the Code of Offences. Moreover, it was stated that the 1954
draft Code already prohibited the use of economic measures as a means of
intervention in the affairs of another State. More serious acts, such as taking
possession of another State's natural resources by force, were included in the
Definition of Aggression adopted in 1974.

64. One representative said that the matter was closely connected to the question
of the new international economic order and that it would be premature, before that
order came into effect, to establish a category of economic crimes. In that
connection, his delegation had, at other occasions, spoken against certain aspects
of the new international economic order, and its position had not changed.

65. One representative reserved his position on the question pending the
elaboration of a legal definition of the concept of economic aggression.

66. Some representatives were of the view that the Commission should start its
consideration of the question of economic aggression with article 2, paragraph 9,
of the 1954 draft Code. They considered that "intervention ••• in the internal and
external affairs of another State, by means of coercive measures of an economic or
political character" commenced when such measures became the sole explanation for a
course of conduct adopted by a State against its will. They added that the 1974
Charter of Economic Rights and Duties of States also prohibited such actions.
Article 32 of the Charter provided that "No State may use or encourage the use of

"economic, political or any other type of measures to coerce another State in order
to obtain from it the subordination of the exercise of its sovereign rights".

67. Some representatives expressed the opinion that those phrases were ambiguous
because, in their view, it could not be clearly determined at what moment the
economic measures became coercive.

68. giracy. The view was also expressed that piracy on the high seas, considered
a crime under customary international law, was unlikely to constitute a threat to
the Peace and security of mankind if confined to a limited geographical area, and
that it should not be included in the provisional list of offences to be prepared
by the Commission.
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(b) Comments on oth~r possible offences for inclusio~

69. One representative was of the view that war propaganda and incitement to
hatred among peoples should be expressly prohibited as they constituted
psychological preparations for the commission of grave international offences.

70. One representative was of the view that slavery and slave trade should be
covered by the draft Code of Offences.

71. One representative was of the view that torture should be covered by the draft
Code of Offences.

72. Some representatives were of the view that the crime of genocide should be
included in the draft Code of Offences as a crime against humanity.

69 Question of implementation of a draft code of offences

73. The view was expressed by some representatives that a code of offences aqainst
the peace and security of mankind would not in itself ensure the peace and security
of mankind and that establishment of mechanisms for implementation of provisions of
the code would be necessary. There would be difficulties to be considered but the
progressive development of international law required development of the necessary
instruments for application of the law.

74. Some representatives considered the establishment of an international criminal
tribunal, having the competence to conduct trials and to ensure implementation of
sentences, to be necessary. The view was expressed that such a tribunal should
also have the competence to consider claims for reparations submitted by victims of
international crimes or their dependants.

75. Other representatives were of the view that establishment of an international
criminal tribunal had not been successful in the past, was not appropriate to the
current state of international relations, and did not conform to the principle of
sovereign equality of States.

76. One representative was of the view that establishment of an international
criminal tribunal was unlikely in the foreseeable future and that, until the
establishment of such a tribunal, attempts to codify the law on the present topic
might result in providing a spurious basis for victors to impose justice
unilaterally upon the vanquished or for a group of States politically to condemn an
individual or group of individuals without due process of law.

77. Some representatives considered that jurisdiction over offences under the Code
should in principle be entrusted exclusively to national courts although the
possibility of establishing in the futu~e, if necessary, an ad hoc international
criminal court should not at this stage be excluded. The opinion was expressed
that although it seemed necessary to establish an international criminal
jurisdiction to try individuals for acts attributable to a State ("State
authorities" of the 1954 draft Code), individuals Whose acts were not attributable
to a State could be tried by national courts.
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78. The point was made that statutes of limitation should not apply to offences
under the Code ot Offences and that judgements of the NUrnberg and Tokyo Tribunals
would provide necessary precedents.

79. The point was made that appropriate rules on jurisdiction, jUdicial assistance
and extradition should be envisaged.

C. STATUS OF THE DIPLOMATIC COURIER AND THE DIPLOMATIC BAG
NOT ACCOMPANIED BY DIPLOMATIC COURIER

1. General observations

80. The considerable progress achieved on the topic by the Commission at its last
session was acknowledged and appreciated. Appreciation was also expressed for the
work and the reports of the Special Rapporteur, Mr. Alexander Yankov.

81. The progress achieved by the Commission, it was pointed out, had been realized
in spite of the difficulties encountered and the problems left unresolved, such as
the questions concerning the jurisdictional immunity of the diplomatic courier and
the inviolability of the diplomatic bag. The draft articles so far provisionally
adopted have provided sound basis for further work on the topic. In the view of
one representative, the Commission had shown encouraging awareness of the growing
problem of abuse and appreciation of the danger that provisions which were too
elaborate or which granted new immunities to the bag or the courier would not be
acceptable to Governments. Such concerns, it was said, should remain in the
forefront of the Commission's thinking. In the view of another representative, all
the groundwork had been done and only policy and philosophical differences stood in
the way of consensus.

82. Some representatives stressed the importance of the topic and the need for its
codification and progressive development. Diplomatic couriers and diplomatic bags,
it was said, were one of the most important means of communication for States in

•
carrying out their foreign policy. The constant maintenance of unimpeded
communications between States and th~ir representatives abroad was an inalienable
element of international relations. Maintenance of normal inter-State relations
presupposed that favourable conditions were ensured for delivery of bags. The
'importance of the question, together with infringements of the inViolability of
bags, called for urgent codification and development of the principles governing
the status of the courier and bag, which were only partially consolidated in the
1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations and other multilateral treaties.
The importance of the question was a direct consequence of the rapid evolution of
the diplomatic function which had always been considered a means of harmonious
communication among States and intended to reinforce mutual trust and foster the
peaceful settlement of disputes. All States, regardless of their political and
social systems, had taken care to protect the diplomatic function, especially since
relations between States were currently gaining in scope and taking forms as
diversified as they were complex. The diplomatic courier's role was crucial and
his status required more specific and more complete legal protection. Should there
be a case in which the courier was not sufficiently protected, his mission would be
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impeded, and that would seriously affect the proper functioning of diplomatic and
consular missions. The diplomatic courier was an indispensable factor in the
exercise of the diplomatic and consular function.

83. Other representatives expressed reservations as to the advisability and
usefulness of undertaking the codification and progressive development of
international law on the topic. They were of the view that the question was
already covered by treaty law in all significant respects. A consolidation of
rules was required rather than a codification and progressive development of the
law. The international community should be concerned not with inadequacies in but
with f~ilures to observe existing law which sometimes amounted to flagrant breaches
of law. All States must adhere to the law, in particular to provisions requiring
that diplomatic bags carry only diplomatic documents and articles intended for
official use. The present topic had been accorded undue urgency and importance.
Other topics, which concerned international peace and security, were of far greater
significanoe and should be accorded priority~ The draft artioles on the topio were
not really necessary in view of the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations
and the 1963 Vienna Convention on Consular Relations. The relatively few problems
that had arisen over the years had generally oonoerned abuses, and the draft
articles not only failed to deal with abuses but provided extra protection for
abusers. The eXisting legal framework, ~s set out notably in the 1961 Vienna
Convention on Diplomatio Relations, was not inadequate. There apPeared to be no
urgent need to draft a separate oonvention regulating the legal status of the
diplomatic oourier and unaccompanied bags. It was more important that each state
should increase its efforts to ensure observance of existing rules. One
representative expressed doubt as to the work accomplished thus far both in terms
of substance and in terms of time taken from other, more important, topics suoh as
State responsibility. The Commission, it was stated, should give serious
oonsideration to whether its formulations would reoeive the general acceptanoe
necessary for suocessful codification. Various cod~fic~tion exercises in the past
that could have represented useful contributions to international law had become
dead letters because of a failure to realize at a SUfficiently early stage that
certain elements simply would not, in the long term, be generally acoeptable to the
international community and would therefore be void of any practioal effeot.

84. Some representatives did not agree that, in view of existing conventions on
diplomatio and consular law, no need existed for separate codific~tion of the
present topic. Codification was, in their View, one of the main means of ensuring
respect for existing norms and the relevant provisions in existing documents were
very general, dispersed over a number of conventions, and needed to be given
practical form, in view of the importance of the SUbject and the problems that had
arisen in practice. Though doubts had been expressed as to the timeliness of the
exercise, the issue related to a sphere of legal relations whose importance was
such that it was not possible to merely continue with the relatively satisfactory
state of established practice. Once dip~omatic law had been organized and codified
in four international conventions it became necessary to unify r.ules governing
praotical questions. A clearly defined regime regulating the legal rights of the
oourier and the unaccompanied bag would guide states in their mutual relations.
Although abuses existed and must be eradicated, the interests of States were
paramount and must be protected in order to safeguard their sovereign rights. As
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to the view expressed by some representatives that similar instruments had not
received general recognition and not entered into force, this disregarded the fact
that the 1963 Vienna Convention on Consular Relations had entered into force even
though not every State agreed with all its provisions.
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8S. Some representatives, without denying the usefulness of a measure of
codification of the topic, remained critical of the draft articles being considered
by the Commission from the point of view of their degree of detail and the numerous
matters covered, notwithstanding the Drafting Committee's efforts at
simplification. The point was made that the original purpose was to bring together
in a single instrument the rules that could be found in a variety of instruments.
It was a consolidation rather than a codification or progressive development of the
law. The Special Rapporteur had gone beyond that original and somewhat modest
oonception. He had produced a more comprehensive codification than had been
anticipated. Under certain conditions, such a codification might serve a useful
function. It was uncertain, however, whether at the present time it was prUdent
for nations to be preparing a draft convention that at the very least gave the
impression of enhancing the scope of immunities or of consolidating and expanding
them. The Commission's current draft ran the risk of being too broad in scope and. .
too detailed, as was demonstrated by the number of articles. 'The draft articles
were, moreover, similar to those in the 1961 and 1963 Vienna Conventions on
Diplomatic and Consular Relations. The Commission should redouble its efforts to
limit the scope of the draft articles. The formulation of acceptable provisions
reqUired appreciation of the priorities of the international community and the
credibility States placed on the intentions, motivations and acts of other States.
The draft articles should not extend beyond the parameters of the 1961 Vienna
Convention on Diplomatic Relations and the 1963 Vienna Convention on Consular
Relations. The Commission should not produce a new set of concepts which would
serve only to open new spheres of discussion rather than unifying elements that
already constitute acceptable practice. The desire to enter into details seemed to
make consideration and final adoption of the draft articles more difficult. The
length of the draft articles militated against their practical implementation.

.
86. The main objective of the Commission, it was observed, should be the
consolidation into a single instrument of existing rules of international law
relating to the diplomatic courier and the diplomatic bag, making the rules more
precise where necessary. The focus of attention should be the bag, since the
~ourier was only the means employed by Governments for delivery of the bag. The
possible abuse of the privileges and immunities of the courier should not be in the
torefront of consideration. Also, it was important to recognize that some
Governments were not in favour of further extension of privileges and immunities or
,nything that might be perceived as such. The Commission should not attempt,
therefore, to elaborate a draft convention equal to or rivaling the 1961 and
1963 Vienna Conventions on Diplomatic and Consular Relations but should adopt a
more prUdent approach and shorten the draft articles considerably, thus perhaps
enhancing their chances of acceptance. The increased misuse of the diplomatic bag
gftnerated scepticism as to the principle of the inviolability of the bag. The
~faft articles shOUld provide adequately for the prevention of misuse, if the
Commission's work on the topic was not to be merely an academic exercise. The
present draft articles on the diplomatic courier were so elaborate and extensive
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that they conveyed the impression that every bag was accompanied and that couriers
stayed at places for long periods. The draft articles did not reflect existing
practice and went beyond the regimes established by the 1961 or 1963 Vienna
Conventions. They needed to be adapted, in that light, as well ,as in order to
balance the interests of all States concerned.

87. A number of representatives expressed support for the draft articles being
made applicable to all types of couriers and bags. A uniform regime governing the
question would reduce uncertainty. While there were clear rules in the relevant
multilateral conventions, problems occasionally arose, not necessarily because of
abuse, but rather because of different vi.ews as to the legal aspects of a
particular situation or the scope of a particular rule. There was a need for
functional rather than doctrinaire rules to serve the interests of States in
maintaining friendly relations. To limit the scope of the draft articles to the
diplomatic courier and the diplomatic bag in the strict sense would make for

•further debate in the future on other categories of courier and bag.

88. Some representatives believed that the eventual convention should cover the
status of all couriers and bags used for official purposes. Some Fepresentatives
expressed hope that the purpose of unifying all relevant provisions would not lead
to grant of maximum status to diplomatic couriers. The point was also made that
all bags should not be treated in the same way as diplomatic bags, and that the
text under consideration should deal only with th~ diplomatic courier in the strict
sense and the diplomatic bag not accompanied by diplomatic courier, to the
exclusion of any other category of bag inclUding the consular bag.

89. Some representatives emphasized that diplomatic couriers were not diplomats or
members of the technical and administrative staff of missions or members of special
missions. Reliance on the 1969 Convention on Special Missions, which after
15 years was not in force and was thus a warning against the grantinq of excessive
privileges and immunities, was inadvisable. The reference made in the Commission's
report to a diplomatic courier as an officer of State could be applied to almost
any civil. servant and did not justify a grant of privileges and immunities.
Privileges and immunities were not rights but extraordinary legal exemptions which
required explicit justification. The Commission should re-examine the functions of
the diplomatic courier and should limit the privileges accorded him to those
necessary for performance of such functions. The facilities to be accorded the
diplomatic courier, it was observed, should be considered as a separate case.
There was no reason to equate the diplomatic courier to a diplomat or to a member
of the administrative and technical staff of a diplomatic mission in order to
reduce certain rules. The protection accorded the diplomatic courier was intended
to facilitate free communications of diplomatic missions. The criterion to be used
in such a case was a functional criterion, having regard, in particular, to the
temporary nature of the courier's function. The rUles laid down on that matter by
the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations should not be amended. The sole
aim should be, without altering the instruments in force, to find solutions to
practical problems that remained unsolved under existing provisions. Though it was
true that the practice of sending and receivinq classified documentation through
diplomatic bags carried by couriers was of long standing and indisputable value,
and should be respected, the courier should be accorded immunities and privileges
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to the extent that they were essential for the smooth conduct of his functions.
Practical necessity should be regarded as the key element in the definition and
elaboration of the courier's immunities and privileges. The courier should enjoy
immunities and privileges provided he was acting in the performance of his official
functions.

90. One representative, stating he was considering the question from the
persPective of third-world countries, observed that the courier's status as well as
the privileges, immunities and facilities to be accorded him appeared to be
dietated by functional necessities, namely, the performance of the task of
receiving, carrying and delivering a bag to its destination. A courier who was not
concurrently a diplomatic agent could enjoy his privileged status, immunities and
inviolability only r~tione materiae not ratione personae. Third-world countries
would have to decide with greatest care the extent of the privileges and immunities
to be accorded couriers, which should reflect the practical need for complete
security of the carriage and delivery, as well as the confidential nature of ~he

messages transmitted through couriers, without imposing unnecessary hardship or
burden upon the receiving and transit States. A proper balance should be achieved
and the views of the third world, however varied and unharmonize9, needed to be
taken more fully into consideration. The Commission, it was pOinted out, must seek
to present final draft articles likely to be acceptable to the large majority of
States. A large number of small developing third-world countries rarely used
special diplomatic couriers and were therefore especially sensitive and somewhat
circumspect in extending excessive privileges and immunities to the diplomatic
couriers of other States.

/ ...

91. Another representative, considering the extent of privileges and immunities to
be granted the courier, stated that if there was controversy on the matter such
controversy could only concern exemptions not covered or not readily derived from
the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations. The Commission, in order to
determine the acceptability of proposals, should consider whether they represented
custom in the form of State practice or ware in accordance with the direotion in
whioh the law should be progressively developed. It was in that flexible and.
pragmatic spirit that the question of privileges relating, for instance, to
temporary accommodation and means of transportation should be approached. Care
should be taken in dealing with oases where a diplomatic agent performed the
~unctions of a oourier and was thus granted a status different from that of a
diplomatic agent, sinoe he would enjoy greater or lesser privileges according to
the function he was performing. The view was also expressed that it should be
clearly provided that in cases where a diplomatio agent performed the functions of
• courier he had the privileges and immunities which attached to him in his
o,pacity as a diplomatio agent. The role and funotions of the diplomatic oourier
was an issue that must be treated in suoh a way as to strengthen peaceful and
friendly relations between the sending State and the receiving State and avoid
abuses of privileges and immunities. Account should be taken of the temporary
nature of the functions of the diplomatic courier, whose stays in receiving or
transit States were brief. Thus he must not be accorded privileges and immunities
identical to those of representatives acoredited to Governments who required such
privileges and immunities for longer periods.
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92. Some representatives considered that there was a clear tendency in the
Commission and in the Sixth Committee to belittle to a certain extent the role and
hence the legal status of the diplomatic courier. The argument that his status
should not be assimilated to that of diplomatic personnel, on the ground that his
mission was temporary, and that his personal inviolability should be based on the
principle of functional need, was objectionable since it was being used as a means
of weakening the legal protection accorded the diplomatic courier. Work on the
draft articles must take account of the importance of the cou~ier's functions and
not lose sight of the fact that privileges and imrnunities were granted not for .j.,'
personal benefit but for fulfilment of official functions. The temporary nature of ..
the courier's missions must not serve as ground for unjustifiably limiting his
legal guarantees in the receiving and transit States. Reference to abuses of the
diplomatic bag did not constitute valid arguments for such restrictions. The
immunity of the diplomatic courier was a basic principle, any deviation from which
should be expressly. provided for and limited to cases where there were serious
grounds for believing that the courier had abused the confidence of the receiving
State.

93. The question of the extent of priv~leges and immunities to be granted the
courier as well as the amount of protection to be accorded the bag was associated
by several representatives with the need for achieving appropriate balanoe between
the interests of the sending State and the interests of the receiving and transit
States. A realistic balance was necessary between the principle of inviolability
and the principle of resPect for the laws and regulations of a State. The purpose
of immunities was not to benefit individuals but to ensure efficient performance of
diplomatic functions. Additional legal regulation in this field should be based on
an ap~ropriate balance between the sending State's interest in maintaining
confidentiality and speedy communications with its missions abroad and the
receiving or tfansit State's interest in preserving its security. A balance had
also to be sought, it was observed, between the need to protect the diplomatic bag
and the wish not to infringe the sovereignty and security of either the receiving
or the transit State.

94. Another representative emphasized that the courier's status as official agent
of a Government was also a consideration of importance. It was necessary to strive
tor a qualitative and quantitative balance between the two elements of the issue,
namely, the diplomatic courier and the diplomatic bag, just as it was necessary to
balance the interests of States in each of the three possible situations they might
find themselves (that of sending State, transit State or receiving State).

95. The view was expressed that the approach of the Special Rapporteur and the
draft articles provisionally adopted by the Commission had already reflected a
proper balance among the interests of the sending, t~ansit and receiving StatesJ
the role of the diplomatic courier and the extent of the immunities granted him;
and the safeguards provided for protection of the inviolability of the diplomatic
bag.

96. As to the form of the legal instrument to be prepared by the Commission with
respect to the diplomatic courier and the diplomatic bag, some representatives
referred to an "international legal document" or to a "universal document" or a
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"universal legal document". Other representatives referred to a "legal instrument"
or to a "binding legal regulation". Another representative stressed that the draft
articles should be adopted in the form of a oonvention and not as a protocol or
other supplement to existing instruments. The view was also expressed that there
appeared to be no urgent need to prepare a separate oonvention on the topic.

97. Some representatives expressed preference for a simpler struoture in the
Commission's report on the present topic. They were of the view that the report,
rather than being presented in the ohronological order in which oonsideration of
the topic had proceeded in the Commission, should be presented artiole by artiole
and should deal suooessively with: the Special Rapporteur's presentation of his
report, the Commission's comments on the presentation; the Speoial Rapporteur's
observations on such oomments; the Drafting Committee's report; and, finally, the
text of the articles provisionally adopted with the commentaries.

98. As to the future work of the Commission on the present topic, several
representatives were of the view that the Commission should complete a first
r.eading of the draft articles at its thirty-seventh or thirty-eighth session. One
representative considereCl. that the Commission would complete examination of the
topic at its next session, while others hoped the draft articles could be finalized
before expiration of the present membership of the Commission. Some
representatives were of the view that the topic should be considered by the
Commission on a priority basis because of the importanoe and universal character of
the problem and the urgent need for comprehensive and uniform regulations.

2. Comments on draft artioles
If iI' • It t •. M I'" '1 I!'I -tt t. , .. r n

99. Comments were made on the follo«i09 draft artioles: draft articles 1, 4, 5,
6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 19 and 20 prOVisionally adopted by the
Commission; draft articles 28 to 34 and 36 to 42 proposed by the Speoial
Rapporteur) and draft article 23 as reported by the Drafting Committee to the
Commission.

(a) Arti?'+~s eroY,i.si~n.~l}.I a~o12!:~?,bX J:.hJ! Commi.s,s,ipp,

Titlea.'. ";I ..

100. One representative stated that the title of the draft artioles seemed narrower
than their content and could more accurately be worded "draft artioles on the
status of the diplomatio courier and the diplomatic bag".

A,fticle 1. PP.0E!! ,Of", the", Er~:sent .f1.rt~al,es

101. One representative considered that draft artiole 1 was too broad in soope and
allowed for possibilities of abuse. The draft article should apply solely to
official communioations between the sending State and its missions, consular posts
or delegations, not to communioations between missions, consular posts ana
delegations.
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Article 4. Freedom of official communications
.............................._....... • ,. Am ""

102. One representative was of the view that draft article 4 should not prescribe
that the receiving State should ensure the freedom of the official communications
of the sending State, which was a matter provided for in such conventions as the
1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations, the 1963 Vienna Convention on
Consular Relations, the 1969 Convention on Special Missions, and the 1975 Convention
on the Representation of States in Their Relations with International Organizations
of a Universal Character. The draft article should be limited to the question of
the protection of such official communications and should not touch on the question
of their freedom.

103. The view was expressed that the final sentence of paragraph 2 of draft
article 5, requiring the diplomatic courier not to interfere in the internal
affairs of the receiving or transit State, should be deleted as it was superfluous.

Article 5.
1 t
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104. One representative considered that paragraph 2, subparagraph (h), of draft
article 6 limited the oontractua1 freedom of States unjustifiably and should be
deleted.

[Articles 8 and 91

105. One representative wondered whether draft articles 8 and 9 were indispensable,
or whether they should not simply state that unless the receiving State so agreed,
the diplomatic courier should neither be a national of the receiving State nor,
unless he was a national of the sending state, a permanent resident of the
receiving State.

.
Article 8. ~R2intmentto~ ~p~ ~~~~~matip ?P~E~~F

106. One representative considered that there was an inconsistency between draft
article 8 and the definition of a ttdiplomatio oourier tt in draft article 3. Another
representative considered that draft article 8 added nothing to draft article 3.

107. Another representative was of the view that draft article 8, as provisionally
adopted, especially when considered in relation to draft articles 11, 12 and 14,
afforded a clear example of the problems caused by using the above-mentioned
Conventions as model. The draft articles gave the impression that the diplomatic
oourier, once appointed, remained in his functions until the sending State
declared them terminated or unless the receiving state declared the courier
E!t~opa A~P 9,at~. They also implied that the sending State communicated the name
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of the courier to the receiving and even the transit state. This was not the case
in practice. The draft articles, especially draft article 11, did not adequately
recognize the limited duration of the functions of the diplomatic courier.

[Articles 9 to 12]

108. One r~pr~sentative considered that draft articles 9 to 12 appeared to maintain
a reasona~le balance between the interests and concerns of the sending and
receiving States.

Article 9. Nationality of the diplomatic courier

109. One representative considered that the wording at the end of paragraph 2 of
draft article 9 was too elastic and might give rise to abuse of the rights there
prescribed.

Article ~O. Functions of the diplomatic courier

110. One representative considered draft article 10 quite satisfactory.

Ill. Another representative suggested inserting the word "exclusively" in the draft
article to make it clear that the diplomatic courier should never be entrusted with
functions other than taking custody, transporting and delivering the diplomatic bag.

I,
Article 11. End of the functions of the diplomatic courier

112. One representative noted the absence in the draft articles of a parallel
provision on the commencement of the diplomatic courier's functions.

113. Another representative wondered whether the draft article, which provided for
the possibility of terminating the courier's functions through notification, was
useful. A similar notification, provided for in article 43 of the 1961 Vienna
Convention on Diplomatic Relations, was necessary for diplomatic agents becal~se of
the permanency of their functions. It was not necessary, however, for courierss
Their functions were temporary and their privileges and irnrnunities were of limited
duration, a matter governed by article 27, paragraphs 5 and 6, of the 1961 Vienna
Convention and reflected in the draft article proposed by the Special Rapporteur.

114. See also comments on draft article 11, noted under article 8 above.

Article 12. The diplomatic courier declared persona non grata
~r not acceptable

115. The opinion was expressed that the transit State, which was to accord the
diplomatic courier the same privileges and imrnunities as those accorded by the
receiving state, should be granted the right to declare a diplomatic courier
persona non grata.

I ...

116. Thl
draft 8J

article
to comau
undesirl
course c

tran3feJ
represel
report i

entrustc

117. Set
above.

118. Onf
describt
the facJ

119. Anc
and pare

,:~(). OnE

article
clarify
courier.
resolve
might bE
alone.
shoulc' c
includec
the tra~

121. OnE
obligatj
given t(
persona

122. Son
alteratj
courier'
of funct

•"1;



i 1...... "'-

A
E
P

1:
d.
d.
SI

f4
tl

1:
dJ
h.
01

1:
cc
pE
tt
pE

l~

wc
tt.
or.
al

12
pe
wa
co
un

12
e~

ac
fo
to
te;
pr
COl

dr.

12~

st;
or
dr.
gUi

,
I

i t

11'·.·.··

I .

~,

I,

I
.I
I

. I
t

'I
I
,I
I

121. One representative wondered whether draft article 14 did not go too far in the
obligations imposed on the transit State, which would not have the opportunity 
given to the receiving State under draft article 12 - of declaring a courier
Eersona non grata or not acceptable.
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[Articles 16 and 17]

Article 13. Facilities

Article 14. Entry into the territory of the receiving
State or the transit State

/ ...

122. Some representatives expressed reservations with respect to the deletions and
alterations made in the provisions of draft articles 16 and 17, which reduced the
courier's status to a minimum. Such a restrictive interpretation of the principle
of functional necessity was inappropriate for protection of the courier and the bag.

119. Another representative considered paragraph 1 of draft article 13 unnecessary,
and paragraph 2 excessive.

110. One representative expressed reservations with respect to paragraph 2 of draft
article 13. The phrase "upon request" was, in his view, obscure in that it did not
clarify whether the request should issue from the dispatching State or from the
courier. The point was also made that a diplomatic ~ourier was usually expected to
resolve problems he might encounter in the course of hts jQurn~ys though a problem
might be GO difficult that it could not be resolved'bYrthe diplomatic courier
alone. Thus, in a case involving a change in the courierts itinerary, article 13
should apply only if the courier was constrained to stop in a t~ansit State not
included in his original schedule and only if the sending State had no mission in
the tra~sit State.

116. One representative welcomed the provisions of draft article 13, which he
described as flexible in that they did not stipulate the extent or the quality of
the facilities to be accorded the courier.

117. See also comments on draft article 12, noted under draft articles 8 and 14
above.

116. The view was expressed by one representative that the Commission should review
draft article l~ in light of provisionally adopted draft article 14 and draft
article 39 as submitted by the Special Rapporteur. The point was made that prior
to commencement of a journey, the problem posed by couriers who were personally
undesirable could in most cases be settled by refusal of a visa, but that in the
course of a journey the question of how a courier declared not acceptable should
tran3fer custody of the diplomatic bag would need to be resolved. This
representative agreed with the observation in paragraph 147 of the Commission's
report that the courier should be able to complete performance of the functions
entrusted to him, namely, to deliver the bag to officials of the sending State.



- ....--.,...,,.......------_.---------

A/CN.4/L.382
English
Page 36

Article 16. ~rsonal protection and inviolability

123. Some representatives ~nsidered draft article 16 satisfactory and, as the
draft article, in their view, adequately provided f~r the protection of the
diplomatic courier, supported deletion of paragraph 2 of the draft article as
submitted by the Special Rapporteur (former draft article 20, reproduced in
footnote 67 to paragraph 81 of the Commission's report). Attention was drawn to
the last sentence of paragraph (5) of the commentary to the draft article.
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Article 17. Inviolability of temporary accommodatign

129. Several representatives observed that, so long as there was no well-defined
standard which could be used to establish a psima.facie case to justify inspection
or search of the temporary accommodation of the diplomatic courier, paragraph 3 of
draft article 17 would open the way to abuse. The draft artiole had weakened the
guarantee of immunity and made violations possible. They could agree with the text

127.. Several representatives ctlnsidered that, haVing regard to the courier's
personal inviolability and the proposed provisions for protection of the bag, it
was unnecessary to provide in draft article 17 for the inviolability of the
courier's temporary accommodation. The draft article also seemed functionally
unnecessary in view of the short duration of the courier's functions.

128. The view was expressed that the provisions of the draft article, though
e~cessive, made no mention of the need for the bag to be in the temporary
accommodation. Another representative stated a preference for a more balanced
formulation in the draft article. Tbe draft article dealt exclusively, and perhaps
too extensively, with prohibiting agents of the receiving State from entering the
temporary accommodation but failed to require the receiving State to protect the
premises from intrusion. Such an obligation was dealt with in paragraph (8) of the
commentary, and an explicit paragraph to that effect should be inserted in the
draft article.

126. Certain amendments to the draft article were suggested: inclusion of the
words "the diplomatic courier" in place of the word "he" in the second sentence of
the draft article, and the inclusion of the words "or any other form of restriction
on his personal .freedom" at the end of draft article 16 to clarify the draft
article and render draft article 23 unnecessary.

124. One representative, however, considered that the text of the commentary to
draft article 16 should be reconsidered in light of the number of statements that
had pointed out, inter alia, that a courier was not a diplomat or an administrative
or technical employee.

125. Another representative believed that the future legal instrument should
contain clear-cut regulations on the obligation ef States to prosecute and punish
persons responsible for attacks pn couriers. He felt that the original version of
the draft article, submitted by the Special Rapporteur, with respect to the
personal inviolability of the courier had fully met that objective.
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of the paragraph only on the understanding that the qualifications and restrictions
it contained in no case permitted violation of the immunity of the courier and the
bag, their detention or delay. The suggestion was also made that paragraph 3 be
deleted.

~rticle 19. ~xemPtion from.~rsonal examination, cpst9~s duti~s

!nd insp!ction I

t
1:y

130. Paragraph 1$ Several representatives considered paragraph 1 of draft
article 19 satisfactory and supported the deletion by the Commission of the words:
"including examination carried out at a distance by means of electronic or other
mechanical devices" contained in the draft article as submitted by the Special
Rapporteur. The words would, it was stated, be contrary to the security measures
adopted by almost a11 State~.

131. One representative, in favour of the deletion, noted that if diplomats were
exempt from personal examination for Customs purposes, the privilege would be
breached when an electronic device was used to carry out such an examination
without the consent of the diplomat. The exemption in the case of diplomats was,
however, in his view, implicit and not explicit in the 1961 Vienna Convention on
Diplomatic Relations. Thus, to provide expressly for such an exemption in the case
of a courier would seem to question the existence of an exemption in the case of a
diplomat.

132. The view was expressed that though the question of personal examination of the
diplomatic courier, which arose mainly at airports, was not expressly covered in
the 1961 Vienna Convention, personal inviolability was such that those enjoying it
should not be obliged to undergo personal examination. However, monitoring of the
diplomatic courier, but not of the bag, by electronic procedures waS possible.
Paragraph 1, therefore, seemed acceptable provided it was made clear that th~

courier could claim immunity o~ly in the performance of his functions.

133. Other representatives expressed reservations as to the acceptability of
paragraph 1. One representative, noting that the exemption in paragraph 1 was said
to derive from the right of the diplomatic agent to personal inviolability in
articles 27 (5) and (29) of the 1961 Vienna Convention, pointed out that the
1961 Vienna Convention did not expressly provide that the diplomatic agent was
exempt from personal examination. He considered that, even for purely formal
reasons, the provisions concerning the diplomatic courier should be exactly the
same as those concerning the diplomatic agent, and thus, the right to exemption
from personal examination should simply be inferred from the eontext. Another
representative was of the view that the present provisions of paragraph 1 were
inappropriate as there was no such express stipulation in the 1961 Vienna
Convention, and that, provided there was, voluntary compliance with technical
security procedures, adopted in the interest of the safety of civil aviation, the
courier's personal inviolability seemed adequate to cover the case.

134. Paragraphs 2 and 3. Serious dOUbts were expressed by one representative as to
the need for the provisions of paragraphs 2 and 3 of draft article 19.
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135. Another representative considered that there was a contradiction between
paragraphs 2 and 3. Paragraph 2 permitted entry of articles for the personal use
of the diplomatic courier imported in his personal baggage, whereas paragraph 3
stipulated that the personal baggage of the diplomatic co cier should be exempt
from inspection. Thus, the authorities could, under paragraph 2, decide which
articles were for the personal use of the courier and would be entitled to conduct
a aearchfor that purpose. Such an action, however, would be tantamount to
searching the personal effects of the courier and would be prohibited by
paragraph 3.

136. One representative, expressing a reservation similar to a reservation
expressed with respect to paragraph 3 of draft article 17, stated that so long as
there was no well-defined standard which could be used to establish a ~rim~~f~~~

case to justify inspection or search of the temporary accommodation of the
diplomatic courier, paragraph 3 of draft article 19 would open the way to abuseo
He preferred the original formulation proposed by the Special Rapporteur (in former
draft article 24), though the words "serious grounds" should be omitted.

137. Another representative, noting that the Special Rapporteur had, in determining
the privileges and immunities to be accorded the diplomatic courier, used as a
model the privileges and immunities accorded the administrative and technical staff
of a diplomatic mission under the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations,
stated that if there was a model it shOUld be strictly followed. Yet in draft
article 19, paragraph 3, the proposal was made that the personal baggage of a
diplomatic courier should be exempt from inspection when such an exemption was not
accorded the administrative and technical staff of a diplomatic mission under the
1961 Vienna Convention. Thus, aside from the question whether such a privilege was
justified on the basis of functional necessity, there was deviation from the
established model. (It was noted that under article 37 (2) of the 1961 Vienna
Convention the administrative and technical staff of the mission were accorded the
privileges and immunities specified in articles 29 to 35 and article 36 (1) of the
Convention. Articles 36 ,2) of the Convention accorded exemption from personal
baggage inspection to a diplQmatic agent but not to the administrative and
technical staff of a mission.)

~rj:icle 20. ExemP,!:j.on, ftom dpe,s. ~.U,c;l".~axe!.

138. One representative expressed the view that draft article 20 had been improved
by specifying that the diplomatic courier would enjoy exemption from dues and taxes
in the performance of his functions.

139. Another representative considered that a special provision in the draft
article to cover cases of diplomatic couriers who might be natiohals of the
receiving State or the transit State was necessary.

140. Other representatives questioned the necessity of the draft article.
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(b) ~rt~cle~eFoE2s~~ 92 ~b~.~2eR~al RaEE2rteuF_?r_~~E£r~ed, ~l ~he pr~!ti~2
Committee
• R -. __ ._

Ar~..io.le 23. .Im,m,uf.1.!~.l.. from. jJl.risdio.t-~9!l.

141. The comments made on draft article 23 usually concerned the provisions of the
draft article as reported from the Drafting Committee to the Commission, and as set
out in paragraph 188 of the Commission's report. The original version of draft
article 23, as proposed by the Special Rapporteur and as set out in footnote 70 in
paragraph 84 of the Commission's report, was also referred to.

142. Some representatives stated that the future legal instrument should contain
speoific regulations on a diplomatic courier's immunity from the jurisdiction of
reoeiving States and transit States. The oourier was an official agent of the
sending State, exercisinq official State funotions in connection with the transport
of the diplomatic bag. The courier needed absolute proteotion to oarry out his
missionJ and the sole objeot of draft article 23 was to codify the praotioe of
States and to strengthen the legal authority of the provisions applioable to the
courier in the four Vienna Conventions of 1961, 1963, 1969 and 1975~ Moreover,
draft article 23, whioh granted the courier immunity from arrest, detention and
oriminal proceedings, in no way duplicated draft article 16, but instead completed
it. Some representatives expressed preference for the original version of draft
article 23, as proposed by the Special Rapporteur, rather than for the draft
article as reported by the Drafting Committee. Privileges and immunities, it was
said, were granted to the oourier on aocount of his funotion, which was to deliver
the diplomatio bag with the required disp~tch. Draft article 23 as presented by
the Speoial Rapporteur was essential for enabling the courier to fulfil his mission
under the best conditions. The fact that a courier's functions were not of a
representative kind should not be used to determine the scope and nature of the
proteotion afforded him. The minimum guarantee of adequate protection would be
unconditional immunity from criminal jurisdiction and function~l immunity from the
civil and administrative jurisdiction of receiving or transit States. The fact
that the courier's mission was of very short duration underlined the need to
guarantee ita prompt performanoe.

143. Other representatives expresed serious doubts concerning draft artiCle 23,
partioularly with respect to the provisions appearing within brackets ooncerning
ilnIDUnity from jurisdiction and exemption from obligations to testify. The argument
that respect for the sovereignty of the sending State required the grant of
immunity was not, in their view, persuasive. They expressed support for the views
expressed in paragraph 190 of the Commission's report. Of the two sovereignties
involved, that of the reoeiving or transit State was more immediately affected.
The qualification of territorial jurisdjction which the grant of immunity would
entail had to be justified by functional need. The Commission must be objective in
its approach but it was questionable whether serenity was an appropriate state of
mind when certain recent events involving abuses of immunity were under
consideration, and to characteriaeresponses to suoh abuses of immunity as
'·over-dramat.ization" or "over-reaction", as was done in paragraph 191 of the
Commission's report, was unacceptable.
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144. ,!?fl,ragra29.. .!. Some representatives fUlly supported granting the dj,plomatic
courier immunity from criminal jurisdiction and favoured deletion of the brackets
in paragraph 1 of draft artiole 23 as reported from the Drafting Committee to the
Commission. This, it was said, was justifiable in light of the position and
functions of the courier as an official of the sending State performing official
tasks of a highly confidential nature. The courj,er should be free from ~isturbance

and pressure which could be caused if criminal proceedings were instituted against
him. The concept of the i~~unities of a diplomatic courier flowed directly from
the principles of respect for the sovereignty and sovereign equality of States laid
down in the Charter of the United Nations. Observance of the principle of the
complete independence of States in carrying out their domestic and foreign policies
was of utmost importance for normal relations among States. It was the foundation
for the grant of the immunities under consideration. The necessity of granting
immunity to diplomatic couriers stemmed from the need to ensure the
confidentiality, effectiveness and security of diplomatic communications and normal
conditions for the operation of a State's missions abroad. The status of the
diplomatic courier as an official servant of the State was in accordance with his
functions, taking into consideration the direct connection between the status of
the diplomatic bag and those to whom it was entrusted. There wa~ no doubt that the
diplomatic courier had to be given complete immunity from criminal jurisdiction.

145. The view was also held that subjecting the courier to the criminal
jurisdiction of the receiving or the transit State might jeopardize the prir1ciple
of smooth communications, where the diplomatic courier was required to carry out a
number of su~cessive missions, as was the practice of many States. The protection
and immunity enjoyed by the courier were a natural extension of the protection and
immunity enjoyed by the diplomatic bag, which meant that he could not be separated
from it without the consent of the dispatching State. It waS important to link
paragraph 1 with the principle of reciprocity, without prejudice to the provisions
of draft article 6.

146. Other representatives were of a different view. They considered that
paragraph 1 could be amended to limit the immunity of the courier from criminal
jurisdiction to immunity for acts committed in the performance of his functions, as
was the case for civil and administrative jurisdiction. The status of the courier
should not, in their view, be assimilated to that of a diplomatic staff member, and
to grant a courier immunity from criminal jurisdiction would go beyond what the
discharge of his duties warranted. The courier would be adequately protected by
his personal inViolability under draft article 16. The words placed in brackets in
paragraph 1 shouJ.d be deleted.

147. As to the possiblitythat the courier's personal inViolability may, even if he
were denied immunity from jurisdiction, be invoked to frustrate his arrest or
detention, the view was expressed that in such a situation there would be an
obligation on the part of the courier not to resist arrest or on the part of the
sending State to waive the immunity of the courier. If the courier insisted on his
inviolability or the sending state decided not to waive his immunity, and if he had
to submit manu militari to jurisdiotion, there should at least be certain... ,.
safeguards designed to protect the courier against abuse which would intetfere with
his duties. One representative suggested that the solution may be to accord the
diplomatic courier jurisdictional immunity while he remained in possession of the
bag and had not delivered the bag to its addressee. '.
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148. Another representative pointed out that it was important to note that denial
of immunity from jurisdiction would seem to run counter to the personal
inviolability which the courier enjoyed under article 27 (S) of the 1961 Vienna
Convention, which also specified that the diplomatic courier was not liable to any
form of atrest or detention. If the new draft article intended to be complementary
to the four Conventions alr~ady adopted, including the 1961 Convention, it would be
logical to grant the courier not only personal inviolability but also immunity from
criminal jurisdiction. However, the latter immunity had not been expressly
mentioned in the 1961 Convention. It was the 1963 Vienna Convention on Consular
Relations which explicitly granted consular officers immunity from criminal
jurisdiction except in respect of serious offences, though, strictly speaking,
formulations which would withdraw the courier's immunities in the case of "serious
offences" or confine it to "acts within the performance of his functions" would
appear to be inconsistent with article 27 (S) of the 1961 Convention. A possible
compromise may be to provide, in the new draft article, expressly for personal
inviolability while remaining silent on the question of immunity from criminal
jurisdiction ..

149. P~ragra2h 2. One representative, referring to paragraph 2 of draft
article 23, which guaranteed the diplomatic courier immunity from the civil and
administrative jurisdiction of the receiving or transit State in respect of acts
performed in the exercise of his functions, stated that the diplomatic courier must
enjoy immunity from the jurisdiction of receiving and transit States; otherwise,
the rights and interests of the sending State would be violated and free
communication with its missions would no longer be guaranteed.

150. Another representative was of the opinion that though the diplomatic courier
was an official agent of the sending State, acting on its behalf, he was not a
diplomatic agent and should be accorded privileges and immunities only in respect
of acts performed in the exercise of his functions. Thus, the last sentence of
paragraph 2 of article 23 was, in his view, acceptable.

151. P~ragraph 4. The view was expressed that the proposed grant to a diplomatic
courier of immunity from the civil and administrative jurisdiction of receiving and
transit States t in respect of acts performed in the exercise of the courier's
official functions, was supported by the provisions of paragraph 4 of draft
article 23 which stated that the courier was not obliged to give evidence as a
witness. If the courier was not in a position to refuse to give evidence as a
witness, his immunity, it was stated, would be meaningless.

152. Another representative considered that the difficulties that seemed to arise
with respect to paragraphs 1 and 4 of draft article 23 were due to the different
concepts that existed with respect to the diplomatic courier and the performance of
his mission. If it was acknowledged that in many cases the courier's mission was.
not confined to one destination, then it would follow that the grounds for
protecting the diplomatic courier from arrest and detention, as provided in draft
article 16, were also grounds for granting him immunity from the criminal
jurisdiction of the receiving State and the transit State and ensuring that he was
not obliged to give evidence as witnese. In the absence of paragraphs 1 and 4 of
draft article 23, the sending State would suffer considerable injury because its
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messenge~ would be forbidden to continue his mission in order that he might be
available to the courts of a transit State or a receiving State. Functional
necessity required inclusion of the provisions of paragraphs 1 and 4 and that, of
course, implied that the sending State assumed responsibility for punishing its
courier for any misdeed he might have committed in the territory of the transit
State or the receiving State.

153. Other representatives believed that since immunity from criminal jurisdiction
should be confined to acts performed in the exercise of official functions, there
was no reason why the courier should not be required to testify, so long as that
did not interfere with the performance of official functions. The wording of the
paragraph therefore should be considerably attenuated. One representative saw no
good reason to exempt the courier totally from giving evidence as a witness, but
agreed with the comments contained in paragraph 122 of the report of the Commission
that the exemption should be limited to evidence on questions relating to the
exercise of his functions and that, in requesting him to give evidence, the
competent authorities should avoid interfering with his exercise of such functions.

154. One representative considered that the principle that the courier should not
be required to testify should be retained, but the commentaries should note that it
would be desirable for a courier who had been witness to a serious occurrence (for
example, a traffic accident - generally covered by criminal law) to be required to
provide the authorities with a letter explaining what, in his view, were the
relevant circumstances.

155. Another representative stated that paragraph 4 of draft article 23 should be
deleted altogether.

156. One representative considered that the differences of opinion could perhaps be
overcome by adding to paragraph 4 the words "except in the cases envisaged in
paragraph 2*'.

157. Paragraph 5. One representative believed that State interests should be given
priority, and that the reference to the administrative jurisdiction of the
receiving State in paragraph 5 of draft article 23 should be deleted.

158. Another representative favoured the substance of paragraph 5, since its main
aim was to protect possible victims, but had difficulty with the provisi~n's

practical application. In some countries civil proceedings involved time-limits
which the parties were required to respect and it was obvious that the courier
could not temain until expiry of such time-limits. Also, once the courier had left
~ country, it would be impossible to summon him. (The police were not empowered to
t~ace an individual summoned before a civil or administrative court and victims may
be unaware of the country of origin of the diplomatic courier, let alone his
I~dress.) Thus, if paragraph 5 were not to be a dead letter a saving clause should
pe included, preferably in the official commentary to the article, obliging States
to help victims in their inquiries.

159. One representative was of the view that the immunity of the courier from
jurisdiction was minimized by the pro~isions of paragraphs 5 and 6 as presented by

I . ..
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the Special Rapporteur. It was important to specify cases in which the immunity of
the courier was total and cases in which it was not. The diplomatic bag could not
be placed on the same footing as the courier, who did not have immunity ad personam
but enjoyed immunity only because of his funotion of delivering the bag.

Article 28. Duration of privileges and immunities

160. Some representatives expressed their concurrence with draft article 28 and
stressed the need for its inclusion.

161. The point was made that haVing regard to the specific chap~cter and short
duration of the diplomatic courier's mission, it should be mad~ "lear that only the
sending State could terminate his official functions. It was for the sending State
to determine which acts were performed in the exercise of official functions. It
was also noted that in practice the immunity referred to in the draft article was
granted on a reciprocal basis.

162. The view was expressed that the draft article as presented by the Special
Rapporteur did not take the case of the ad hoc courier, who would normally take
charge of the diplomatic bag while already in the territory of the receiving State,
into account.

163. One representative, while agreeing that the personal inviolability accorded
the courier under draft article 16, as provisionally adopted, appeared suffioient
to protect the courier in the exeroise of his functions, stated that he would have
no objeotion to the courier also being accorded immunity from jurisdiotion with
respect to the exeroise of his functions. This would guarantee that a courier
would not be prosecuted in the future in the receiving State for acts committed in
the exercise of those functions.

164. The view was expressed that it was unclear from the draft artiole, as proposed
by the Speoial Rapporteur, whether the functions of a courier oame to an end on his
delivery of the diplomatio bag in the receiving State or on his return to the
sending State. The point was made that it should be made clear in the draft
artiole that the official functions of diplomatio couriers could be terminated only
by the sending state, and that it was for the ~ending State to determine which acts
were performed in the exercise of the courier·s official functions and whioh were
not.

Artiole 29. ~aiver of immunit~

165. The draft artiole, it was noted, incorporated principles already aocepted in
public international law and reflected in, for example, article 32, paragraph 1 of.
the Vienna Convention on Diplomatio Relations.

166. Several representatives expressed agreement with the deletion of the seoond
sentence of paragraph 1. It should be made clear, it was said, that only the
sending State could waive the diplomatio courier's immunity from jurisdiction, and
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deletion of the second sentenoe of paragraph 1 would ensure uniformity with other
conventions on diplomatic law.

167. One representative considered that'paragraph 2 could be improved by making it
clear th~t the consent in question should be in writing. Another representative
stated that his delegation interpreted paragraph 2 as meaning that the express
consent had to be in writing.

Artip,le.30. Stfltp~. of th~••S:P2t,ain of" Cl" copunercial, f\i!pr,aft,
.tP~, ma!3.ter of, a merp~.anj:. s,hj.2 9.f ~he puthPrriz.~~.
member of the crew
........., , • p c· m ••
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169. ?ara9faeh 4. The point was made that it was important in paragraph 4 to
ensure that an authorized member of the mission or consular post had direct and
free access to the tarmac and aircraft or to the port and the ship, in order to
take delivery of the bag in a flee and unimpeded manner consonant with the nature
o~ diplomatic or consular communications.

~7t. :~ragr~e~ ~. The view was expressed that the Commission's consideration of
ch, q"estion of the identification of the diplomatic bag seemed to be progressing
'~QnQ the right lines. The essential purpose of identifying marks was to indicate
I~~h,nticity. There was little to be gained by requiring more information. The
o~e~pial seal and the label showing the origin and destination of the bag were the
~••~ proof of authenticity.

.
168. ?aragraeh 1. The view was expressed that members of the crew of a commercial
aircraft or merchant ship could be entrusted with custody, transportation and
delivery of the diplomatic bag only if expressly authorized by the captain of the
aircraft or the master of the ship. One representative stated that he understoOd
that to be the meaning of the draft article. Another representative was of the
view that a member of the crew could not be so authorized by the captain of an
aircraft or master of a ship. A member of the crew could only-be authorized by the
sending State entrusting him directly with the bag.

~1Q. The view was expressed that the draft article should make it clear that it
.pplied to aircraft and ships registered in the sending State, as cases of
atp~omatic bags being sent through foreign crews could scarcely arise. If such a
POn~iblity was not completely exclUded, it was obviously covered by the provisionsQ' eJraft article 34, but it would be n~cessary to solve the question of access by a
m.m~er of the mission of the sending State to a foreign aircraft or vessel. Also,
i~ W~S necessary to provide in draft ~rticle 34 for a case Where a member of a
m~N.lon required access to an aircraft or ship not to take ~~ssession of but to
d,~~v$r a diplomatic bag •.
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172. Ppragraeh ~. One representative was of the view that a provision on the
maximum size or weight of the diplomatic bag should be included in the draft
article to, indirectly, prevent abuses. Another representative believed that
limits on the weight or size of the bag would hardly prevent abuse.

173. One representative considered that there was no justification for a provision
stating that the maximum size or weight of the diplomatic bag should be determined
by agreement between the sending State and the receiving state, as the content of
the bag was contingent upon the activity, official reports and oorrespondence of
the sending State. Such a provision would not, in his view, constitute an indirect
guarantee against abuse of the bag. The principle of the absolute inviolability of
the diplomatic bag should be maintained, and no provision inconsistent with the
principle of absolute inviolability should be included in the draft articles, as it
may lead, as a result of political circumstances, to a breaoh of such inviolability.

I
I

. I

J- ,
I

•
174. The view was expressed that the sending and receiving States should reach
agreement on the size of the diplomatic bag. If the size of the bag was such as to
cast doubt on its contents, the receiving State should return it unopened to the
sending State. The confidential nature of the contents would, in such a way, be
respeoted.

;Artis:le.3;2. Contents of t,Ve di~lomatiotbag

175. Some representatives stated that the provisions of paragraph 1 of draft
article 32 were satisfaotory and should remain unohanged. The provisions
established an acoeptable balance between the interests of the sending State and
the receiving State. The limitations in the draft artiole on the oontents of the

•diplomatic bag would protect the interests of the receiving State and would be
further strengthened when relnfol '~od by the obJJ.gation which the sending State was
to assume under paragraph 2 of the ara~~ article. The view was expressed that
defining the contents of the bag ~.fJ1 greater detail than done in paragraph 1 might
create more problems than it solved, and the proposals made on the lnatter seemed
too restrictive. The view was also expressed that it would not be useful to divide
bags into two separate classes.

I I

f

I
176. One representative considered that the words "articles intended exclusively
for offioial use" should be interpreted restriotively, as freedom of communioation
and freedom of transport should not be confused. The diplomatic bag should oontain
only those artioles serving to maintain freedom of communication. A broader
definition would distort the very meaning of the diplomatio bag.

177. The suggestion was made that if doubts arose as to the contents of a bag, a
procedure similar to that presoribed in article 35 of the Vienna Convention on
Consular Relations could be adopted in terms of which the diplomatic bag would not
be opened without the oonsent of the sending State and, if the sending State
refused, would be returned to its plaoe of origin. '1

178. The suggestion was made that the words "and shall prosecute and punish persons
responsible for such infringements" should be deleted since the methods by which
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States performed such obligations could be various. It was alao important to avoid
possible violations of the immunity of the diplomatic courier. The words "and in
the case of such infringements being committed, shall take all necessary measures
to prevent their repetition" might be included in place of the deleted words.

Article 33. Status of the diplomatic bag entrusted to the captain of
a commercial aircraft, the master of a merchant ship or
the authorized member of the crew-

179. The point was made by one representative that in draft article 33 (in a case
where the diplomatic bag was entrusted to the captian ot an aircraft or the master
of a ship) it was the regime applicable to the bag and the direct and safe delivery
of the Lag to a member of the mission, and not the status of the captain, that was
of particular importance.

180. Another representative considered that the draft article should be reworded
and brought into conformity with draft article 30.

Article 34. Status of the diplomatic bag dispatched by
postal service or other means

181. The view was expressed that draft article 34 was in conformity with the
corresponding provisions of the Conventions on diplomatic law. However, the
provisions of the Conventions were not sufficient to prevent misuse of the
diplomatic bag, in view of the variety of objects destined for official use of
diplomatic missions. The Commission should examine the possibilty of limiting the
bag to small objects of a highly confidential nature utilized in communications
between States and their missions and consulates.

182. The suggestion was made that ~raft article 34 should p~ovide for cases where a
mission required access to an aircraft or ship not only for the receipt but also
for the delivery of a diplomatic bag.

fArticles 36 to 42]

183. One representative stated that the Commission' s debate on art:ic::les 36 to 42
showed awareness of the concern aroused by abuse of the facilities accorded the
diplomatic bag and willingness to deal with the problem of balancing the legitimate
rights and interests of sending and receiving States. A number of ideas had been
suggested which deserved study. The recent incidents had led to aC~lte consciousness
of the realities ~nd dangers of abuse. Measures to prevent such abuses as the use
of the bag for illicit: importation of guns, explosiv,~s and drugs should be
considered at the int~rnational level. There was also·the general ne~d to protect
communications between Stal~s and their diplomatic posts abroad and for Governments
engaged in friendly relations to deal with one another on a basis of trust.
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~rticle ~. Inviolabilty of the dip~ matic bag

l8A. Some representatives supported the draft article in its present wording. They
stated that the principle of absolute inviolability of the diplomatic bag not
accompanied by the diplomatic courier conformed to the norms of customary law and
to established practice among States and was set forth in the Vienna Cnvention on
Diplomatic Relations, the Convention on Special Missions and the Convention on the
Representation of States. The pr inc i,ple was essential to ensure free and prompt
delivery of the bag as well as free communications between a State and its missions
abroad, and was the only appropriate basis for elaborating the status of the
unaccow~anied bag. The possibility of opening the diplomatic bag, it was noted,
had been envisaged only in the Vienna Convention on Consular Relations and only
under special circumstances and with special guarantees. Such deviation fro~ the
general principle had inhibited wider acceptance of the Convention. The regime
under consideration should allow no deviation from the generally recognized
principle of absolute'inviolability of the diplomatic bag. Strict observance of
the principle was the only guarantee of safe and free delivery.

185. Among representatives supporting the principle of absolute inviolability of
the bag, opposition was expressed to examination of the bag by electronic or
mechanical devices. The current state of electronic technology would, it was said,
clearly make it possible to extract confidential information from the diplomatic
bag, thus undermining the very foundation of the principle of its inviolability.
The provision that the diplomatic bag should be exempt from any examination,
including electronic screening, was in conformity with the basic aims of the draft
articles. The point was made that prohibiting electronic screening of the bag also
addressed the legitimate interests of the developing countries, which were not in a
position to acquire sophisticated electronic devices and i in so doing, reaffirmed
the principle of equality in relations between States. Examination of the bag by
electronic and other devices not only infringed the inviolability of the bag but
also discriminated against States that did not possess advanced technology.

186. One representative considered that even the opening of the bag by mutual
consent should not be explicitly provided for. States could, by mutual agreement,
establish any regime which, in their view, provided maximum protection of their
interests. Yet it was not advisable to include provisions which could serve as a
pretext to impose, under the guise of reciprocity, a regime which would favour
those with better technolqgical equipment. Thus, in the light of the provisions of
paragraph 3 of draft article 42, the expression "unless otherwise agreed by the
States concerned" should be deleted from paragraph 1.

187. Several representatives stated that past abuses of the diplomatic bag should
not lead to a denial of the principle of its inviolability. One representative,
noting the concern expressed with respect to abuses of the diplomatic bag, stated
that individual abuses should not be the basis for a general rule. To regard all
diplomatic couriers as potential smugglers was to mistrust not only the couries but
also States which were resPOrsible for th~ moral standards of their officials.

188. It was also noted that unification of the law applicable to all types of
official bags involved a choice betw~en the regime of inviolability as codified in
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the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations and the regime of the
1963 Convention on Consular Relations. Not all States parties to the 1961 Vienna
Convention would wish their diplomatic communications treated with the uncertainty
affecting consular communications, which were generally less in volume than
diplomatic communications. Real or supposed abuses should not cast doubt on the
principle of the inviolability of the diplomatic bag on which protection of the
confidentiality of official communications depended. The validity of a principle
could not be negated by showing violations of the principle. While it was true
that a balance had to be achieved between the inviolability of a sending State's
bag and the security of any other State, the good faith of States would still seem
to be the best means of establishing such a balance on a basis of equality. The
Commission, it was also said, should use innovative methods to find a proper
balance between the interests of the sending State and the justified security
concerns of transit and receiving States.

189. Some representatives expressed strong reservations with respect to draft
article 36 as formulated at present. The draft article should be worded in such a
manner as to reflect a more adequate balance between the interests of the sending
State and those of the receiving and transit States. The difficulty in dealing
with the crucial issue of the inviolability of the diplomatic bag'lay in balancing
the need to protect diplomatic communications and the need to prevent abuse. The
draft article did not give adequate consideration to the integrity and security of
receiving and transit States. A more balanced solution similar to that embodied in
the 1963 Vienna Convention on Consular Relations was preferable. States parties to
a convention on the diplomatic courier and diplomatic bag should have the r;.ght to
make a declaration to the effect that they would apply to all bags the provisions
contained in article 35, paragraph 3, of the 1963 Vienna Convention on Consular
Relations. Elaborating on this idea, one representative stated that it was
essential to maintain a balance between the protection of the diplomatic bag, in
the interests of the sending State, and prevention of the regrettable abuses which
had become common in recent years. It would also be appropriate to take account of
the purpose and to analyse the meaning of the concept, of the protection of the
d.iplomatic bag. It was clear, as rec~gnized in draft article 1 and draft
Article 3, paragraph 2, that protection of the diplomatic bag was intended solely
tQ ensure freedom of communication between the sending state and its missions
op~oad or between its missions. It was possible, without affecting the concept of
tpe protection and inviolability of the bag, to incude a provision similar to that
01 ~rticle 35 of the Vienna Convention on Consular Relations, under which the
dtp10matic bag could be opened with the consent of the sending State, or if the
l'iter refused, could be returned to its place of origin. States tempted to abuse
th'~ prerogative would be deterred by the effectiveness of the rule of
rl~iprocity. He also thought it pointless to provide for two kinds of diplomatic
b'9, one of which wquld eiljoy absolute inviolabilty, since that would enable the
I~m~ abuses to be committed. Another representative, though expressing preference
eQ~ the above-mentioned regime of article 35 of the 1963 consular Convention
b~~ieved that a compromise solution might be found in certain bilateral consular
QQpventions which provided that, if there was s~rious reason to believe that a
Qoosignment contained something other than official correspondence, documents or
~rt~cles for official use, it could be returned to its place of origin.
Reciprocity would probably prevent a State from making undue use of such a
provision.
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190. Some of the representatives who favoured extension to all diplomatic bags of a
regime similar to that of article 35 of the 1963 Vienna Convention on Consular
Relations, also agreed that the diplomatic bag might be subject to electronic or
mechanical screening or examination. The well-known recent and unfortunate abuses
which had taken place involving diplomatic bags justified, it was stated, the
recognition of a limited right of verification of the bag by transit and receiving
States. There had been no difficulty in accepting the idea that the personal
inviolability of diplomatic agents was in no way affected by pre-flight security
procedures, and it was not inconceivable either that a diplomatic bag could be
sUbjected to the sensory devices required for security reasons. Further
clarification might be needed in relation to certain types of electronic sensors,
but on the whole there were no serious obstacles to the use of some of those
procedures. If, as a result of security screening, a question arose as to the
contents of the diplomatic bag, the problem should be solved bilaterally by the
Governments concerned. Only in the most exceptional cases would the passage of the
diplomatic bag be delayed. The bag could be opened only with the express consent
of the authorities of the sending State and, if no other solution were possible, it
could be returned intact to that State and its inviolabiity would be maintained.
In favour of a limited right of verification by electronic or mechanical means, the
argument was also made that there was a question of safety of international
transportation involved and not only the interest of the receiving or transit
State. Therefore, persons unwilling to agree to the screening of their person or
baggage, including diplomatic bags, as d~manded by the airlines, risked being
denied transportation.

191. Still other representatives, who could accept an extension to all bags of a
regime similar to that laid down in article 35 of the 1963 Vienna Convention on
Consular Relations, found it difficult to support the idea that diplomatic bags
might be sUbjected to electronic or other mechanical devices. In their view, the
use of such sophisticated devices might infringe on the confidentiality of the bag.

Article 37. Exemption from Customs and other in~pection

192. See also comments on draft articles 36 to 42 in paragraph 183 above.

Article. 38. Exemptions from Cus~oms duti~~~d all duties and taxe~

193. One representative considered that in draft article 38 tQe provision that ma:de
entry, transit, exit or exemption of a diplomatic bag dependent on such laws and
regulations as the receiving or transit State might adopt ought to be deleted,
since such a provision would ~ndermine the basic principle in the draft article.

Article 39. Protective measufes in cJrcumstances prev~nting

the delivery of t~~ piplomat~c pag

194. The view was ~xpressed that the importance of draft article 39 lay in its
providing for the protection of the bag in circumstances preventing its delivery.
F~ee communication between the State and its missions abroad would not be
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:J sUfficiently guaranteed unless every facility for the delivery of the bag w~s

J provided. The provisions of draft article 39 were of great practical significance,
'I... even though they might be rarely applied. The obligation of the receiving and

transit States to take measures to ensure inviolability and safety of the bag inI such cases was of major importance.
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195. The view was expressed by one representative that the transit State should
assume obligations to ensure inviolability of the diplomatic bag. It was evident

~j that the .obligations provided for in the draft article, which were reduced to a
minimum, were necessary to enaure receipt of the bag under extraordinary
circumstances.

196. The comment was made by another representative that the concept of protection
of the bag and its movement in the situations referred to in draft article 41
should be extended to the situations foreseen in draft arti.c1e 40.
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199. Another representative considered that certain improvements seemed advisable
in paragraph 1 of the draft article.

198. One representative expressed the view that the present provisions of draft
article 42, which dealt with a matter of importance, required further examination,
paricularly in the light of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties.
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197. The point was made that the provisions of draft article 41 were necessary to
guarantee a State freedom of communication with its missions abroad. The cases in
which the provisions of the draft article would apply were not rare, particularly
in communications with missions to international organizations. The absence of
appropriate provisions for such cases could create serious obstacles to diplomatic
communication and undesirable complications in relations between States,
particularly when those missions were situated in St&tes which it did not recognizeI or with ~hich it did not have diplomatic or consular relations.
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D. JURISDICTIONAL IMMUNITIES OF STATES AND THEIR PROPERTY

l~ General observations
1 ·F" q PIli. PSI

200. Several representatives noted that appreciable progress had been achieved by
the Commission in dealing with a complex subject and in provisionally adopting a
number of draft articles, especially in parts 1 and 11 of the draft articles,
though substantial complications had arisen in part III of the draft articles. The
Special Rapporteur, Mt. Sompong Sucharitkul, was commended on his untiring and
productive efforts.

J
I
I
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201. A sharp controversy, it was observed, continued to divide those who supported 'j
"absolute immunity" and those who supported "restrictive immunity"", The existence I
of the two schools of thought was attributed to different political and economic f

realities. The first group advocated broad jurisdictional immunity and the other
an immunity limited to what they considered to be the strict attributes of
sovereignty. The first group, it was observed, did not advocate unqualified or
ctrict immunity in every case, while the various theories of restrictive immunity
sought to justify inconsistencies in State practice by drawing distinctions between
different types of State activities.

202. Several representatives, in favour of absolute immunity, were of the view that
the historical background and the legislation and jurisprudence of States showed
that the principle of State immunity had long been and continued to be a
fundamental rule of international law. They were of the opinion that the draft
articles should reflect State irnmunity as a well established principle of
international law, based on the sovereign equality of States as enshrined in the
Charter of the United Nations and as upheld by the national laws and jUdicial
practice of many countries. The point was made that State immunity could be
compared to an exception to the principle of the territorial sovereignty of States,
and that the voluntary and mutually undertaken obligation of. every State to
respect, within the sphere of its jurisdiction, the immunity of other States was
not a limitation but an affirmation of sovereignty. The pc,int was made that, in
light of the modern tendency for the State sector to occupy an important place in
the economy of many countries, including the developing countries, attempts to view
the aspects of the economic funotions of States as not relating to their public
activities were increasingly futile. The view was expressed that in international
relations a State always aoted as the holder of governmental power, regardless of
the organ which acted in its name in pursuing economic aotivities. It was
inoorrect, it was said, to attribute differences in approach on the question of
State immunity to ideological differences, as such was not in fact the case. A
careful study of the positions of States showed that the groups of States
supporting the two differing concepts of State immunity were not divided on the
basis of differences in ideology.

203. The principl~ of sovereign equality of States, it was said, offered broad
possibilities of protecting the interests of different States in an appropriate
way. Exceptions to the principle of State immunity should be elaborated on the
basis of State consent by mean9 of agreements entered into when contracts were
~igned. The issue was not a conflict of sovereignty between two States but the
question of the status of the State in relations gove~ned by civil law or in other
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206. The premise on which the draft articles were based, namely, that there was a
prevailing adherenoe to a functional or restrictive concept of State immunity did
not, it was said, correctly reflect the existing situation. The concept of
"functional immunity" was based on the premise that a State could act in two
different cap '·~~e.: acts which were manifestations of State power, jur~.i~R.eEii,

and acts of a ot' commercial nature, jure 9~st,ion!!. There wete basic
doub~s as to , 'b a concept ~as practicable and sound, and whether a
distinc'tion ' between the sovereign and non-sovereign acts of a State.

similar relations. In such cases immunity from jurisdiction should be the rule and
exceptions should be based only on a waiver of. immunity by a State on a purely
ad hoc basis. A State could be sued in a foreign court only if it gave its clearly

_\ expressed consent, as indicated i,n draft article B. Materials on State practice,
inoluding the practice ot the socialist countries and developing countries, should
be consulted as wideJ~ as possible. Part III of the draft articles did not take
that practice into account, but the fact that a large number of States based their
development on the State sector of the economy could not be ignored.

204. The view was expressed that the immunity of States from the jurisdiction of
foreign courts was based legally on the accepted principle of par in,parem non
habe~ imegrium, on which part 11 of the draft articles was based. The attempt in
part III ~f the draft articles to utilize the concept of restricted or functional
immunity was, in effect, a violation of that principle and the main cause of the
complications in the work of the Commission. The concept contradicted the

t principles of sovereign equality of States and non-interference in internal affairs
i I laid down in the Charter of the United Nations. Supporters of the concept of

restricted immunity sought to draw a distinction between the public and the private
activities of States and contended that a State was comparable with a private'I' individual when conducting commercial activities. There were nQ.grounds for
considering that a State acted in the economic field as a private and not as a

[

I sovereign person. The concept of "functional immunity" was, it was said, even less
justified in countries with centrally-planned economies where foreign trade
activities were carried out not by the State itself but by State enterprises
completely separate from State juridical entities under national law and, as such,
enjoying no immunity from foreign jurisdiction.

205. The ~iew was expressed that court practice in states which sought to apply the
concept of functional immunity was variable and inconsistent and could not be
accepted as conclusive. It was not true that the concept of functional immunity
provided two-way advantages. In reality, it worked to the advantage of the
stronger, developed States, and against the weaker States since most commercial
transactions were concluded in developed countries and most proceedings were
initiated there, whereas the States involved in those proceedings were often

! developing countries. Cases where distraint was imposed upon the property of a
foreign State and it was summoned to appear in property actions before a foreign

:: court were, it was said, violations of international law and could not serve as
J

, precedents for the work of codification. The question of the jurisdictional
i immunities of States was a matter of public international law, while civil cases in
1; national courts were a matter of private international law~ The attempt to combine
J the principles of public and private international law in one convention could
\ hardly be considered productive.
I
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207. Ideological and doctrinal differences should, it was said, be taken into
consideration inasmuch as they were reflected in State practice and in national
legislatior.. However, attempts to impose the existing practice of a few developed
Western countries on the entire international community, while disregarding the
practioe of the entire group of socialist States and that of a number of developing
countries, was unacceptable. The sixth report of the Speoial Rapporteur took
insuffioient account, it was observed, of the positions of all groups of States and
had consequently oome to unbalanced conclusions. If that process continued, it
would result in draft articles which limited in essential respeots, or even
eliminated, the jurisdiotional immunities of States and their proPerty.

20B. Several representatives expressed support for the principle of restriotive
immunity as reflected in judioial practioe. The provisions of draft artioles 13,
14, 16, 17 and 18 which, it was said, followed the restrictive doctrine, with
respeot to actions tin rem and in personam, refleoted a realistic approach to the
establishment of unified rules on State immunity. The endeavours to draw a
workable distinotion between acta jure ime~rii, whioh were oovered by immunity, and
acta jure gestiofiis were commended. Attempts to view state commercial activities
differently from those conducted by private entities would grant States unfair
advantages. In prinoiple, when a State engaged in private-law aotivities, it
placed ~ ~ \f on an equal footing with private contracting parties and must also
accept th... ..erms of law applioable to the latter.

209. The view was expressed that examination of aotual State practice olearly
evidenced the recognition that immunity was far from absolute. The operation of
reciprocity was bound to lead to an increasingly olear record of State practice
restricting jurisdictional immunities. For the Commission to take anything but a
functional approach would be unrealistic and retrogressive. Criticisms that the
functicmal approach, whioh recognized the limited nature of sovereign immunity was
aimed at maintaining the dominance of certain States were, it was said, puzzling.
Such criticisms were out of plaoe unless they could be substantiated. The
sovereign equality of States was not at issue. To suggest a greater or lesser
degree of immunity was not to imply that States were not equal or that some enjoyed
limited sovereignty, but simply to discuss at what level all equally sovereign
States enjoyed immunity. The idea that not regarding States as immune in every
respect amounted to support of oolonialism was so bizarre as not to deserve
comment. Rather, there was the question whether those who favoured the broadest
possible notions of sovereign immunity were seeking to give their State-owned
multinational corporations a oompetitive advantage and still greater power in
developing countries. The question was the practical one of whether to exclude a
particular type of activity by a State from the jurisdiction of the courts of
another State.

2100 One representative, regretting that the work of the Commission was still
hampered by the inflexibility with which proponents of absolute immunity and
proponents of restrictive immunity adhered to their respective positions, expressed
the view that the partisans of absolute irNnunity seemed to overlook the fact that
they did not hold that a State could never be cited as defendant before the courts
of another State, but merely that it could not be so cited without its consent. In
practice, most States proclaiming theoretical adherence to absolute immunity had

I •..

I
I

I
I

i



U
"It./. .

•r';;__.'~F'__'.~~~'_~~.' .__.,_~._••..._••, ..,.",. .. ~ .. ". .;.;._. __. ~

~•.~_._... ·);(i·-l.·····~;;¥ili;i]!iDIIIi!!!ilO!'*·;~'!i·h'ii'¥'!~*·.' ,,;. ,:::-.

I.. '..I ~l
! 'I A/CN.4/L.382
I

l.~ English
I; Page 54
I
I t
} "

( entered rnto a considerable number of bilateral agreements which made their actual
positions on immunity indistinguishable from that of states which followed the

11 restrictive doctrine. There was no reason why the Commission should not be
i permitted to elaborate a draft multilateral instrument or a set of draft articles

based on the restrictive doctrine which would only bind those States that chose to
sign and ratify it.

I

1

213. The observation was made that most of the conclusions reached by the
Commission, in the five new draft articles, were based on considerations of logic
and followed the two basic cases formulated in draft articles 12 and 15
provisionally adopted at previous sessions of the Commission, albeit with some
reservations. The five new draft articles sought to avoid any possible abuse in
the interpretation of the exceptions to State immunity. The Commission had tried
to describe with as much precision as possible the situations in which the basic
principle of State immunity should not apply, limiting the exceptions to cases in
which the application of the principle of State immunity would result in a
jurisdictional vacuum and to activitie~ carried out within the territory of the
forum State. It was understood that the general rule of State immunity would
prevail since the clause "unless otherwise agreed between the States concerned u was
uSed at the beginning of each of the draft articles. The point was made that the
provisions of draft articles 13, 14, 16, 17 and 18 depended on the will of the
parties and were therefore binding only in so far as the parties had not, entered
into oth6\r agreements. The clauEle "unless otherwise agreed between the States
concerned" at the beginning of each draft article meant that the substantive
provisions of all five draft articles were, in effect, of a purely residual nature
and that ~tates may choose to act quite differently from the rules established in
the draft articles. The observation was made that, though the spirit behind the
formulation of that clause was understood, uncertainty arose as to whether the
exceptions envisaged would actually be i~corporated into state practioe.

,
i

"

211. Another representative expressed the view that, while the traditional rule had
always been that no State could be impleaded in the courts of another State without
its consent, the rule dated back to the days when Governments and instruments of
State were reserved exclusively for preserving law and order and for self-defence
against external powers. Yet as State activities extended to other areas, notably
in the ~ield of international commerce, the doctrine of absolute immunity had been
questioned in the case of activities which were not strictly State functions.

i 212. The view was expressed that the structure of the draft articles was logical
and conformed to a general principle, of uncontested importance, that of immunity.
However, immunity should be limited in order to prevent a situation in which an
individual would be helpless in his legal dealings with a State of which he was not
a national. The view was expressed that the draft articles in.part III were
limited in scope and would not adversely affect the sovereignty of a State claiming
immunity~ It was noted with satisfaction that among the materials available to the
SPecial Rapporteur was the 1972 European Convention on State Immunity which served
as a model for some States.

/ t,""
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214. One representative stated that, as party to the 1972 European Convention on
State Immunity, his country was interested in seeing the law develop on the basis
of a pragmatic compromise between the two conceptual approaches through a spirit of
realistic adjustment to contemporary requirements. It was in that light the he
viewed the five new draft articles and he hoped that a compromise text would emerge
which would remove existing uncertainties and inconsistencies and unify and
harmonize the different approaches currently evident in both the national and
international fields.

215. Another representative considered that it was likely that agreement could be
reached on an exception to the jurisdictional immunity of States with respect to
their enterprises in the territory of another State and cases of rights i~ rem in
i~novable property situated in the territory of another State, even though in the
latter case a distinction should be made based on the use and character of the
immovable property. Such property could be subject to local legislation and courts
in so far as it was subject to the civil jurisdiction of the State in which it was
situated. That was one example of the application of the principle of State
immunity and of the fact that exceptions to the principle could exist, tho~gh only
in very limited areas and in very clearly defined circumstances. A thorough study
of the legislation and practice of States could lead to a generally acceptable text
based on the principle of State immunity and containing a reasonable number of
precisely defined and strictly limited exceptions relating to certain specific
areas of States' activities.

216. The view was expressed that there was merit in the argument that within .\1

certain fields of contract law the restrictive doctrine ought to be somewhat
modified because of the fact that the distinction between commercial purposes and
governmental service was not always workable with respect to developing countries.

217. Some representatives expressed misgivings at the number of exceptions to the
principle of State immunity in draft articles 13 to 18. The draft articles should
be carefully reviewed so as to prevent, it was said, the exceptions from becoming
the general rule. An indiscriminate number of exceptions would, it was said,
undermine the basic principle of immunity. The point was made that draft
articles 16, 17 and 18 included, among the exceptions, activities which were not
clearly attributable to a State. The question was raised, with respect to draft
article 17, whether a State's involvement through a public enterprise in activities
giving rise to fiscal obligations justified the approach that such activities were
directly attributable to the State. The same observation, it was said, applied
with respect to draft article 18 and the question of participation in companies and
other collective bodies.

218. The point was made that the draft articles should define more precisely the
immunity of States with respect to activities a~d properties serving to accomplish
diplomatic and consular functions, and it was also necessary to take into account
the fact that States were engaging more and more in economic activities under
intergovernmental agreements or contracts and must enjoy full jurisdictional
immunity in that respect.

I ...
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, 221. The observation was made that, while several States had reoently embodied in
11:

their legislation the concept of restricted immunity, the great majority of States,
f and particularly the developing and socialist countries, did not share that

j

concept. Imposing sU~h a concept on the work of the Commission. would give rise to
, oomplications and reservations. The results were apparent in draft articles 12 to
,14, 15 (2),16 and 18, which were unbalanced and unacoeptable~ It was diffioult to

1 : imagine that many States would be able to support a trend in which states were
assimilated to private individuals for the oonolusion of commetoial oontracts and
would be bound to submit progressively, exception by exoeption, to the jurisdiotion
of ~ foreign court. The Commission shoul~ give further thought to whether it was

~l'>'·.• aP9ropriate to prepare texts on the basis of the idea of restricted sovereignty.
'Otherwise, the document prepared by the Commission would be only an intelleotual
, exercise and would not serve any useful purpose, sinoe States whioh oould aocept it
~ already had national legislation on the matter and would oontinue to abide by it,
~l"While States whose national legislation was based on the principle of the

0, jurisdictional immunity of States would not aooept it as a oodifioation and
i progressive development of the norms of international law.
'I

) 222. Some representatives, noting that the jurisdiotional immunity of forelqrl
~States was a bsio principle of the national legislatsion of their countries, made
t the point that it was difficuilt to find oases in whiohjurisdictional immunity had

been .recognized in their jUdicial praotice. Their jUdicial institutions strictly
resPeoted the principle of the jurisdiotional immunity of foreign States and, in
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,I219. The view was expressed that the draft articles should not affect the
I 1immunities enjoyed by foreign States under such specific rules of international law

as those concerning embassies and consulates; nor could part 111 of the draft
articles re9ulat~ immunities from measures of execution~ The reservation expressed
in paragraph (4) of the commentary on draft article 17 should therefore be extended
to all of the relevant provisions of the draft artioles. Only exceptions that met
a recognized need, it was observed, should be included, provided they respected the

i principle of the sovereign equality of States. The latter principle should be
r'l. reconciled wi th that of co-operation•

.• 220. The view was expretlsed that the difficulties in the present topic stemmed in
I part from the fact that the practice of States was rather limited and that only a

few countries had enacted legislation on the matter. Though, for historical
reasons, there was a lack of relevant case-law in many countries, the study of

1 State practice should not be limited to judiciali proceedings but should also
! include legislative practice. The absence of judicial practice in some States
I1whichtecognized the absolute immunity of States should not be interpreted as
I practice substantiating a trend towards restrictive immunity on the ground that
I there were no jUdgements or decisions on matters relating to stat~ .immunity. The
total, or almost total, absence of legal practice in the field of jurisdictional
immunity of States in the socialist countries did not mean that they had adopted a
restrictive approach to immunity. On the contrary, the non-existence of jUdicial
decisions showed that no proceedings had been held in those countries against a
foreign State. When an action against a foreign State was filed in their courts,

I the case was dismissed on the grounds that a foreign State could not be sued. Such
procedural decisions taken by their courts were as a rule not made pUblic.
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the absence of the explicit consent of the foreign state, they dismissed cases in
which a foreign State was named defendant. It was understood in such cases that
the court decided neither on its competence nor on the problem of immunity, since
immunity was prescribed by law. Problems relating to the jurisdictional immunity
of foreign States were disposed of in the same way in the legislation of many other
countries. That went to substantiate the contention that conceptual differences
could not be ignored, because they stemmed from the legislation and practice of
States, neither of which had been thoroughly studied. The point was made by one
representative that a decree enacted in 1979 in his country in the field of private
international law prescribed that its courts and other authorities could not as~ume

jursidiction, in proceedings against a foreign State, authority, or agency, or a
person acting as diplomatic representative or otherwise enjoying immunity from
jursidiction, unless the foreign State had expressly waived its immunity. The same
rule was stated inversely in that part of the decree dealing with decisions of
foreign courts in proceedings instituted abroad against the State.

223. Several representatives drew attention to diffiQu1ties faced by newly
independent countries, in that their experience, particularly their jUdicial
experience in relation to the topic under discussion, was relatively limited. They
had, most often, participated not as a forum State but as a defendant or potential
defendant State~ This did not necessarily mean that such countries had no law on
the subject, since, for example, developing Commonwealth countries followed the
common lawo Yet few of such countries had codified their domestic law. The
essential point was, therefore, that in determining their policy, developing
countries had to see themselves both as Cl forum State as as a defendant in another
forum. They must survey the whole spectrum of political, legal and economio
considerations involved, taking into account that the interests of a developing
country were, in some important respects, different from those of a developed
country. Hesitancy was expressed with respect to some of the proposals
provisionally adopted by the Commission. It was necessary, .it was said, to provide
more evidence of State practice in respect of certain draft articles, such as draft
article 16.

224. The draft articles as a whole, it was said, were at variance with certain
basic tenets of the strategy for t~e establishment of a new international economic
order which was aimed at restructuring international economic relations on a more
just and more democratic basis. The view was expressed that existing juridical
practice protected developed countries rather than developing countries. The
vroposed draft articles were designed, it was said, not only to sanction the
privileged position of some industrialized countries but also to favour economic
domination by transnational corporations. The view was expressed that the
Commission should deal with the concerns of developing countries in a manner that
would enable those countries to pursue their socio-economic programmes. The
Commission should take more fully into account the concerns and needs of the
developing countries in the reasonable protection of their sovereign rights to
pursue policies in line with the objectives of economic and social development.
Where there was a conflict of sovereignty between States as a result of the
presence of one sovereign authority within the jurisdiction of another, a balance
had to be struck on the basis not only of equality of sovereign rights but also of
equality in sovereign duties. The acceptability and durability of that balance

I ...
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depended to a large extent on how responsive it was to the aotual needs of most
States. The Commission should arrive at appropriate safeguards which would prevent
undue sacrifice of jurisdictional immunities in particular situations.
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225. The view was expressed that some states, in the absence of a body of treaty
norms, had begun to adopt internal legislation which could have the effect of
precluding States from flexibly negotiating and accepting a multilateral instrument
in the future. Some of the laws, based on the theory of restrictive immunity,
contained many noems that greatly diluted the right of States to jurisdictional
immunity. Some forum States, referring to the independence of the executive and
jUdicial branches, refused to intervene in their own courts on important matters
when so requested by foreign States. A State, however, could be held directly
responsible for the acts or omissions of any of its organ.s which violated the
rights of another State. Without necessarily violating the principle of the
division of powers provided for in its constitutional system, the executive branch
of a State had an influential role to play in that field. Likewise, it was found
to be true that, with notable exoeptions, the legal obligation upon which States
based their behaviour, when they followed customary international law, was less
evident in the judiciary and the legislature than it was in government organs in
direct contact with foreign States. The divergencies of approach in different
states made it all the most important to clarify the existing law on State immunity
and promote its standardization.

226. Several representatives favoured the adoption of a universal legal instrument,
on the jurisdictional immunities of States and their propertYi which would be
acceptable to the largest possible number of States. The need to strike a balance
between the notions of absolute and restrictive immunities was emphasized 1 It was
noted that all States granted and enjoyed jurisdictional immunities and that there
must therefore be a continued search for a just and equitable solution to the
problem of the allowable extent of jurisdictional inmunity to be accorded in a
given set of cir~umstancea. The hope was expressed that part IV of the draft
articles would help to enhance the balance c,f the provisions of the draft articles
as a Whole.

227. One representative, referring to the difficulties encountered by the
Commission, considered that the process of codification would be further improved
by incorporation of the following ideas in the draft articles: (a) explicit
r,cognition of the principle of the sovereign equality of States; (b) full
~cflection of international practices, taking into account the interests of all
p,~ties; and (c) the promotion of exchanges and co-operation between all States.
AI to the first idea, it was quite obvious, it was said, that two different
dQQtrines currently existed on the sUbject, but it was also obvious that the
pr~pciple of immunity was still widely respected and that its validity was generally
rCQQgnized even by States advocating limited immunity in their legislation and
jYdicial practice. Though draft article 6 had yet to appear in its final form, the
eO~ission was already flooded with exception clauses whose scope sometimes went
b~¥ond the present practice of States advocating limited immunity and Which
threatened to overshadow the key article. Such a situation, if left uncorrected,
would render the important principle of jurisdictional immunity meaningless. There
was no objection to inclusion in the draft of certain reasonable exception clauses,
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for circumstances which were exceptional, such as counter-olaims, ownership,
possession and use of proPerty, and ships employed in oommercialservioe, on the
understanding that such exceptions would complement and not negate the prinoiple of
the jurisdi.ctional immunity of States. As to the seoond idea, the extensive
dooumentation provided by the Special Rapporteur had been mainly drawn from oertain
countries advocating limited immunity, while the practices of other countries, in
particular developing countries, were poorly represented. A considerable number of
countries which were not in favour of limited immunity had neither legislation nor
praotioe in the field, or had only limited legislation and praotioe. However, when
a foreign oourt sought to impose compulsory jurisdiction on them, they had to .
object by various ways and means, including diplomatic negotiations. Great
importance should be attached to practices of that nature in the codifioation
prooess. Any legal instrument that was to be generally acceptable to the
international community must be based on a wide range of practices of the majority
of the members of t~e oommunity and take into aocount the interests of all sides.
Such was the essenoe of induction, whose importance in the codification of
international law was self-evidonta As to the third idea, it should be asked
whether recognition of the jurisdictional immunity of States might affect
international eoonomic exchanges by putting States in which trade relations were
State~run above the law when business disputes arose. In that regard, it should be
pointed out that the jurisdictional immunity of States had never been a truly
absolute rule, beoause States could always acoept the jurisdiotion of a foreign
court on a voluntary b3sis or agree on dispute settlement procedures other than
jlldicial settlement. Even more important in that respect was the fact that many
states carried out their commme~cial and other activities mainly through
corporations which had legal personality; when those activities gave rise to a
dispute, they would not invoke jurisdictional immunity. The courts of many
countries had never heard arbitrary cases against another State. The principle of
jurisdictional immunity did not, therefore, imply the relief of responsibilities
incumbent upon a State, but merely required the court of one State not to impose
its jurisdiotion on another sovereign State at will. As to disputes arising out of
international exchanges, especially economic exchanges, after revi~wing all
praotices in that field, it should be possible to elaborate practioal provisions to
complement and develop the principle of jurisdictional immunity of States. The
wish to maintain friendly relations and enter into economic exchanges with all
countries on the basis of equality and mutual benefit was an important factor.

228. The point was made that the ultimate objective of the work of the Commission
on the present topic - a treaty or some other kind of "normative statement" - would
depend upon a variety of factors, including the particular needs of the
international community, the degree of agreement among States and the current
condition of State practice. The question was raised as to whether State practice
on the present topic should be left to itself to continue its process of
development, or whether that process should be accelerated by the drawing up of a
convention. The advantages and disadvantages of leaving State practice to develop
in its own way needed to be considered. The Special Rapporteur had provided a
compilation of the law which represented current state practice in the area and
which contributed to the development of such practice. The time was approaching
when the Committee must look ahead to the future direction to be taken by the
Special Rapporteur's remarkable contribution. The vie~ was expressed that, having
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regard to the range of solutions adopted by all existing national legal systems, it
was almost impossible to find universally acceptable common denominators. Thus,
the Commission had to choose between two different concepts and questions may be
raised as to the fate of the draft articles once they were adopted. A less
ambitious draft, whioh attempted to set forth more general principles and rules,
would perhaps have been more useful.

229. As to the forthcoming seventh report of the Special Rapporteur on State
immunity, with respect to attaohment and execution, it was observed that the
interests of developing countries would be better served if an adequate level of
immunity from attachment and execution could be maintained. The current practice
of States was far from uniform. It was said that too many presumptions of consent

•
to jurisdiction should be avoided but, at the same time, the doctrine of State
immunity should not be rendered meaningless by too wide exceptions to State
immunity with regard to exeoution and attachment. Nevertheless, a decision of a
oourt of law would lack meaning if it could not be executed against the will of the
losing party and it was important to bear this consideration in mind. There w~s,

it was said, no strict parallelism between, on the one hand, the question of
immunity from jurisdiotion and exoeptions to such immunity arid, on the other,
immunity relating to attachment and execution. The former ooncerned legal
relationships, such as contracts; the latter concerned assets. The right balanoe
had to be found between considerations relating to the nature of the assets and the
need to respect rules on State immunity, and especially on exceptions thereto.
~~nfidence was expressed that the Special Rapporteur and the Commission would
achieve the right balance without indulging in considerat~ons of an a erior~ or
political nature which would hinder the development of the law.

230. The view was expressed that the Commission should, once it had examined all
the exceptions to the principle of State immunity, review all the draft artloles of
part Ill, with a view to resolving disagreements, before embarking on a second
reading of the draft artioles as a whole. Though not the Commission's normal
practice, suoh a procedure may ensure wide acceptance of the draft articles. The
hope was expressed that the Commission. would expedite its deliberations on draft
articles 19 and 20, establish the overall scheme of the draft artioles on the topic
as soon as possible, and try to complete a first reading of the draft articles as a
whole before the end of the five-year term of its current membership. One
representative hoped that the Commission would complete its work on exceptions at
its f~rthcoming session and move on to the question of immunity from execution.

231. The point was made that the report of the Commission did not contain the usual
summary of the discussion on draft articles 16, 17 and 18, though these draft
articles had been examined for the first time in 1984. Information on the main
trends of debate would have been very interesting. The point was also made tha~

the objections of some of the members of the Commission reflected in the summary
records had not been adequately summarized in the report of the Commission•
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2. Comments on draft articles-
(a) Articles provisionally adopted by the Commission

~rticle 1. scopg of the present articles

232. The point was made that draft article 1 could be interpreted as stating the
basic principle of the immunity of a State. A more specific and prominent
statement, in draft article 1, of the basic principle of the immunity of a State
would be desirable, however, as the draft articles dealt mostly with exceptiQns.

Article 2. Use of terms

233. The point was made that the term "commercial contract", which paragraph 1 (9)
of draft article 2 sought to defifie, was found repeated in the English and French
texts of sUbparagraph (i) and this seemed incorrect~ The observation was also made
that in the country of the representative making the statement, a contract was a
contract whether or not concluded for commercial purposes and the same civil law
was applicable in either case.

23~. It was noted that draft article 2, correctly, did not mention profit-seeking
in its definition of t'commercial contract." in subparsgraph (i) of paragraph 1 (9).

235~ The point was made that paragraph 2 of draft article 3 had been improved by
inclusion of a referenoe to the purpose of the contract. However, the text of
paragt'aph 2 of draft articl.e 3 would need, it was said, further review in light of.
paragraph 1 (9) of draft article 2. There was, for example, no referenc.e to
Mtransaction" in paragraph 2 of draft article 3.

236. The view was expressed that the nature of the contract should be the sole
criterion for determining the public or private character of a contract~ An
additional reference to the purpose of the contract may make it possible to exclude
virtually ev~rythin9 from the jurisdiction of the court of another State. This
would be a regressive step.

237. The point was made that the purpose of a contract may not be a useful
interpretative criterion as it would introduce a subjective element and could lead
to non-uniform application of the draft articles.

238. The observation was made that, in a field so vital to developing States as
th&t of commercial relations, there seemed to be a possibility of dangerous
confusion. It was also said that if the exceptions to State immunity were to be
considered derogations from the principle of immunity, it went without saying that
they would be interpreted restrictively and that, in case of dOUbt, interpretation
should favour State immunity.
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239. One representative was of the view that, unfortunately, the false criterion of
profit-making appeared to have influenced the language of draft article 3. As
contrary to observable current tendencies in the development of law on the sUbject,
the purpose of the contract was to be taken into account, in draft article 3, in
determining the character of the contract. This would imply that if profit-making
was not the motive behind the contract, the latter would not be a con~ercial

activity. The intrusion of the purpose of the contract into characterization of a
contract as a pUblic or private act was contrary to the unmistakable trend in
recent years. More and more States, whether the members of the Council of Europe
in. the 1972 Convention or Canada in its 1982 Statute, had, it was said, opted for
the nature of the contract as the sole criterion of its public or private
character. Such a trend was likely to continue and represen~ed the progressive
development of law on the sUbject. It was reflected in t~e work of learned bodies
such as the International Law Association and in recent literature on the subject.
Any return to the criterion of the purpose of the contract would be a regressive
development and would not receive the acceptability which was the only measure of
success of any new formulation of legal norms by the Commission. Thus, draft
article 3 deserved a further hard look with a view to ruling out the purpose of the
contract as a measure of its public or private nature, and so bringing the draft
article into line with the spontaneous progressive development of the law.

240. The point was made that the language of paragraph 2 of draft article 3 was
vague and did not clarify which entity was competent to determine whether a
contract was commercial or otherwise. If such a determination were exclusively
unilateral, the foreign State would be placed in a disadvantageous position and
that would give rise to constant disputes. The observation was made that, in the
penultimate line of paragraph 2 of draft article 3, it was unclear to which State
the words "that State" referred.

Article 6. State immunity !I

241. Several representatives, noting that draft articles 13 to 18 established a
regime of exceptions to State immunity and related to a wide range of subjects on
which there were divergent attitudes and practices, pointed out that draft
article 6, on the basis of which such a regime had been established, did not set
out the jurisdictional immunity of States as a general rule or principle. They
were of the view that there should be a clear and unambiguous statement of the main
principle, given the existence of wide-ranging exceptions.

242. The view was expressed that th~ paragraphs of draft article 6 should be
combined in a single provision stipulating that a state enjoyed immunity from the
jurisdiction of another State under international law, and that such immunity would
be enjoyed in accordance with the provisions of the present articles.

243. The provisions of draft article 6, in their present form, seemed to reflect,
~t was said, an absence of theoretical clarity on the subject. The draft article
should, it was also said, simply declare the principle that a State was immune from
the jurisdiction of another State.
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244. The point was made that the prOV1S10ns of paragraph 1 of draft ar~icle 6 were
incorrect since they stated that a State enjoyed immunity from the jurisdict10n of
another State in conformity with "the present articles", when in reality it enjoyed
such immunity under international law.

245. The view was expressed by one representative that the jurisdictional immunity
of States and their property had always been recognized as a firmly established
rule of international law. Yet the principle had not enabled the Commission to
make progress despite provisional adoption of six additional draft articles at its
thirty-sixth session. The adoption of six additional draft articles, before dr~ft

article 6 had clearly and definitively stated the fundamental rule of State
iw~unity, exacerbated serious differences of opinion. Many representatives would
have preferred, it was said, constructive criticism and suggestions with respect to
the present wording of draft article 6 and the Commission had decided to reconsider
the draft article at sUbsequent sessions. Yet draft article 6, which had been
termed the key to the draft articles as a whole, had not been properly considered
at the Commission's last session.

Article 7. Modalities for giving effect to State immunity

246. The observation was made, with respect to paragraph 2 of draft article 7, that
it was not sUfficient that a State should have been the object of the proceeding
against it, but also that the result indicated was produced. The point was made by
one representative that the provisions of paragraph 2 of draft article 7 (in terms
of which the court of the State of the forum must declare that it had no
jurisdiction in cases where a determination which might affect the rights,
interests, properties or the activities of the foreign State was to be obtained,
even whete the foreign State was not named as a party to the proceeding) would
raise a serious problem. The jurisprudence of the representative's country took a
different position, as could be seen from a recent decision of its Court of
Cassation. Such jurisprudence could no doubt be explained by a desire not to give
the State of the act a monopoly over the determination on rights, interests or
property which might belong not to it but to someone else, for example a national
of the State of the forum, and by the fact that the court of the claimant's
nationality was all too often the only court to which he had in fact recourse. It
was olear that paragraph 2 of draft article 7 would be read in the light of the
exceptions to the principle of State immunity set out in part III of the draft
articles, but it was questionable whether such exceptions were capable of allaying
misgivings.

247. The view was expressed that paragraph 3 of draft article 7 should include the
concept that the State itself had the right to determine~ in conformity with its
national legislation, what should be considered its organs, agencies or
instrumentalities.

248. The view was expressed that it would be more appropriate, in paragraph 3 of
draft article 7, to refer to "funotionaries" rather than "representatives". The
term "representatives" could, it was said, be confused with diplomatic and consular
agents who had a different legal status in international law.

/ .. ~



382

re
of
yed

ty

ts
ft

d
to

oer

cl

lat

by
ns

a

re

L

et

19

ar

• •

A/CN.4!L.382
English
Page 64

249. The view was expressed that two additional paragraphs should be added to draft
article 7, the first requiring States to enact legislation on State immunity from
the jurisdiction of the courts of other States, the second requiring a State to take
necessary measures to prevent physical or legal persons of its nationality from
abusing procedures under its national legislation to the detriment of other States.

Article 8. Exeress consent to exercise of jurisdiction

250. The suggestion was made that a second paragraph, with a view to strengthening
the provisions of paragraph 2 of draft article ~~ should be included in draft
article 8, providing that the entering of an appellrance by a State in a proceeding
before tbe court of another State should not be i~lterpreted as proof of express
consent to the jurisdiction of the court.

251. The point was made that in subparagraph (c) of draft article 8, a state's
declaration of consent to the jurisdiction of a foreign court should be express and
in writing.

Article 9. Effect of participation in a eroceedin9 before a court

252. The point was made that a provision should be included in paragraph 3 of draft
article 9, to the effect that a State's failure to appear in court would not result
in the State losing its immunity under international law.

Article 12. Commercial contracts

253. The observation was made that draft article 12 tried to find a middle path
between varying approaches and had much to commend it, but it would be preferable,
for various reasons, if the article were drafted in terms of commercial activities
rather than commercial contracts,. sinc.e that might simplify or eliminate many other
problems, such as thos~ relating to contracts of emploYment in draft article 13, and
mig~t even make such a separate article completely unnecessary.

254. The view was e~pressed that the provisions of draft article 12 found sufficient
Jupport in case-law and treaty-practice. The point was made that in private
international law the connection with the territory of the State of the forum was a
bft~ic requirement) though the parties to a contract were permitted to choose a forum
n~~withstanding the absence of a territorial or other connection.

2G~. The view was expressed that draft article 12 envisaged that jurisdiction would
bo ~sserted on the basis of the applicable rules of private international law. The
p~oblem was whose standards would be applied in determining such rules and whether
tbere was agreement on all aspects of the rules relating to the taking of
~U~isdiction. The area of the extra-territorial application of laws provided a
,pecific example. The Commission shOUld, it was said, give some further thought to
the implications of the present provisions of draft article 12.
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256. The view was expressed that a State with enterprises whose funds were clearly
separated from those of the State should not be subject to the jurisdiction of other
States for the liabilities of such enterprises. No agreement, it was said, could be
reached on any draft article which did not provide definitively for such cases.

257. The point was made, with resPect to paragraph 2 (a) of draft article 12, that
there was no clear distinction between a "contract concluded between States" and a
contract concluded "on a Government-to-Government basis". The point was also made
that the concept of implied consent to the jurisdiction of a foreign court
introduced in draft article 12, paragraph 2 (a), was not acceptable.

258. The question was raised, with respect to paragraph 2 (b) of draft article 12,
as to whether the express agreement of the parties to a commercial contract would be
accepted by the courts of a State which applied the restrictive theory. If that
provision was not to be interpreted as running counterjto tne sPecific provisions of
the municipal laws of the forum State or its pUblic policy, the words "cannot invoke
immunity" in paragraph 1 should be replaced by "may not invoke immunity".

Article 13. Contracts of employment

259. Some representatives considered draft article 13 acceptable in principle and,
sUbject to certain drafting reservations, approved of its general structure and
content. They were of the view that courts of the State of the forum should
exercise jurisdiction over matters relating to local labour and that the exceptions
in paragraph 2 of draft article 13 made clear that such was the intention.

260. ~he draft article, in the view of one representative, sought, successfully, to
maintain a delicate balance between the competing interests of the employer State
with regard to the application of its administrative law and the overriding
interests of the State of the forum in the application of its labour law and, in
certain exceptional cases, in retaining exclusive jurisdiction over the
subject-matter of a proceeding.

261. One representative noted with satisfaction the statement, in paragraph (12) of
the commentary to draft article 13, that employees might still have recourse in the
State of the forum for compensation or damages for "wrongful dismissal".

262. One representative, noting that paragraph 1 of d,raft article 13 stated that
immunity could not be invoked in a proceeding which related to a contract of
emp1~~~ent if the employee was covered by the social security provisions of the
for~~~ State, questioned what the position would be in a proceeding instituted with a
view to Obtaining local social security coverage. Such a case often arose and had
generally been concluded by agreement between the parties following correspondence
with the foreign State. The present formulation of paragraph 1 of draft article 13
would, it was said, accord the employer State the absolute discretion to decide
whether its employees were to be placed under the social security system of the
forum State or under its own system or, even, whether to provide them with any
coverage. Thus, a foreign State could easily avoid being made subject to the
jurisdiction of the forum state :,th respect to contracts of employment simply by
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not having its employees covered by the local social security system. Such a
possibility was unacceptable. One solution would be to state in paragraph 1 of
draft article 13 that proceedings relating to local social security coverage would
be subject to the jurisdiction of local courts. Another solution would be to omit
reference to local social security in paragraph 1 of draft article 13.

263. The view was expressed that draft article 13 was unnecessarily protective of
States with advanced social security systems and may adversely affect developing
countries which might not have a choice as to whether or not to place locally
recruited employees under a local social security system. It appeared to be another
way, it was said, of taking away rights or options granted under the Vienna
Convention on Diplomatic Relations, particularly in article 33 of the Convention •

265. The overriding interest of the State of the forum did not stop at the
enf"'::n:~ement of its social security provisions but extended to "the application of
i tl~ :Labour law" in general, as indicated in paragraph (6) of the commentary. The
wording of draft article 13 should therefore be amended.

266. Another representative considered that a distinction should be drawn between
persons employed for general tasks and persons employed for specific tasksJ immunity
applying only in the former case. The nature of the work done and services
performed should be the criterion; As presently worded, draft article 13 used the
obj~ct of work as the criterion and this was not appropriate.

268. The point was made that the present provisions of subparagraph 2 (b) of draft
article 13 did not seem to precisely reflect what paragraph (12) of the commentary
to draft article 13 seemed to consider was the intention of subparagraph 2 (b),
namely, that proceedings relating to the renewal of a contract or to reinstatement
would not fall within the competence of local courts, whereas proceedings to obtain
compensation would do so.

J._

/ ...

267. The exemption from local jurisdiction provided for in paragraph 2 (a) of draft
article 13 with resr~ct to the performance of services associated with the exercise
of.governmental authority was not, in the view of one representative, appropriate.
The broad interpretation of the provisions of par.agraph 2 (a) in paragraph (11) of
thE: commentary to article 13 tended; he said, to confirm his reservations. Another
representative did not share the broad interpretation of the provisions of
paragraph 2 (a) in paragraph (11) of the commentary to draft article 13 and was of
the view that if such an interpretation were accepted, article 13 may lose almost
all its value.

.'
264. The view was expressed that the provisions of paragraph 1 of draft article 13
shculd be extended by eliminating the condition relating to social security or
replacing it with a more general and flexible condition. One representative was of
the view that subjection of an employee to local social security provisions was not
the most relevant criterion for establishing absence of immunity. A more
appropriate criterion would be absence in the contract of clauses excluding the
application of local law. Another representative considered the applicability of
the whcle body of labour law a suitable criterion. Not all States had social
security provisions in the narrow sense of the ter.mJ and the State of the forum had
a legitimate interest in other areas of employment relations, such as those
mentioned in paragraph (5) of the commentary to draft article 13.
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269. The point was made that employees of dual na~ionality, i.e. nationality of the
employer State and of the State of the forum, should also be covered by the
exception in paragraph 2 (d) relating to a national of the employer State.

270. The point was made that the provisions of paragraph 2 (e) seemed to conflict
with the provisions of paragraph 1 of draft article 13.

271. The view was expressed that the provisions of paragraph 2 (e) could be omitted,
since the fact of determining whether there was immunity from jurisdiction
presupposed that jurisdiction would otherwise exist. The existence of an agreement
denying jurisdiction to local courts and of public policy rules making such
agreement inapplicable concerned the existence of jurisdiction in the first place.
The situation would be the same between private subjects. Such provisions,
therefore, were outside the scope of the law on State immunity or exceptions thereto.

272. Furthermore, doubts were expressed as to the interpretation of paragraph 2 in
relation to the beginning of paragraph 1 of draft article 13.
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273. The observation was made that draft article 13 covered an area distinct from
thqt covered by draft article 12. State immunity was not wholly denied but merely
confined to areas where the exercise of local labour jurisdiction would constitute
an infringement on the sovereign authority of another State. There appeared to have
been an overlap or concurrence of jurisdiction, and the choice must be made between
local labour law and jurisdiction and the administrative law and jurisdiction of the
employer State.

274. The view was also expressed that the redrafting of draft article 12 in terms of
"commercial activities" might simplify or even make draft article 13 unnecessary.
It draft article 12, however, remained as presently drafted, article 13 seemed
correct but it might not cover all the situations it should in all legal systems.

275. Some representatives considered that the provisions of draft article 13 as well
as the provisions of other draft articles showed a clear trend towards limiting
State immunity. The wording of such draft articles permitted a broad interpretation
of provisions which, in turn, promoted the concept of "functional" or "limited"
immunity. The same purpose was served by the unsubstantiated inclusion in some
draft articles of a list of cases in which a State could not invoke immunity from
the jurisdiction of the courts of another country. Thus, draft article 13 excluded
the invocation of immunity in proceedings relating to contracts of employment, but
did not indicate whether it was the law of the State of the forum or that of the
employer State that was applicable in such proceedings. The draft article was
unacceptable even from the point of view of private international law. For example,
not only did it not clarify the question of which State's law the court was to
apply, but it unjustifiably established dual standards for individuals performing
exactly the same functions. The justification for draft article 13 was, thus,
doubtful and the draft article was likely to create more problems than it solved.
It was not conducive to good relations between States.

/ ...
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Article 14. Personal injuri~s and damage to propert~

276. Some representatives Were of the view that the provisions of draft article 14,
which were similar to provisions in the 1972 European Convention on State Immunity,
were basically acceptable. A person who had suffered injury or damage should be
able to seek remedies in the State of the forum.

,
277. The point was made that the limitation of the application of draft article 14
to torts occurring within the territory of the State of the forum uhould alleviate
concern about the draft article's reach. Since such an article was essential,
those who had expressed concern as to its provisions were urged to reconsider
matters. The requirement that the author of an act or omission causing injury or
damage be present in the State of the forum at the time ot.occurrence seemed
sufficiently restrictive.

278. The observation was also made that, as noted in paragraph (4) of the
commentary to draft artiole 14, the draft article was important because it
precluded the possibility of an insurance company's shielding itself behind the'
cloak of State immunity.

i

I

I
!

279. The view was ey.pressed (with respect to the requirements in draft article 14
that the act or omission causing the injury or damage should have occurred wholly

~ or partly in the territory of the State of the forum, and that the author of the
act or omission should have been present in the territory of the State of the forum
at the time of the act or omission) that certain limits had to be established.
However, it was not certain, it was said, whether the criterion of territoriality
was really the best in all cases. Some transboundary damage caused by a State's
commercial activities may not be covered.

1 280~ One representative was of the view that draft article 14 was too categorical
d and should differentiate between various possibilities, particularly regardlng the

nature and purpose of the act which caused the injury or damage.
. .

281. Some representatives found draft article 14 unacceptable. The article was
said to lack the necessary clarity and completely overlooked the obvious, namely,
that the nature of a State's conduct could be determined only on the basis of
international law within the framework of the concept of the international
responsibility of States, a ma~ter which did not lie wlthin the competence of
national courts. The current text of draft article 14, therefore, con~radicted

both international and national law and was legally invalid. The view was
expressed that the draft article could not be considered a reflection of
international practice.

282. One delegate questioned the briefness of the references, in the commentaries
to draft article 14, to the doubts expressed concerning its advisability.

I
I

I

283. Another representative, noting that he had reservations both as to substance
and the form of draft article 14, was doubtful whether there was an emerging trend
in favour of granting relief to individuals for personal injury or property loss
which, he said v had been the basic justification for draft article 14. The
Commission had left that point for future consideration without providing any
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convincing explanation. Also, given the nature of the acts or omissions envisaged
in draft article 14, it was not clear what was meant by an actor omission
occurring only partly in the territory of the State of the forum. The commentary
to the draft article did not clarify that point. There were a number of references
to the lex loci delicti commissi and to the existence of a "substantial connection"
between the territory where the act was committed and the forum. The problem was
not simply one of drafting, especially since one of the Commission's main concerns
hart been to exclude cases of transboundary damage from the scope of draft
article 14. A simple reference to an act carried out partly in the State of the
forum was not sufficient to make it clear that transboundary damage was not covered
by the draft article. The Commission, it was said, should review the whole text of
draft article 14.

Article 16. Patents, trade marks and intellectual
or industrial property

284. Some representatives considered draft article 16 correct and consistent since
jUdicial practice showed that States which competed with private entities in the
commercial field in order to obtain profits did not enjoy any immunity in that
respect. A State either requested another State to protect its trade marks through
legislation or sought judicial protection of such rights which logically implied
the exercise of jurisdiction by the State of the forum. Also, provisions of the
kind contained in draft article 16 were said to reflect the position of States
parties to various international conventions. It was not clear that there were
real grounds for concerns expressed as to the draft article's possible adverse
effects on developing countries. The interests of developing countries would
hardly be served if, for example, foreign States could infringe patents applied for
in developing countries and then claim immunity in relation to proceedings before
the courts of such developing countries. The view was expressed that draft
article 16 ~10uld probably not be necessary if a more general approach were taken in
draft article 12 but otherwise draft article 16 would, it was said, be crucial.
There could be no justification for granting States freedom to violate the
copyright and trade-mark laws of other States with impunity. The issue was not one
of intellectual property, but rather of recognizing that a State was not free to
commit acts which would not be permitted of private or legal persons. The view was
expressed that it might be useful to specify in draft article 16 that the
exceptions to the rule of immunity prescribed in the draft article would be limited
to infringements of patents, industrial designs, etc., in the State of the forum.

285. The view was expressed that the provisions of subparagraph (a) of draft
article 16 presented no difficulties - as it applied only to one case. This was
where a State having registered a patent or any other form ot industtial or
intellectual property in the state of the forum and, thus, enjoying the forum
State's legal protection, initiated proceedings for determination of its rights in
the patent or other form of intellectual or industrial property registered, and the
exception to State immunity applied in that case mainly to counter-claims.
Subparagraph (a) was, in that sense, unnecessary since the provisions of
paragraph 1 of draft article 10 already covered the matter in more general form.

/ .. ·
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286. The point was also made that subparagraph (b) of draft article 16 covered the
reverse situation to that covered by subparagraph (a), namely, if a State decided
to enjoy legal rights in another State, it was logical for it to recognize that
third persons in that State enjoyed similar rights, and this was where the
exception to the basic principle of State immunity applied. One could, however,
imagine a situation in which a State preferred not to have any legal protection
over patents in the State of the forum. In that circumstance, it would be valid to
inquire whether subparagraph (b) of draft article 16 was still appropriate. The
nature of the link between subparagraphs (a) and (b) ot dratt article 16 was not
y~~, it was said, clearly established.

287. The point was also made that it would be desirable to include the word
"legally" before the word "protected" 1n subparagraph (b) at draft article 16.

288. Some representatives considered the provi.sions of subparagraph (b) of dratt
article 16 unacceptabl~. They were of the V1ew that it was directed essentially
against developing countries, since the third persons which it protected were tor
the most part transnational corporations and capitalist monopolies, while the
States affected were primarily developing countries. Adopting such a principle
would amount to legalizing the policy of neo-colonialism.

289. The view was expressed that the provisions of draft article 16 were too broad
and might work against the interests of developing countries which were not as
technologically sophisticated as other States. The practice of all States must be
studied before the codification work was complete, It was said, as it would be
unfair if developing countries were faced with a fait accompli without haVing the
opportunity to act or study the implications carefully. The provisions of draft
article 16, in the view of another representative, I~ight hinder the economic and
industrial development of developing countries which were not as technologically
sophisticated as other States, despite the safeguard clause contained in
paragraph 2 of draft article 11.

290. One repreBentative reserved his position on draft article 16 in light of the. .
Commission's decision: in paragraph (10) of the commentary to draft article 16, to
include a reservation in draft article 11, paragraph 2, so as not to prejudge the
question of the extent of the extraterritorial eftect of expropriation or other
measures of nationalization. Another representative, referring to paragraph (10)
of the commentary to draft article 16 concerning the extraterritorial effect of
measures of nationalizat10n, expressed reservations with respect to the
Commission's decision and observed that the judicial practice of his country
refused to recognize such an effect. For, he stated, if draft artiCle 11,
paragraph 2, as set forth in footnote 182 in the report of the Commission (A/39/l0)
reserved the substance, namely, the question of ownership, was it logical to remove
the procedural immunity of the State in article 16 which dealt with rights which
the State might well claim to have under, for example, a nationalization measure?

Article 17. Fiscal matters

291. Some representatives expressed general agreement with the approach in draft
article 17. The draft article was said to be acceptable though the proviso it
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contained may only be of marginal importance once the principle of restricted
immunity in the field of commercial activities of States was accepted.

292. One representative expressed agreement with the approach in draft article 17
because to accord immunity in such a case would jeopardize the exercise of the
sovereign right of each State to stipulate conditions and to impose fiscal
obligations on any activities pursued by other subjects, inc1udlng foreign States,
within its territory.

293. Other representatives consldered that draft article 17 represented an attempt
to undermine the principle of the jurisdictional immunity of States, since foreign
States were normally exempt from the payments in question by virtue of
international agreements ot' were unilaterally granted exemptions. The term "fiscal
obligations" in draft article 17 was considered too broad and could, it was said,
affect immunities granted under the Vienna COnvention on Diplomatic Relations. The
view was expressed that the draft article did not take into account the practice of
many developing and socialist States. The point was made that given the degree of
reciprocity in existing State practice, dratt article 17 was prejudicial to the
interests of some States and was superfluous.

294. Concern was noted with respect to the brietness of the references, in the
commentary to draft article 17, to the doubts expressed as to its advisability.

Article 18. participation in comean1es or other collectlve bodies

295. Some representatives considered that draft article 18 presented no
difficulties and was adequate. Where a foreign State engaged 1n corporate
activities on an equal footing with nationals of another State there waSi it was
said, no bas1s for according the foreign State immunity.

296. The point was made that it would be preferable if the expression "or is
controlled from ll in paragraph 1 (b) of draft article 18 was deleted. A reference
to the place of incorporation of a company and its principal place of business
would, it was considered, be sufficient. The place of control did not otfer the
same kind of clear-cut criterion.

297. The view was also expressed that draft article 18 was another example of a
provision which would be unnecessary if draft article 12 were more appropriately
drafted.

298. The draft article was, in the v~ew of one representative, too categorical and
should differentiate between various poqsibilities, particularly regarding the
nature and purpose of the act which caused the damage.

299. The question was raised as to whether paragraph 1 of dratt article 18 dealt
only with a proceeding instituted for the purpose of obta1ning a declaratory
judgement. Paragraphs (5), (8) and (10) of the commentary to draft article 18 did
not, it was said, clarify the matter. As currently worded, dra1:t article 18 seemed
to indicate that the proceeding should be aimed at the determination of a
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relationship by the court without the court's drawing any conclusions from such a
determination. Moreover, in light of paragraph (1) of the commentary to draft
article 18, should it be deduced from draft article 18, paragraph 1 (b), that the
immunity of the State, in the circumstances envisaged in the article, could give
rise to as many different interpretations? In other words, could not the immunity
function differently in different cases? Paragraph (9) of the commentary did not
solve the problem.

l:.
1

11

le
)f I

'/
1

,I
I

j

I
I

1
I
\

I
!

\

I
I
I

I
I

300. Some representatives reserved their positions on draft article 18. The point
was made, with respect to participation in companies or other collective bodies,
that should a State engage in such activities the presumption should arise that it
consented to the jurisdiction of the courts of the other country, and it was
therefore unnecessary to take such cases into account in the draft articles. The
point was made that it was unclear which companies or other collective bodies were
being referred to in draft article 18 and that the draft article was open to
conflicting interpretations and, thus, would permit abuse and violations of State
immunity. Some representatives were of the view that the Special Rapporteur had
limited himself to the practice and laws of fewer than half a dozen countries.
Thus, the general assertion in paragraph (9) of the commentary to draft article 18,
that in State practice increasing use was being made of exceptions whereby States
could not invoke immunity from the jurisdiction of a court of another State in a
proceeding relating to its participation in a company or other collective body, did
not seem warranted.

301. One representative was struck by the briefness ot the references, in the
commentaries to draft article 18, to the doubts expressed concerning its
advisability. He was gratified to note that the Commission would review some of
those important provisions relating to exceptions and urged that such
reconsideration should not be limited to terminology only.

(b) Articles propqsed by the Special Rapporteur

Article ll~ Sc~pe of the 2resent 2art

302. The view was expressed that the Special Rapporteur and the Commission had been
right in establishing the principle of immunity before attempting to identify
possible exceptions. The Commission should be given credit for having sought to
reconcile the principles of sovereignty and territoriality without giving
precedence to either of them~ Paragraph 2 of draft article 11, concerning the
extraterritorial effects of measures of nationalization, reflected such a balanced
approach. See also the comments noted, with respect to paragraph 2 of draft
article 11, under draft article 16 above.

Article 19. Ships em2loyed in commercial service

303. The view was expressed that the revised version of draft article 19, submitted
by the Special Rapporteur in light of discussions in the Commission (A/39/10,
footnote 185) was satisfactory and broadly corresponded to established practioe.
It was an improvement on the previous alternatives A and B in the earlier version
of draft article 19 (A/39/10, footnote 183).
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304. The revised version of draft article 19 had been introduced by the Special
Rapporteur, it was noted, in light of preliminary exohanges of views within the
Commission, with a view to covering the case of shlpping outside the common-law
world as envisaged in the Brussels Convention of 10 April 1926.

305. The point was made that the provisions of the Brussels COnvention for the
Unification of Certain Rules relating to the Immunity of State-owned Vessels, as
supplemented by the Additional Protocol of 24 May 1934, were satisfactory. States
from every part of the world were parties to the Convention. Subparagraph 2 (a) of
draft artiole 19 should be revised so as to provide immunity ot jurisdiction not
only to ships ot war but, to use the terms of article 3 of the Brussels Convention,
ships "used at the time a cause of action arises exclusively on governmental and
non-commeroial service".

306. It would be more precise, it was said, if the words "governmental service" in
subparagraph 2 (a) of draft article 19 were replaced by the words "government
non-commercial service", which corresponded to the wording used in codification
conventions prepared by the United Nations.

307. The view was expressed that subparagraph 2 (a) of the revised version of draft
article 19 (A/39/10, footnote 185), which provided that paragraph 1 did not apply
to warships or ships operated by a State in governmental service, may be
superfluous in light of the prOVisions of draft article 6.

308. The view was expressed that the distinction between ships employed in
commercial service and those employed by a State in governmental service did not
always provide a realistic criterion, especially in the developing world.

309. The point was made that the distinction between actions in rem and actions.
in personam contained in one ot the Special Rapporteur's alternative proposals in
the earlier version of draft article 19 (A/39/10, footnote 183) was not viable in
provisions meant for implementation in some countries whose legal systems made no
such distinction.

310. Some representatives were of the view that State-owned ships in commercial
service should not enjoy immunity and that draft article 19 took account of a trend
towards restricted immunity that had existed for almost 60 years. Such a dratt
article was essential to maintain equality between public and private shippers. It
related not to North/South lssues but to practical needs such as, for example,
salvage and rescue. Those who used State trading companies wanted preferential
treatment but had produced no valid argument tor their position.

311. Some representatives expressed reservations with respect to draft article 19.
The view was expressed that the Commission seemed to have acted prematurely in an
extremely complex and vast area. A more thorough consideration of the draft
article by the Commission and Governments, of the developing countries in
particular, was required. It was feared that the dratt article might have a severe
economic impact on developing States owning vessels. Many developing States acted
as maritime carriers to save shipping costs and not to make profits. If adopted,
the article would put the maritime transport and trade of developing countries in a
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disadvantageous position. It was said that emphasis must not be unduly placed on
distinctions made under admiralty law and hope was expressed that the Commission
would take into account the divergencies which existed in different. legal systems
before agreeing on an appropJ:iate text for draft article 19. The point was made
that certain governmental activities in the field of aviation and maritime
transport, for ex;.....ple, were not always motivated by profit-making. Governments,
especially those ot developing countries; often undertook such ventures as a pUblic
service and often at substantial losses underwritten by the taxpayer. Such
activities were not, in general, indulged in for national pride alone, sin',e it was
usually cheaper for the consumer/taxpayer to have his products transp~~ted by a
national carrier.

.. 4

312. The view was expressed by one representative that the debate on draft
article 19, as summarized in paragraph 210 of the Commission's report, seemed to
reveal a basic misunderstanding of the meaning of the term "commercial activities"
in the terminology of the law of State immunity. Those trained in the civil law
tradition, where a distinction between civil law and commercial law was made, .
tended to carry over to the law of State immunity the civil law concept whereby
commercial activities, governed in their system by the commercial code, were by
definition those which were motivated by profit-making. In the area of State
immunity, however, "commercial activities" did not carry that connotation and need
not be motivated by profit-making. Also, the English term "commercial activities"
was not the equivalent of the French term "actes de commerce". The "commercial
activities" of a State were simply non-public or non-governmental activities, i.e.
activities which were not carried out in the exercise of pUblic authority, and
included all kinds of contracts and other transactions to which private individuals
or entities might be party, regardless of any profit motive.

Article 20. Arbitration

313. The observation was made by one representative that the text of draft
article 20 seemed to be a good starting point and that, as noted by the Special
Rapporteur, if a State decided to submit disputes concerning civil or commercial
matters to arbitration, there was irresistible implication that that State had
renounced its jurisdictional immunity on all questions relating to the
arbitration. If it were otherwise, the State's decision would be incompatible with
the aim of arbitration, namely, to deal with matters expeditiously on the basis of
equality between parties. The point was made that the debates in the Working Group
on International Contract Practices of the united Nations Commission on
International Trade Law (UNCITRAL), which had recently completed a model law on
international commercial arbitration, showed that it was important to establish a
clear relationship between arbitral proceedings and the court competent for
deciding questions relating to the proceedings. Any measure of uncertainty as to
the consent of States in accepting the jurisdiction of that court could hamper, it
was said, the development of smooth commercial relations between States and private
individuals and corporations.
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E. INTERNATIONAL LIABILITY FOR INJURIOUS CONSEQUENCES ARISING
OUT OF ACTS NOT PROHIBITED BY INTERNATIONAL LAW

1. General observations

314. Representatives paid tribute to the late Special Rapporteur,
Mr. Robert Q. Quentin-Baxter. They referred to his creativity and vision and to
the outstanding contributions he had made to the Commission's work on the topic.
His passing was a great loss to the Commission.

315. A number of representatives addressed, among other matters, the factual basis
of the topic. Reference was made to the unity of the ecosystem, which did not
coincide with political boundaries. The rapid growth of technology and it3
increased role in the exploration, production and utilization of resources made
necessary the elaboration of a regime which would define the principles applicable
to the prevention and mitigation of injury beyond political boundaries and the
proviaion of compensation. The principles of State responsibil,ity w~te not in such
circumstances entirely adequate.

316. A number of representatives referred to the great complexity of the topic
which touched on many unresolved areas of international ]aw. Activities causing
extraterritorial injurious consequences were not always wrongful ~or, they stated,
was it desirable to so characterize them. The purpose should be to design a
normative regime which would protect a State from injury caused by activities of
others outside its territory, while allowing appropriate freedom of activity to
States to use modern technology for their development.
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317. As to the legal basis of the topic, many representatives referred to a number
of bilateral and multilteral agreements dealing with similar factual
circumstances. They noted, in that connection, the law of outer space, the law of
the sea and, in particulart marine pollution as a result of 011 spillage, etc.,
which, they stated, provided firm foundation for the principle that States were
under an obligation, first, to prevent damage and, secondly, to provide
compensation where damage was caused. They were of the view that such State
practice was sufficient to constitute a legal basis for the topic. While the
subject was novel, it was not unknown to legal analyses. They recognized, however,
that efforts should be made to achieve careful balance between the interests of
States to act freely and their duty to avoid injury.

318. Certain representatives considered it urealistic to assume that existing State
practice provided adequate legal basis for elaboration of Cl general or of a
framework regime. They referred to a number of activities which could cause injury
either to a particular State or to the international community as a whole. As such
activities mi~ht take place in a variety of circumstances, it was difficult to draw
general conclusions. It was true that international co-operation was assuming
greater significance with respect to such matters, but the subject was best suited
for specific treaties, bilateral or multilateral, in which States consciously
commit themselves to specific behaviour with respect to a specific SUbject.
However, it may be possible and feasible to elaborate a recommendatory "code of
conduct" of which States would make use in order to negotiate relevant agreements.
It was also suggested that the title of the topic was not fully satisfactory, it
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would be more accurate to speak of international liability for injurious
consequer.ees arising out of acts that did not ~onstitute internatl0nal offences.

319. Some representatives referred to the relationship between the present topic
and that of State responsibility~ It was noted that a number of activities which
might cause transboundary harm were in the course of or might become subjects of a
treaty, and, thus, cases might be attributable to breach of treaty obligation and,
thus, involve State responsibility. The connection between the current topic and
the non-navigational uses of international watercourses was also noted by some
representatives who referred to the common element of transboundary harm.
Co-ordination of the work of the Commission on the current topic and on the topics
of State responsibility and the non-navigational uses of international watercourses
seemed necessary. •

320. One representative considered that it was necessary to decide whether the
present work of the Commission with respeQt to transboundary harm should be limited
to the consequences of acts not prohibited by international law or whether it
should extend to the whole subject of tranSboUndary harm in all its aspects,
inclUding transboundary harm arising from prohibited activities.

2. Comments on draft articles-
Article 1

321. Some representatives exptessed agreement with the limitation on the soope of
the draft articles proposed in draft article 1, namely, the limitation to
identifiable or foreseeable physical consequences. One representative, however,
thought that it would be regrettable to exclude from the scope of the topic
activities causing injury to the common heritage of mankind. The structure of
draft article 1 and its division into three elements, namely, the activities or
situations giving rise to physical consequence, affocting the use or enjoyment of
areas, was considered to be clear, systematic and in accordance f"ith the nature ot
the topic. The requirement that the effeots of a physical consequence should be
weighed against the benefits of the use or enjoyment of an area within the
territory of another State was considered, by some representatives, essential. It
WOUld, however, be necessary, it was stated, to see how the three elements were
incorPOrat~~ in the various provisions of the draft articles before a de~1nitive

opinion was possible "JJn their real effect.

322. A number of representatives, while agreeing with the general principles
incorporated in draft arti~le 1, raised specific questions. Some thought that it
was unclear whether the phrase "use or enjoyment of areas within the territory or
control of any other State" would exclude personal injury from the scope of the
draft atticles. Clarification was also neoessary, in the view of some
representatives, on the question whether industries "exported" from developed to
developing oountries involved a "transboundary element". The Special Rapporteur,
they noted, seemed to intend to exclude this matter from the scope of the dratt
articles, but the fact that draft artiole 1 provided for coverage of activities
"within the territory or oontrol of a State" raised uncertainties. One
representative found it difficult to accept a system of liability for injuries
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which had not actually taken place. It was suggested that as the purpose of the
topic was the avoidance, minimizing and repairing of "harm", it may be more
appropriate to think in terms of actual or potential adverse effects rather than in
terms only of an "effect" caused by an aC"tivity. An "effect" might not always
constitute "harm". Another representative thought that situations such as floods
or earthquakes might involve only minimal or no duties for repairing injuries, even
though the States involved should remain obligated to prevent or reduce the
consequences of natural phenomena.

323. Many representatives agreed that special attention should be paid to the needs
of the developing countries with respect to their industries that were a source of
pollution but were making a contribution to their economies. Other
representatives, while agreeing in principle with such a point of view, recommended
oaution and the introduction, in such cases, of a qualification to ensure that the
source developing country did not have, and should not have had, knowledge of the
fact that the activity would produce adverse transboundary effects. Thus, after
such effects had been produced and brought to the attention of the source country,
it seemed to them that there should be an obligation on that country to mitigate
such effects. It should be remembered, they thought, that the victims may also be
other developing countries. Thus, with respect to the interests of the developing
countries, it was suggested that in sharing costs and benefits strict equality in
cost sharing should not be imposed when the parties involved were not economically
and financially equal.

324. Some representatives believed that a few of the terms referred to in dratt
article 1 were unclear. Some were not entirely clear as to the meaning of the term
"use or enjoyment of areas". Some considered the term "situation" unclear. Some
stated that the term trphysical consequence" needed clarification.

Article 2

325. A number of representatives were of the view that the definitions in draft
article 2 rightly prevented the scope of the draft articles from becoming too
extensive. The view was expressed that States should be liable for the
transboundary effects of activities conducted by private entities situated within
their territories. However, others believed that it would be reasonable to
include, within the scope of the draft art.icles, the activities of those entities
only to the extent that they, by their very nature, involved an inherent
substantial risk of causing harm. State practice, it was noted, provided many
examples of this kind, such as, for instance, the 1960 Convention on third party
liability in the field of nuclear energy.

326. A number of questions were also raised as to specif~c provisions of draft
article 2. It was stated that, although the commentary to draft article 2 was very
helpful in clarifying the meaning of the terms, it still contained ambiguities,
particularly in other languages such as in Spanish. A number of questions were
raised as to the exact definition of the terms "territory or contrOl". One
representative referred, for example, to the case of activities within an economic
zone by a flag State and thought the definition did not provide a sufficient
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gUidance to determine whether a claim by injured parties could be made against the
~oastal State or against the flag State. In addition, others thought draft
article 2 needed drafting improvement in order to crystallize lts terms, since the
article was dealing with a very complex situation.

327. One representative thought that some elements of ~he definitions in draft
article 2, in particular the third paragraph, strayed too tar from the common use
of words and, th~s, jeopardized the comprehensibility of the articles and the
clarity of the proposed rules. A formulation closer to the cownon meaning of the
words should be found. In relation to the phrase "continuous passage", one
representative thought it would be better to replace it with "passage", while
another representative suggested the phrase "the right of innocent passage".
In the view of another representative, there were currently no rules recognizing
the right of innocent passage of space objects through the airspace of foreign
States, contrary to what draft article 2 implied.

Article 3

328. Some representatives stated that draft article 3 was important and that it
should be carefully consider-ed. The residual character of the draft articles was
of significance to States that were already, or might in the future become, parties
to conventional regimes tailored to specific needs. In relation to activities
within the economic zone, it was suggested by one representative that since the
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea provided for dispute settlement, it
was necessary tu ensure that dispute-settelement procedures under the new draft
articles did not conflict with regimes established under the Convention.

Article 5

329. Some representatives thought that it was premature, at this stage, to decide
on the content of draft article S. The Commission should await further development
of the topic. It, as stated that, as a matte!:' o:E fact, some international
organizations might have control over an activity with transboundary consequences.

330. Many representatives expressed satisfaction with the conceptual framework of
tbe topic and its schematic outline designed by its late Special Rapporteur. They
expressed hope that the COmmission would continue its work on the topic within that
framew.ork.

F. THE LAA OF THE NON-NAVIGATIONAL USES OF INTERNATIONAL WATERCOURSES

1. General observations

331. The Commission was congratulated for haVing achieved appreciable progress in
its consideration of the topic "The law of the non-navigational uses of
international watercourses" despite the delicate nature of the subject-matter. Any
study of the topic was beset with many problems because of the length, location and
hydrography of various watercourses and the wide variety and often inconsistency in
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the customs and practices of riparian States. It was felt that the theoretical
apProach to the question should be based on the principle of the sovereignty of
States and their right to dispose in a sovereign manner of the natural resources in
their territory. At the same time, the need for watercourse States to take account
of the interests of the other States was undeniable. The main difficulty lay in
establishing the proper balance between the two principles. The Special
Rapporteur, Mr. Jens Evensen, was praised for his singular efforts in striving to
achieve realistic compromise formulations which were generally acceptable.

332. The revised text presented in the form of 41 draft articles reflected, it was
s~id, the Special Rapporteur's commitment to achieving consensus formulas which
reflected the interplay between two fundamental international legal principles:
the sovereignty and independence of States on the one hand and the necessity of
co-operation among.States resulting from their interdependence on the other. It
was stressed that despite certain conceptual difficulties which had arisen both in
the Commission and in the Sixth Committee, the revised draft articles provided a
general basis on which further work on the topic could be pursued. While
expressing gratitude to the Special Rappor.teur for his contribution to the
development and codification of i:!\ternational law on the topic, the Commission was
urged to appoint a new Special Rapporteur as soon as possible to replace
Mr. Evensen who had recently been elected to the International court of Justice.
It was also suggested that consideration of the topic could be placed in the hands
of an ad hoc working group..

333. Confidence was expressed that the new Special Rapporteur would take into
account the various observations presented in the Sixth Committee and would seek to
accommodate conflicting views and arrive at a harmonious draft which elicited
general approval. Despite the disagreements which seemed to remain within the
Commission, it appeared that the draft articles had already reached an advanced
stage and that work on the topic constituted a priority task for the COmmission.
The hope was expressed that at its next session the Commission would be able to
complete its consideration of the first nine draft articles which had been referred
by it to the Drafting Committee and to take up consideration ot the remaining draft
articles with a view to an early conclusion of its work on the topic. Furthermore,
it was hoped that the spirit of accommodation which had guided the Spec1al
Rapporteur would guide the work of the Drafting Committee. It was also suggested
that at 1ts next session the Commission may wish to concentrate its efforts on the
questions of co-operation and management and environmental protection, namely,
chapters III and IV of the draft, and to leave the remaining chapters for
SUbsequent sessiofis.

334. Several representatives stressed the extreme importance of the topic in view
of mankind's dependence on and increasing demand for fresh water resources. The
regulation of the uses of watercourses was a Vital factor in the development of
certain States and their Peoples since increasing popUlation and industrial and
agricultural expansion were drawing heavily on diminishing water resources.

335. Certain representatives referred to the practice and experiences of their own
countries in tackling some of the issues posed by the topic and stressed their
tundamental interest in the Commission's work. For example, one representative
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said that through bilateral and multilateral conventions with its neighbours and
other States of the region, his country had settled a number of questions on use of
the waters flowing through it or its borders. The co-operation that had thus been
established in the most diverse forms was part of a good-neighbour policy based on
understanding and mutual respect. Another representative recalled that hlS country
had institutionalized its practice through the establishment of effective .
mechanisms such as bilateral boundary and water commissions, which covered some
aspects of the uses of international watercourses. Other aspects, however, such as
underground watercourses, required a general, multilateral agreement.

338. It was recognized that although the topic was essentially of a legal nature,
it contained certain economic and political overtones which would have to be taken
into consideration in order to arrive at a viable instrument of international law
on the non-navigational uses of international watercourses. All non-navigatlonal
uses required regulation, it was said. Reference was made in this regard to the
regulation of fishing, hydroelectric dams, irrigation dikes, thermohydraulic
plants, timber floating, fish culture and other uses of an agricUltural nature.
The Commission was urged to pay more attention to the role of specific
geographical, political and economic conditions in ~he elaboration of legal norms
regulating the use of international watercourses. This notwithstanding, belief in
the'absolute geographical unity of a watercourse from its source to its estuary
regardless of political boundaries was reaffirmed by some representatives.

337. Support was, however, expressed for the princip~e of absolute regional unity
whereby any State whose territory was crossed by an international watercourse had
the absolute right to ensure that the amount and quality of the water it received
were not modified, given that a watercourse constituted a regional unit without
political boundaries and that no State, therefore, had the right to exercise
absolute sovereignty over the part of the watercourse which crossed its territory,
the implication was that any State had the right to benefit as it wished from the
part of an international watercourse which crossed its territory, on condition that
no prejudice was caused to the other watercourse States.

I
I·j 336. It was urged that rather than entering into hydrographic studies, the
I,.F Commissiqn should draw on known international practice and .study the relationship
\1 between, on the one hand, the exercise of the undeniable sovereign rights of States
ijl;,.,.I·... concerning the use of international watercourses in their territories and, on the
• other, the need for those States to co-operate, in view of the diversity of uses of

those watercourses. International practice had demonstrated that it was on the
1
I~ basis of these two basic principles ot international law, namely, the sovereignt~

I and independence of States and international co-operationg that a viable solution
iI could be worked out which would take into account the legitimate interests of all

States concerned and ensure both the exploitation of their natural resources and
the establishment of mutually beneficial co-operation. The principle of
sovereignty of States, and the consequent definition of international watercourses,
could not be set against solidarity among peoples, regional co-operation or the
community of interests of the States in question, because solidarity among States
could not be based on a negation or violation of sovereignty. Rather, it should
rest on the free agreement of the States conce~ned as a result of good faith
negotiations and in terms of the legitimate interests of those States.
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339. The highly technical nature of the subject-matter brought forward the
suggestion that an _a_d_h_~ group consisting of scientific and technical experts
could be set up to deal with various aspects of the topic. This would not only
help to clarify any possible misconceptions on the actual import of certain
obligations spelt out in the draft but could also place the draft in its proper
perspective.

340. The link betweell the pre'sent topic and that of "international liability for
injurious consequences arising out of acts not prohibited by international law~ as
well as the topic of "State responsibility" was noted by certain representatives.
It was said that there was a clear overlap between the present topic and the
international liability topic with regard to the element ot transboundary harm.
Also, the liability topic had a contribution to make to the Commission's work on
the watercourses topic, particularly in relation to the sharing principle laid down
in draft article 6 and the duty to avoid appreciable harm enunciated in draft
article 9.

2. Comments on the general approach suggested by
the Special RaPporteur

341. Many represenatives who addressed themselves to the issue commended the
Special Rapporteur's "framework agreement" approach to the topic, which followed
the approach adopted by the Commission in 1980. The method of drafting a framework
agreement setting forth only the main legal principles, while allowing for the
conclusion of more specific supplementary agreements adapted to different
watercourses, it was said, was the most ~ealistic way to facilitate a universal
agreement on the topic. Such an agreement would, in combination with the specific
watercourse agreements dealing with the uniqueness of specific watercourses and
uses thereof, become a means of achieving a marriage of general principles and
specific rules. It was also stressed that such an agreement would need to be
flexible. The right balance had to be struck between the interdependence of
riparian States and their sovereign independence and right to benefit from the
natural resources within their territories, between upper riparian States and lower
riparian States, and between the various uses of the watersc

342. It was felt that precisely because of the varlOUS difficulties involved, the
Commission should seek to establish a framework agreement laying down the most
acceptable fundamental legal principles. That solution would have the advantage of
promoting both the progressive development of international law and the conclusion
of specific watercourse agreements between States. Also, that dual approach was
justifiable not only because each watercourse had individual characteristics but
because the political relationships and disposition to co-operate among riparian
States varied greatly. It was therefore neither politically realistic nor legally
justified to presume, generally, that States would co-operate in the management and
utilization of watercourses since, in the last analysis, such a postulate rested on
the elusive concept of good-neighbourly relations. The general rules included in
the framework agreement should be precise and detailed enough to safeguard the
rights of interested parties in the absence of specific agreements. Hence, it was
said, the formula of a framework agreement supplemented by specific watercourse
agreements was preferable, despite its shortcomings, to all other possible
alternatives.
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343. With regard to the elements to be included in a framework agreement, some
representatives supported the Special Rapporteur's view that apart from containing
legal principles, the tramework agreement could also contain guidelines and
recommendations which might be adapted to specific watercourse agreements. In this
way, when riparian States were disposed to act in co-operation, the guidelines
contained in the framework agreement would make it possible to define the
modalities of such co-operation. Furthermore, in those instances where riparian
States were unable to agree, the framework agreement would delineate their rights
and duties as clearly as possible and serve as a yardstick for appraising the
activities of such States.

345. Doubts were, however, expressed by certain representatlves concerning the
framework agreement approach. Accordlnq to one view held, it was difficult to see
the cases in which all the States sharing the same watercourse would become parties
to the framework agreement and not conclude a specific watercourse agreement. The
idea of shaping the draft articles as a set of model rules still had some appeal.
However, whatever their final form, the draft articles could serve as a guide for
the conclusion of watercourse agreements and tor crystallizing the tew substantive
rules on the subject. Another view maintained that it would be unrealistic to try
to prepare at the international level an overly detailed convention on the subject
and that it would be better for the Commission to draw up a framework agreement
which the countries concerned could use and adapt to their particular needs. While
the Commission seemed to have adopted that approach, it was far from evident that
the 'draft under consideration quite fitted the definition of a framework agreement
which should be a more flexible and freer text. The work completed so far, it was
said, did not seem always to have succeeded in reaching the objective of striking
the right balance between the rights and duties of all riparian States. A
framework agreement should be short and adaptable to the specific conditions of
international watercourses, thereby enabling riparian States to elaborate
watercourse agreements corresponding to the specific conditions of their respective
watercourses.

344. Hcuever, it had to be recognized, it was stated, that the framework agreement
approach led to the inclusion of general and somewhat vague language, based on
reasonableness, equity and the duty not to affect the other watercourse States'
interest to an appreciable extent. The set of institutional and procedural
provisions, including those on the settlement of disputes, in the Special
Rapporteur's draft was therefore all the more important. The general concepts must
be complemented by precise mechanisms that could give them specific content and
avoid conflict in actual cases. There was therefore need for efficient
dispute-settlement procedures, and a future framework agreement should include
compulsory fact-finding and conciliation procedures as well as binding provisions
for third-party settlement of disputes.
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346. One representative wondered whether it would be more advisable to slow down
the process of codification on the topic until the law was SUfficiently developed
to require codification. In any case, the necessary and appropriate preparatory
work had yet to be done. In his delegation's view, the draft resembled more a
General Assembly resolution than a proper legal instrument. Another representative
considered that the actual nature of the instrument did not have to be determined
at this stage of the Commission's work and that all possible options, inclUding
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oonventions, oodes of conduot, standards or other rules, should be left open and
decided at the appropriate time and in the light of the content of the draft
articles. It was suggested that the use of the expression "draft articles" rather
than "draft convention" would be more accurate in this regard. Yet another
representative stressed that the final form of the instrument must be fair,
pragmatic and reasonable, if those conditions were met, the same result would be
achieved no matter what formula was adopted •

347. As to what constituted fundamental legal principles to be included in the
draft, certain representatives singled out one or more of the following: good'
neighbourliness, good faith, the duty not to cause appreciabl~ harm to the rights
and interests of others, the sharing of resourses in a reasonable and equitable
manner, the sovereignty and territorial integrity of States, permanent sovereignty
over natural resources, and acquired rights with regard to the amount of water to
which States had access.

348. According to one representative, the international community of lawyers, in
collaboration with scientists and engineers, had sought to clarify certain ooncepts
and to crystallize some generally acceptable policies. It had thus been accepted,
he said, that at the international level only general principles should be dealt
with and the States concerned should be allowed to enter into specific agreements
with respect to individual rivers, that eaoh State was entitled to an equitable
share of the waters of an international river and had the sover~ign right to
determine the manner in which it would use its share, with the obligation, however,
to protect the quality of water and the environment and to avoid any appreciable
and avoidable harm to other basin States, that no use by one State was entitled to
a preference over another use by another basin State, nor could any state be denied
a current reasonable use of waters belonging to its share in order to provide for a
future use by another basin State, and that a basic objective of the framework
containing general principles should be to promote co-operation by balancing
relevant and legitimate interests of all the basin States.

349. In the view of another representative, the draft articles should be based on
the following principles: (a) the waters of an international river should be
equitably apportioned among riparian States, having due regard to special
oircumstances, such as dependence on or traditional use of water by a particular
State, (b) the exercise of rights within its territory by a riparian State should
not affect the flow of water, which might result in harmful ecological and physical
changes in the territory of other riparian Stat~s, (c) the utmost care should be
taken to prevent the pollution of waters, (d) where the utilization of water was
likely to cause damar;(J or hardship to another riparian State, the prior consent of
that State should be required, (e) a right which could be exercised in more than
one way should be exercised in such a manrler as not to cause damage to another
riparian State, (f) a riparian State should be compensated adequately for the loss
suffered or the damage caused by the misuse by another riparian State of its
rights, (9) riparian States should be under legal obligation to settle their
disputes peacefully, either bilaterally or in international forums.

350. Regarding the notion of good neighbourliness, attention was drawn to the
necessity of clarifying and defining the content of the notion so as to facilit.ate
the Commission's consideration of the topic.
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351. The Commission's attention was also drawn to the fact that the question of the
legallty of massive diversions and violations of natural flows of an international
watercourse had not been covered by the Special Rapporteur's second report.
According to one view, such diversities and violations harmed good relations
between States and caused appreciable harm to the principle of reasonable and
equitable use of an international watercourse. The Commission was requested to
examine that aspect of the question. According to another view, it should be noted
that certain diversions of limited extent constituted normal practice for many
States~ An express prohibition would therefore not seem realistic or conducive to
"optimum utilization" of the waters concerned. The rules laid down in draft
articles 6 to 9 seemed sufficient to prevent any detrimental consequences.

352. Several representatives referred to the Special RapPQrteur's general approach
as evidenced by the revised texts of certain draft articles (draft articles 1
and 6, see below) inco~POratin9 changes in terminology which he had used in his
first report and which had provisionally been adopted or agreed upon by the
Commission at its 1,980 session. Some representatives welcomed those revised texts
and believed they constituted a valiant attempt to reconcile individual sovereign
interests with wider community claimS. It was noted with satisfaction that the
changes suggested by the Special Rapporteur in his second report were not intended
to change the meaning of the substantive provisions contained in his first report.

353. Concern was expressed by other representatives that the Special Rapporteur had
reworked some of the basic conceptual issues underlying the draft articles, such as
the concept of "system", the definition of an "international watercourse" and the
concept of "shared natural resources". According to this view, the differences of
opinion which continued to be expressed concerning those concepts made one wonder
whether that state of affairs was beneficial to the profitable continuation of the
Commission's work. It was asked whether the new definitions, which had been
changed in order to reach a consensus, really constituted progress, they seemed to
indicate that the fundamental theoretical problems had not yet been clearly
resolved. The Commission and the new Special Rapporteur were urged to avoid an
annual reconsideration of texts which pad already been provisionally adopted by the
Commission. Otherwise, the Commis~ion would be forced to reconsider the entire
question, in particular draft articles 4, 5 and 6, and that would delay its work
cons·iderably.

354. Differences of opinion were also voiced regarding whether the changes in the
texts were purely terminological changes, as asserted by the Special Rapporteur, or
whether, in actual fact, they implied more fundamental conceptual changes. The
view was held that the Commission Should provide clarification and assurances
regarding the full substantive implications of the changes introduced, in such
cases, it would be pest, it was suggested, to reject not only the discarded words,
but also their content. Furthermore, it was maintained that although the new draft
articles 1 to 9 included several clarifioations, there were still considerable
difficulties outstanding and the Drafting Committee was possibly not the best place
to resolve them. It was suggested that the Commission might wish to consider other
possible methods of work. If the conflict generated by imprecise use of notions
petsisted, the draft would, it was suggested, continue to be unbalanced, perhaps an
ad hoc working group should be established to try to settle the matter.

.
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355. Finally, some representatives made teohnioal oomments on the drafting of the
Arabio and Spanish versions of the draft, whioh they oonsidered to have been
rendered in some respeots inaoourately.

3. Comments on the ohapters and artioles inoluded in the revised
draft presented by the Special Rae2?rteur

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTORY ARTICLES

Artiole 1. Explanation (definition) of the term "international
wateroourse" as applied by the present (draft)
oonvention

356. Some representatives endorsed the Speoial Rapporteur's replacement of the term
"international watercourse system" by the term "international wateroourse". It was
considered that the term "international watercourse" was simpler and more precise
and, thus, more acceptable. In addition, such a ooncept as "wateroourse system"
and that of "shared natural resouroes", when combined with the requirement of prior
notification of projects, had the effect of internationalizing the territory of
other States and of introducing the notion of a veto power over the use of water.
The term "international watercourse" had been used at the outset by the General
Assembly in its resolution 2669 (XXV) of 8 December 1970, which had recommended
that the Commission should undertake the study of the topio with a view to its
progressive development and codification.

357. Other terms which had been provisionally adopted'or proposed as a working
basis for the study, such as the geographic notion of the "international drainage
basin", and such conoepts as "system" or "network", whioh were related to the
unitary approach of the drainage basin ooncept, had met with oonsiderable
controversy, it was maintained, and had proved to be major stumbling blocks towards
achieving progress on the topic. Although the "system" approaoh might have
appeared attractive from a scientific point of view, it oould not be a souroe of
rights and obligations of States since it did not oorrespond to international
pra~tice in that field. It was considered that the "system" approach had both
territorial and political connotations whioh were not in keeping with the principle
of permanent sovereignty over natural resources and would meet with the firm
opposition of some States.

358. More specifically, it was said that the use of the "system" concept was
somewhat ambiguous because it might connote the idea of jurisdiction over land
areas. Its earlier approval by the Commission had been tentative and contingent
upon the final shape which the draft artioles would take. There should also be no
misgivings as to the conceptual change from "international watercourse system" and
"system State" to "international watercourse" and "watercourse State", because even
though surface water, the bulk of the resouroe, was emphasized, other relevant
parts or components were not ignored and oould be elaborated in the commentary to
the draft article. The Special Rapporteur's flexible approaoh was therefore
commendable.

/ ...
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361. Certain representatives welcomed the Special Rapporteur's assurances that the
new wording in draft article 1 was a purely terminological and not a conceptual
change. The change was not intended to cast doubt on the inherent unity of an
international watercourse or on the interdependence of its various components. In
view ot that fact, the belief was expressed by one representative that the
definition of the "international watercourse" given in revised draft article 1 was
a negat10n of any absolute or monopolistic use or control of an international
watercourse by a particular country. The definition of the term "international
watercourse", which took 1nto account the volume of water that flowed into and
through the watercourse, must also tak~ into account the economic realities of
riparian States. While agreeing 'that the replacement of the words "international
watercourse system" by "international watercourse" was basically a change of
terminology, his delegation considered that the explanation given in the commentary
to the first version of draft article 1 was still valid. The definition of the
international watercourse was based on the very nature of things, which meant that
the definition was, in the final analysis, anchored in the unity of the
hydrological cycle.

360. While supporting the change in terminology suggested by the Special
Rapporteur, certain representatives cautioned that his report continued to include
elements of the "system" concept, such as the use of the phrase "the relevant parts
or cotnponents". The explanation or definition of the term "international
watercourse" as set out in draft article 1 should be made clearer so that it would
not invite a reintroduction of the concept of "drainage basin" or "watercourse
system".

362. Another representative remarked that the Special Rapporteur had implied that
the proposed change was entirely terminological, which would presuppose that the
definition of the concept remained unchangedJ yet the change of terms appeared also
in the definitions. There were different interpretations of the word "system", and
a certain relativity was connected with the concept of "international watercourse
systea". Although the physical consequences of the various uses and other
activities might differ from each other in different parts of a watercourse, that
did not mean that there would be different systems with respect to different uses
of the same watercourse at the same time. Therefore, although the concept of
·watercourse system- was not inapplicable, his delegation preferred the term
proposed by the special Rapporteur.

359. Since the purpose of draft article 1 was not to create a superstructure from
which legal principles could be distilled, the new formulation was considered a
satistactory starting point, the definition of an international watercourse should
be as neutral as possible. The new definition was considered of sufficient scope
and flexibility for the purposes of the draft. It had the advantage of placing the
watercourse in the central position without the territorial implications
necessarily attached to the use of the term "system". It was felt that the
quantity and quality of water at the point it crossed a frontier was the decisive
element in the draft, and that all the component factors of the watercourse and
possible influences upon its transboundary use had to be taken into account. The
provisions of draft article 1, paragraph 2, reflected that adequately. It was also
considered that the new formulation could facilitate the task of combining
functional aspects which were foreseeable with conceptual.aspects which involved
unforeseen and possible uncontrollable consequences.
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363. Other representatives, however, expressed regret at the abandonment of the
"system" concept which was considered to be a rich, modern notion. The abandonment
of that concept resulted in an unacceptable loss of clarity and meant that one of
the cornerstones of the dratt had been removed. The lack of precision of the term
"international watercourse" was highlighted: what \'1as in fact a watercourse
"ordinarily consisting of fresh water" and what were the "relevant components"
referred to in articles 1 and 3?

364. It was urged that the Commission return to the "system" approach. The nat-ural
connection between various elements - namely, that they formed a system - could not
be overlooked. A wider concept was deemed to be more practical and closer to
living economic and social realities than an abstract view of the watercourse,
considered as an autonomous entity, subject to the absolute sovereignty or
exclusive control of riparian States. The latter approach was considered
questionable inasmuoh as it supposed that it was possible to isolate the running
watercourse, which was a living being, from the time dimension.

365. According to one represel~\..ative who favoured the "system" approach, the use of
the term "watercourse system" had the advantage of introducing a certain relativism
in so far as ditferent systems could coexist for the same international
watercourse, since a system relative to pollution did not necessarily include the
same States as a system relative to irrigation. Another representative said that
his delegation was decidedly in favour of the system concept, because of ~ts

geographical situation. It considered that that idea should be understood ~o mean
that watercourses that were tributaries of a river should be considered to form an
integral part of the system. It might also be asked if the term "system", although
acceptable in itself, adequately brought out the fact that in reality there could
be more than one system of networks. In that connection, his delegation approved
of the suggestion made in paragraph 296 of the report of the Commission that a
scientific and technlcal study of the question was needed. Hydrographers and
hydrologists could demonstrate the advantages and disadvantages of the various
existing systems, assuming that watercourse systems varied from one territory or
one continent to another - and the Special Rapporteur would then study their
replies. If two principal systems existed, the States concerned with the first of
those systems would readily understand that they had nothing to fear from the
principles emerging from the study of the second system, their possible objections
to the expression "system" might then disappear.

366. Another suggestion made was that in view of the severe controversy surrounding
the "system" concept, it ought to be replaced altogether by another expression such
as tithe inherent unity of an international watercourse or the interdependence of
the various parts and components thereof".

367. The Drafting Committee was urged to consider the proposed changes in draft
article 1, of "international watercourse system" to "international watercourse",
very carefully in order to ensure that it involved only a terminological change and
not a substantive change because the inherent unity of an international watercourse
and the interdependence of its various components could not be questioned.
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368. Certain representatives were of the view that work on the topic should not be
held up by disputes over definitions and that the Commission's customary practice,
of deferring adoption of definitions pending the development of substantive
provisions, should be followed. It might be advisable not to try to fonmulate the
definition dealt with in draft article 1 until a number of the substantive
provisions had been agreed upon and a clearer picture had emerged of the concept
covered by the draft. It was also suggested that further clarification was
required in the future and that technical and scientific advice ought to be sought
with a view to amplifying the definition.

369. Several representatives made reference to the phrase "relevant parts or
componen~s" of the watercourse. Some representatives believed that the phrase
requied clarification and should be spelt out in greater detail, specifying the
criteria for identifying what constituted such relevant parts or components, as had
been done in the Commission's 1980 note of tentative understanding of the term
"international watercourse system". The examples given by the Special Rapporteur
in his report - rivers, lakes, canals, tributaries, streams, brooks and springs,
glaciers and ~nowcapped mountains, swamps, groundwater and other types of
aqUifers - could provide a useful basis. It was considered uncertain, however,
whether there was really a need to distinguish between relevant and non-relevant
parts or components of an international watercourse and, if there was, whether the
distinction should be made on the basis of legal or hydrological considerations.

.
370. Certain representatives felt that the general character of the draft seemed to
justify omitting from draft article 2 any indication of which particular
hydrographic elements of the international watercourse had to be considered as
relevant parts or components for the purposes of that article. It was not deemed
~roper to enumerate those various hydrographic parts and components. For the sake
of clarity, an attempt should be made, it was suggested, to replace "parts and
components" with words more capable of giVing a bydrographical and hydraulic
description of different regimes of watercourses.

371. Certain other representatives questioned the inclusion of the phrase in the
draft article. It was said that the reference was redundant and could be
criticized on the same grounds as the unitary notion of drainage basin or system.
Those "relevant parts or components~ must therefore be defined, indicating the
criterion for their identification, or else the reference should be deleted. As
tbe reference could be interpreted as including elements of the "system" concept,
it would be sufficient to include in a framework agreement a definition such as "an
'international watercourse' is a watercourse ordinarily consisting of fresh water
situated in two or more States". According to another view, the question whether
components other than the actual parts of the watercourse were to be taken into
consideration and be the object of international co-operation was subject entirely
to the sovereignty and consent of the countries concerned. However that might be,
it should be made clear that those other components could not be part of an
international watercourse unless the States concerned agreed. The same held true,
it was maintained, where articles 2 and 3 of the draft were concerned.

372. With regard to groundwater, certain representatives endorsed the Special
Rapporteur's distinction between groundwater that was related to a specific surface
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watercourse and groundwater which was totally independent of, and unrelated to, a
specific surface watercourse. It was only the former category which ought to be
regulated by a future watercourse convention, because the latter category consisted
of aquifers formed in ancient times and was not fed by any other source. In that
connection, it was pointed out that a geographically unlimited inclusion of
groundwater would amount to a de facto extension of the watercourse concept to a
concept encompassing all waters, which would seem to remove any prospect for
agreement on the draft articles within the foreseeable future. The Commission
should confine its deliberations for the time being to surface waters. Yet
according to another point of view, the general reference to groundwater found in
the Commission's 1980 note of tentative understanding of the term "international
watercourse system" was supported, as opposed to the new approach suggested by the
Special Rapporteur.

373. Concerning the possibility of inclUding tributaries in the notion of an
international watercourse, it was said that that could be done but only to th~

extent that their use concerned other States as well. The guestl0n was raised
whether or not the expression "watercourse" covered tributary watercourses.

374. With reference to paragraph 2 of draft article 1, one representative remarked
that it contained one of the basic rules of the draft convention and was obviously
based on the principle of hydrological coherence of an internaeional watercourse,
it should be read together with draft articles 6, 7 and 8, which prescribed the
rules Oh equitable sharing in the uses of the waters of an internatlonal
watercourse. Those rules were conclusions drawn from the principle of coherence
and were in conformity with the existing law of international watercourses.
Another representative suggested that the words "are not affected by or do not
affect", in paragraph 2 of draft article 1, should be changed to read "could not be
affected by or could not affect", since the phrase as it now stood seemed too
closely linked to a situation existing at a given time to serve as a basis for a
normative legal provision. In either case, the problem of proof remained.

375. Concerning paragraph 4 of draft article 1, it was suggested that it be made
perfeotly olear that deltas, rivermouths and other similar formations were natural
formations that were pa~t of an international watercourse, unlike oanals and other
formations oreated by a State in its territory, which were internal watercourses
and were regulated accordingly.

•
376. Finally, it was pointed out that while paragraph 1 of draft article 1,
referred to "States" or "watercourse States~, paragraph 2 only referred to
"State". The appropriate term alone should be used in various contexts.

A~ticle 2. Sco~ of the present articles

377. One representative oonsidered that draft artiole 2, together with draft
articles 4 and 6, went into needless details on the uses of an international
watercours~, this was inconsistent with the Commission's objective of formulating a
set of general prinoiples. Measures of administration, management and oonservation
relating to the uses of watercourses were matters which fell within the competenoe
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of a State's executive and legislative bodies and any attempts to deal with such
matters in the draft would only make its acceptance and understanding more
difficult ..
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watercourse States

Watercourse agreements

Article 3.

Article 4.

379. Reference was also made to the interplay between draft article 3 and draft
article 4, paragraph 3, which dealt with the duty of a watercourse State to
negotiate in good faith. In this regard, one representative wondered whether
watercourse States were to be considered on an equal footing in respect of the
obligation to negotiate in good faith regardless of the differences in the source
components present in the sovereign territories.

381. Several representatives raised drafting questions or points of clarification
with regard to draft article 4. Certain representatives expressed reservations to
the Special Rapporteur's new formulation in paragraph 1. They considered that the
new paragraph 1 should be revised since, as worded, it seemed to grant a higher
status to the draft articles vis-a-~!! existing agreements because it subjected the
validity of these agreements to the condition that they should "provide measures
for the reasonable and equitable administration, management, conservation and use"
of the international watercourse. Such an interpretation could also cast doubt on
the scope of drattc article 39.

382. Some representatives criticized the new paragraph 1 of draft article 4 as
going too far towards granting th~ provisi~ns in the framework agreement the status
of jus cogens from which watercourse States would be unable to derogate by speoial
agreement. This was presumably not the intention behind the draft. Certain
representatives suggested that the residual nature of the draft article should be
made more explicit. Every possible e.ncouragement should be given to watercourse
States to conclude agreements governing its uses.

380. Finally, one representative pointed out that the Spanish terms "Estados del
curso de agua", and "Acuerdos de c.urso de agua" in draft articles 3 and 4 and
elsewhere in the draft were unacceptable to his delegaticn.

378. Certain representatives commented on draft article 3 in conjunction with their
comments on draft article 1, particularly with reference to the term "relevant
components or parts" of an international watercourse (see art. 1, above). Noting
the reference to "relevant" components or parts in draft article 3, one
representative wondered whether there could posslbly exist components or parts of
the waters of an international watercourse which were of an international
character, as defined in draft article 1, but which were not relevant to the
definition of a watercourse ~tate. Another representative observed that since
draft article 3 did not provide any criteria to determine "relevant components or
parts", clarification was necessary to avoid future disputes on the interpreta~ion

and implementation of the draft articles.
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383. Certain representatives suggested that the first part of paragraph 1 might be
more appropriately placed among the final provisions of the draft and should be
aligned with, or take into account, draft article 39. It was considered that the
scope of draft article 39 was being placed in doubt by the new formulation of
paragraph 1. Draft article 39 was a blanke·t provision which respected the validity
of existing watercourse agreements but the wo=~tng ot draft article 4 seemed to
subject all agreements to the conditions set forth in paragraph 1.

384. One representative did not interpret draft article 4 as casting doubt on the
continuing validity of existing agreements but recommended its reformulation for
the sake of clarity. Another representative added that the Vienna Convention on
the Law of Treaties seemed adequate to cope with the issue of compatibility.

385. Another representative wondered whether the standards laid down in the
proposed convention might not be weakened if the rule indicated in the draft
article only extended to watercourse agreements to be concluded after its entry
into force.

386. One representative considered that it was not necessary to deal at this point
with the issue of compatibility between the uses of water by several States because
that aspect was covered by chapter II of the draft. His delegation expressed the
view that, if at all, "reasonable and eqUitable use" in paragraph 2 would be more
suitable since it gave the States concerned a guideline for ha:monizing their
respective interests.

387. With regard to the concept of "special watE;arcourse agreement", certain
representatives observed that it was ill-defined and unnecessary, while another \
representative suggested that draft article 4 could be improved if agreements were
referred to as "watercourse" as opposed to "special watercourse" agreements.
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388. Concerning paragraph 2 of draft article 4, seyeral representatives criticized
the vague import of the expression "to an appreciable extent". How was it possible
to establish whether the use of the waters was likely to be affected "to an
appreciable extent" and, assuming a criterion could be defined, what would be the
position of those States whose use of the waters of the watercourse was likely to
be affected, although not "to an appreciable extent"? Criteria should therefore be
set down to clarify that expression. Similar observations were made with respect
to the same expression appearing in draft article 5.

389. One representative maintained that since the drafting of a rather general
instrument required the use of fairly general wording, it was very important to
have rules on the compUlsory settlement of disputes concerning questions such as
the scope of the expression "affected to an appreciable extent".

390. With regard to para9.raph 3 of draft article 4, one representative expressed
his approval of the words "negotiate in good faith" since considerations of
good-neighbourliness and solidarity and belief in a common destiny had always been
significant factors in negotiations leading to the conclusion of bilateral
agreements regarding the use of watercourses.
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Article 5. Parties to the negotiation and conclusion of
eYstem agreements

396. There were differing views expressed on the extent of participation envisaged
in paragraph 2 of draft article 5. one view advocated was that a State
participating in negotiations should also have the right to become a party to the
agreement if such an agreement affected it to an appreciable extent or
sUbstantiallYe Another view held was that to envisage the right of a third State
to .participate in the negotiation of an agreement between the State concerned that
applied to a part of the watercourse or to a particular project or programme which

395. Another repres~ntative considered that even though the "system" concept had
been abandoned, a State seeking to participate in the negotiations referred to had
to prove that it belonged to the system. Thus, whether given another name or not,
it needed to be defined, as draft article 5 clearly envisaged a special legal
community. From what else could the right to participate in negotiations between
other r~parian States and the right to become party to a treaty derive? From the
physical point of view, that community could be identified with what some have
called a "shared natural resource" (see art. 6, below). The Special Rapporteur had
been right in stating that the water did not belong to the riparian State but that
the latter had sovereign powers to use that water provided that no injury was done
to other States. It was precisely because of that special legal community that
each riparian State should be able to claim the right of participation mentioned in
draft article 5, be it a riparian of a main watercourse or of a river that was a
tributary thereof.

393. While certain representatives expressed their qualified approval of the draft
article, other representatives expressed doubts or reservations. It was said that
the draft article was of a novel nature, for it to be accepted, it was imperative
that certain terminological ambiguities be eliminated. One representative was of
the opinion that the abandonment of the "system" concept in the draft as a whole
had rendered draft article 5 meaningless and that it should therefore be deleted.

392. Finally, one representative believed that the term "co-operation" could be
inserted in paragraph 3 since its use in modern bilateral and multilateral
agreements had made it an acceptable general legal formulation.

391. Another repr("k/~ntative drew the attention of the Commission to the fact that
adoption of the phrase "should" rather than "shall" "negotiate in good faith" would
be more in keeplng with the recommendatory nature of the draft. His delegation was
of the view that the distinction between mandatory and recommendatory provisions
should be made more clear-cut throughout the draft.

394. Concerning paragraph 1 of draft article 5, one representative expressed his
satisfaction therewith, in view of draft article 39 which stipulated that the
provisions of the proposed convention did not affect other international agreements
relating to the watercourse or to any of its parts. It was thus understood that
such international agreements bound only the states parties to them and not other
watercourse States.
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was of concern only to those countries appeared contrary to general rules of law
and to the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. The negotation and conclusion
of agreements between two States could not be subordinated to the participation of
third States, whatever the interests involved. Other formulas must be found, it
was suggested, to reflect the legitimate interests of third StatesJ the problem
could perhaps be solved in the context of draft article 9. If really necessary,
States negotiating such an agreement could, in accordance with the concept of
reasonable use, bear in mind the legitimate interests of other States in the
watercourse.

397. Certain representatives expressed their reservations to paragraph 2 in view of
the ambiguities introduced by the term "to an appreciable extent Wf • One
representative stressed that it was important to clarify whether "affected to an
appreciable ext;ent" meant "harmed to an appreciable extent". As to when the
criterion "affected' to an appreciable extent" would start to operate, the only way
to resolve the difficulty, it was maintained, was for the Commission to seek
technical advice with a view to incorporating the necessary quantitative element
into the text.

398. One representative urged that the legal situation regarding the problem of
non-recognition needed clarification. Another representative believed that the
solution to the problem of non-recognition when watercourse agreements were to be
negotiated and concluded lay in the elements of good faith and good-neighbourly
relations formulated in draft article 7, which would be based on pragmatic,
practical needs and the common welfare of populations, not necessarily having a
bearing on the political aspects inherent in non-recognition.

CHAPTER I I. GENERAL PRINCIPLES, RIGHTS AND DUTIES OF WATERCOURSE STATES

399. Chapter 11 was viewed as being of prime importance in the overall scheme of
the draft. concerning draft articles 6 to 9, which formed chapter 11 of the draft,
it was considered to be of the utmost importance not to minimize the significance
of the point that the reciprocal rights and obligations of the States concerned
were inevitably centred on their shares, which were the subject of those rights and
obligations. One representative suggested that chapter 11 should fully reflect the
established principles regarding permanent sovereignty of States over their natural
resources, equitable sharing of the use of the waters, equality and mutual benefit,
good-neighbourliness and the obligation not to cause harm to the .rights and
interests of other States. Furthermore, chapter 11 should strike a balance between
the rights and interests of upper and lower riparian States. Another
representative said that draft articles 7, 8 and 9 constituted the proper basis
upon which the entire draft could be built.

Article 6. General principles concerning the sharing of the waters
of an international watercourse

400. Several representatives welcomed the Special Rapporteur's replacement in draft
article 6 of the concept of "shared natural resources" with the notion of "sharing
in the use of wat~rs in a reasonable and equitable manner" and considered the
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revised version a major improvement, striking a better balance in the draft article
as a whole. Although the concept "shared natural resources" had found its place in
several international conventions, its meaning and content were considered
ambiguous and not yet establishedJ a reference ~o it in the draft convention could
lead to controversial interpretations. Its use could create the impression of a
legal superstructure which lent itself to claims and disputes of every kind. The
view was held that that concept infringed the sovereign rights of States over their
permanent resources and wrongly implied that the ownership of the resource was
shared. It was considered olear that the "shared natural resources" concept tended
to cast doubt on the right of States to exeroise their sovereignty over natural
resources and to imply consequent limitations on their territorial integrity.
Furthermor~, viewed from the legal angle, the ooncept would lead to rules of law
with ill-defined legal consequences, and such rules of la~ might be ill-interpreted
or misinterpreted by States whioh oould then put forward olaims and demands that
might well oause disputes and conflicts of unforseeable scope. The fact that
waters flowed through more than one State did not automatioally turn them into a
"shared natural resource". How to use the waters within its territory was a matter
within the sovereignty of the State concerned. However, the principle of
good-neighbourliness and the maxim sic utere tuo ut alienum non laedas were
designed to prevent abuses, it was stressed. Another view held that the concept at
issue placed upstream riparian States in a disadvantageous position vis-A-vis
downstream riparian States. It was said that without that concept, draft article 6
no longer weakened the protection afforded to watercourse States to enjoy within
their te~ritories the benefits arising from uses of an international watercourse.

4010 According to some representatives, the new wording seemed to take greater
account of reality and offered a better approach to the development of an equitable
regime for international watercourses. It was not made clear that it was the use,
and not the waters, that was shared. Unlike the ooncept of "shared natural
resources", the revised formula sought to strengthen the right of every State to
the exolusive use of that part of the watercourse coming under its sovereignty, the
result would be to relieve the serious anxieties of riparian States for which the
international watercourse was a natural frontier and whose sharing of the waters
had been olearly defined in treaties signed for that purpose.

402. One representative stressed that, in any case, the shared use of the waters of
an international watercourse was above all subject to politioal factors
notwithstanding its economic and social aspects. That was partioularly true when
the international wateroourse constituted a natural frontier between States.
Experience showed that oonflicts which had arisen in the past between riparian
States had been man-made or caused by groups whose motives were selfish and
unlawful. The use of the waters of an international watercourse could bring
substantial advantages to the riparian States and also promote fruitful
co-operation in the economio and social as well as in the CUltural field if an
atmosphere of oonfidence, good faith and friendship prevailed in relations between
the riparian States and if those States sorupulously applied the principles of
good-neighbourliness, mutual advantage and respect for each other's sovereign
rights.
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403. Note was taken by certain representatives of the Special RaPporteur's
assurances that the changes introduced in the revised version of draft article 6
were of a terminological nature and not intended to affect substance, it was deemed
important to retain the spirit of the original text as it related to the notion of
sharing. This was welcomed by some representatives who considered that while the
notion of sharing still formed the basis of the draft, it did so in a more general
manner and avoided the doctrinal overtones implicit in the concept of "shared
natural resource". It was suggested that that concept could usefully be retained,
not in the text of the draft article, but in a commentary. Each watercourse State
was entitled within its territory to a reasonable and equitable share of the u~es

of the waters of an international watercourse. However, it was recognized that the
concept involved limitations on the territorial sovereignty of States; upstream
riparian states had a right to use the waters in their territory but must do so in
a manner which did not deny the rights of downstream riparian states to share in
the utlization of the waters in their territories.

404. However, certain representatives believed that the revised draft still did not
strike the right balance as it appeared to place more emphasis on the "sharing"
notion, even without the objectionable term "shared natural resource", than on the
principle of permanent sovereignty over natural resources on which greater emphasis
was required. The new draft did little to allay the fears of those States which
considered that their sovereignty was being impinged. The draft article should
indicate more clearly that watercourses formed an integral part of the territory of
States and that States exercised their sovereignty over them while complying with
their international obligations. The proposed modifications, deemed terminological
in nature, should be considered from the point of view of affecting the substance
of the provisions as well.

405. Thus, according to certain ~epresentatives, the notion of sharing in any form
should be done away with altogether in the draft article. It was not a matter of
dividing or sharing but of setting forth in the appropriate legal form the rigbts
of the watercourse States, both downstream and upstream, as well as their
obligation to respect, in using the watercourse, the rights of all States. There
were many agreements which did not provide for the sharing of water, still less of
its use, but organized co-operation between different States. One suggestion made
was that the article could simply stipulate that weach State has the right and duty
to use, within its territory, the waters of an international watercourse in a
reasonable and equitable manner" or that the term "transboundary natural resource"
could be used, thus referring to geographical location. According to one
representativer if the intention behind draft article 6 was to establish a
limitation on the use of the waters, that limitation was already provided by the
obligations not to cause harm to other States and not to prevent other States from
using the waters in'a reasonab~e and eqUitable manner, if the intention was to
indioate that the use of the waters by one State had to be governed by general
principles of co-operation and respect among States, those principles werQ already
well established in draft article 7, which spoke of good faith and good-neighbourlY
relations, and in chapter 111 of the draft concerning co-operation and management.

406. According to another representative, difficulties were presented by the notion
that States should "share in the use of the waters". That notion could dilute the
nature of the sovereign rights of a State over its natural r.esources, since it
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could be interpreted as meaning that the waters on that State's side of the
frontier oould be used by a neighbouring State. The principle that, once a State
had received its equitable share of transboundary waters, it had the sovereign
right to use them exolusively, provided that it did not cause damage to others,
should be respected. Any reference, therefore, to dividing or sharing a
transboundary resource, or even to its use, should be rejected. The ooncept that
States should "regulate the use of the waters" should be established. Any conoept
that would diminish States' ownership of their natural resources, including those
in their portion of a transboundary location, would, in his delegation's view, be
contrary to resolutions adopted by the General Assembly sinoe 1962 on permanent
sovereignty over natural resouroes.

407. On the other hand, certain other representatives regretted or deplored the
elimination of the ooncept of "shared natural resource". 'It was said that it was
one of the healtiest oreations of contemporary international law and its
reintroduction into the draft was advocated. The concept underlined the necessary
interrelationship between the rights of adjacent riparian States and was the basis
for certain essential obligations in that area. Water, like air, moved, and the
water whioh a State upstream used one day was used the next day by a State
downstream. To reject the expression "shared natural resource" was tantamount to
denying the evidence. The abandonment of that ~oncept, coupled with the deletion
of the "system" concept in draft article 1, oalled into question the arguments
underlying some of the draft articles. The use of a formula which defined very
clearly the legal nature of the water? of an international watercourse was
preferred. It was doubted whether the objective "reasonable" could adequately
replace the idea of fair distribution conveyed by the notion of "shared natural
resource".

408. One representative stressed that the concept of "shared natural resource" was
considered a fundamental principle to be discussed and adopted at the very
beginning. To discard the restrictive concept of watercourses might lead to
a~ceptance of the notion of an international watercoutse as a living reality. But
all the problems relating to the acceptable participation of each riparian State in
the shared resource would not automatically be solved thereby. Details would have
to be worked out at the time of the formulation of a general legal rule to be
applied to specific areas and criteria would have to be devised for the assessment
of the equitable share of each riparian State.

4Q9. Reference was made by certain representatives to the qualification that the
use of waters is to be shared in a "reasonable and equitable" manner. That term
was found to be very helpfUl and its inclusion in the article was supported.
"Reasonable" described a method of procedure which would enable the watercourse to
continue to function, whereas "equitable" meant that account must be taken of the
legitimate inte~ests of all the riparian States. It was considered to be an
improvement over the highly controversial "shared natural resource", if it was
reoognized that the notion of equity implied a response to an individual situation
and not the application of a fixed rule.

410. The view was also expressed that the terms "reasonable" a~((~ "eqUitable" were
vague, but justice must be found for each individual case. The concept of an
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"equitable" share had undoubtedly become the object of international customary law
in the process of formation, even if specific application of equity to an
individual case could not be generally determined. Reference was made to the
recent United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea as illustrating the
increasing importance and acceptance of that criterion. In any event, the term
"sharing" did not, it was emphasized, mean that sharing must be equal and that only
distributive justice was possible, because States shared their rights and
obligations according to their location.

411. Emphasis was also placed by certain representatives on the fact that, although
State~ might obviously have different "shares" of the watercourse, they should .
enjoy equal benefits from the use of the watercourse as a whole. It was urged that
the beneficial nature of the use of the watercourse should be emphasized; a
possible formulation could refer to a State's right to a "reasonable and equitable
share in the beneficial uses of waters". Furthermore, it was pointed out that
several factors would have to be taken into account in determining what constituted
a reasonable and equitable share (see art. 8, below).

412. Doubts were, however, voiced with regard to the notion of "reasonable and
equitable" sharing. If it were to be applied to particular regimes of
watercourses, it would mean that many factors would have to be taken into
consideration, there was a need to determine what constituted a "reasonable and
equitable" share. It was also highlighted that the starting point for the
provision on utilization rights could not be the statement that every riparian
State had a ureasonable and equitable share" in the use of water of the
international watercourse on its territory. The starting point must rather be the
principle of the permanent sovereignty of States over their natural reSources.
That principle, repeatedly confirmed by the General Assembly, should be included in
a framework agreement which would recommend to riparian States that they should
seek eagreement on the distribution of the uses in an equitable and reasonable
manner. In addition, the notion of "equitable and reasonable" shares did not have
a clear jur.idical content, scope and meaning and would create serious problems in
the praotical application of the provisions of the draft.

413. One representative noted that various speakers had invoked the notion of
permanent sovereignty over natural resources. His delegation suggested that lower

. riparian States think twice before they jumped to the support of an emotive slogan
in that context.

414. Certain representatives referred to the overlapping between draft articles 6
and 7, it was suggested that the synchronization between them should be olarified.
One representative suggested that draft articles 6 and 7 could be combined if the
following changes were made: first, at the beginning of article 6, paragraph 1,
the words "Subject to the provisions of article 8" should be added, with the rest
of the paragraph remaining as it was. Secondly, the beginning of paragraph 2
should be deleted up to the words tlin a reasonble and equitable manner" and the
remainder of paragraph 2 should be added at the end of the current article 7, that
composite text should become paragraph 2 of article 6. In addition, the word
"relatively" should be inserted between the words "in a" and "reasonable" in
article 7, in order to emphasize that what was reasonable and equitable must be
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interpreted in a relative manner, in accordance with the criteria set forth in
draft article 8. At the same time, it should be understood that the sharing in
question concerned "residual rights", namely, the rights bearing on the additional
amounts of water produced by the development of an international watercourse,
without prejudice to long-standing acquired rights.

415. Finally, one representative, noting that the new approach of the Special
Rapporteur was grounded in the concept of equitable sharing, drew attention to the
fact that as worded the draft articles had the effect of sUbordinating the duty to
share equitably to the duty to refrain from appreciable harm (arts. 9 and 13).
That imbalance, which was inconsistent with the overall approach, should be
redressed, he said •

.'
Article 7. Equitable sharing in the uses of the waters of an

international watercourse

416. Some representatives supported draft article 7 as a necessary corollary to
draft article 6. It was suggested that the two draft articles could be merged ~o

as to eliminate a certain degree of overlap (see also art. 6, above).

417. Doubts were, however, expressed regarding' the terms "optimum utilization It ,

"good-neighbourliness", "protection and control" and "shared" because they could
give rise to misinterpretation or abuse.

418. Certain representatives were of the view that draft article 7 should be
couched in recommendatory rather than mandatory language, "optimum utilization" was
a desirable result of co-operation but could not be imposed as a matter of strict
obligation~ It was illusory to think that an international watercourse State could
have the right to require optimum utilization of a watercourse. It must be left to
the watercourse States concerned to determine what constituted "optimum
utilization". That concept was essentially in opposition to "maximum use or yield"
and encompassed all beneficial uses, the minimization of all adverse effects and
the conservation of resources. ,It also appeared that a riparian State which was
more technologically developed than its neighbours could abuse the criterion.
Moreover, "optimum utilization" might be made at the expense of conservation of the
resources of the watercourse as a whole. The suggestion was made that the term
sho!Jld be deleted due to it.s unsuitability and its being a source of confusion.

419. On the other hand, it was maintained that a joint reading of draft articles 6
and 7 would dispel any doubts regar,ding the term "optimum utilization".

420. Regarding the concept of good-neighbourliness, one representative noted that
its inclusion in tbe draft unnecessarily created a new superstructure. Its use in
the context of draft article 7 was inappropriate and did not reflect reality.
However, another view advocated its retention together with that of the concept of
good faith.

421. Some representatives made observations similar to those made with reference to
draft article 6 concerning the concept of "sharing in a reasonable and eqUitable
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.
m~nlner"(see art. 6, above). One representative believed that in practice,
reasonable and eqUitable use by a State implied taking account of reasonable and
equitable use by another State. Accordingly, he felt that there was no need to
refer to the notion of ·'sharing".

422. Another representative stated that, in principle, his delegation had no
objection to the "equity" principle on which draft article 7 was based.
Nevertheless, it considered it more favourable to regulate the allocation of
possible forms of use among the riparian States of an international watercourse
according to the principles laid down in article 59 of the United Nations .
COnvention on the Law of the Sea and to leave it to the parties to bilateral and
multilateral watercourse agreements to decide on the ~riteria for sharing in
accordance with th~ principle of the sovereign equalL ; of States.

Article 8. Determination of reasonable and equitable use

423. Certain representatives considered that the factors laid down in draft
article 8 could provide non-binding, non-exhaustive reference points for
determining whether waters were used in a reasonable and equitable manner. The
artiQle as a whole offered useful and reasonable criteria, albeit a little
imprecise. The discussion in the Commission had clearly shown the impossibility of
providing an exhaustive enumeration of such criteria and of a determination of
priorities. One representative suggested that as draft article 8 contained,
inter alia, provisions which were the only guidelines to be applied in case a
watercourse State intended to refer to its right to use the waters of the
watercourse in a reasonable and equitable manner, those provisions should be
included in a separate article.

424: Other representatives questioned the utility of inclUding a long,
non-exhaustive list of factors and the Commission was requested to re-examine the
matter. The question was posed whether the long list was of any utility or
practical value, inasmuch as it mentioned points extraneous to the negotiations
relating to a specific watercourse, such as the availability to the States
concerned of alternative water resources, or points depending on an essentially
subjective evaluation, such as the comparison of the needs of one State with those

. of another State. The basic premise of draft article 8 should, it was urged, be
re-examined because the draft article seemed to presume that all the States
concerned shOUld in each case determine whether a particular use was in accordance
with article 7. The criteria referred to in draft article 8 were already normally
taken into consideration by each State on a case-by-case basis, and only in case of
a dispute was that determination made by negotiation or other peaceful means. The
article should be recast so that those criteria were presented only in order to
guide the way in which each State used an international watercourse.

425. According to one representative, draft article 8 contained a list of
parameters which was defective because it was not exhaustive and it failed to
indicate the importance of certain priority uses. What was even more serious, the
article omitted certain inviolable principles which should take precedence in cases
where, for various reasons, the obligation to negotiate provided for in paragraph 2
could not be invoked •
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426. Artiole 8 should, it was emphasized, be so drafted as to promote co-operation
rather than confliot among wateroourse States. It should also protect the basic
autonomy of eaoh State to determine its share of "reasonable and equitable use" and
the manner in whioh it wished to utilize that share.

427. Also, the suggestion was made that if lt seemed that the long list of oriteria
in draft artiole 8 oould oreate more diffioulties than it solved, it oould be moved
to the oommentary or inoluded in a footnote.

428. As to the list of faotors inoluded in paragraph 1 of draft artiole 8, it was
suggested that paragraph 1 should indioate the list of faotors in an illustrative
manner and the term "inter alia" should be used in the ohapeau of the artiole. The
question was posed, however, whether it was necessary to .enumerate in draft
artiole 8 all the faotors to be taken into account in determining the reasonable
and equitable use of the water of an international watercourse. Only those
fundamental criteria which would apply in virtually all situations should be
included, it was suggested. It was also said that the notion of reasonable and
equitable sharing, if applied to particular regimes of watercourses, would mean
that many factors would have to be taken into consideration. In that connection',
one representative did not fully agree that the demographic factor was paramount.
Consideration should also be given to geophysi~al and socio-economic factors, as
well as national security and sovereignty. Since all those factors were
inseparably linked, it was erroneous to base determination of reasonable and
equitable sharing on just one of the~.

429. It was, however, suggested by certain representatives that particular factors
should be singled out as having priority over others. One representative singled
out drinking water supply as a priority use. Regarding geographical factors to be
taken into consideration, it was proposed by another representative that the
relative length of the parts of the watercourse which passed through or bordered a
S-tate should be the first factor to be considered. Yet another representative
recalled his proposal made in connection with draft article 1 to undertake a
hydrographic and hydrological study which might indicate which were the stable and
variable factors in different systems:

430. One representative emphasized that determination of reasonable and equitable
use would depend on various faotors, particularly the cost of alternative
projects. His delegation had previously indicated that the capital costs of such
p~ojects should be included among the factors listed in draft article 8, because
the question of cost was related to the concepts of tleffioiency of uses" and
'·optimum utilization". In addition, the concept of "reasonable and equitable"
share was also related to the unity of the hydrologioal cycles pecullar to each
watercourse.

,..

1

431. The new paragraph 1 (c) of draft article 8 was singled out by one
representative as a welcome additionbeoause it emphasized the necessity of
balancing the rights and interests of all. Another representative belleved that
paragraph 1 (g) perhaps went a little too far in referring to optimum utilization,
proteotion and control of the watercourse and its waters.
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432. Regarding paragraph 2 of the draft article, one representative considered it
to be a very important provision which should be retained. Another representative
considered that reference in that paragraph to resort to the peaceful settlement
procedures in chapter V of the proposed draft was misplaced. Paragraph 2 did not
relate to disputes over the interpretation and application of the draft articles,
as envisaged in chapter V, but to disputes between the States concerned over the
reasonable and equitable use of an international watercourse.

Article 9. Pr~hibition a9ainst activities with regard to an
international watercourse causing ape~eciable

harm to other watercourse states

433. Some representatives expressed their approval of draft article 9 and
considered it to ba one of the core provisions of the draft as a whole. It was
said to specify the arrangements for the sharing of the waters o~ a watercourse and
the use of such waters in a reasonable and equitable manner in accordance with
articles 6 and 7 of the draft. The maxim sic utare tuo ut alienurn non laedas
should occupy a privileged place in the draft since the obligation not to cause
harm to other States was a basic obligation which was recognized as a generally
accepted principle of international law. The draft reflected modern trends because
it excluded from the scope of the prohibition those injurious effects which did not
exceed the threshold of .tappreciable harm". That limitation created a link between
the article and the international liability topic. Draft article 9 also raised the
question whether an agreed or otherwise arranged justification for causing injury
actually was an exception to the prohibition, because the prohibition did not refer
to harmful activities that were permitted by the suf:Jering State.

434. According to one view expressed, the prohibition contained in draft article 9
was too absolute and cFt~h t-:llrms as "appreciable harm", "rights" and ttspecial !'

interests tt too vague. It wa~ preferable to strike a balance between the right of a
State to use a watercourse in its territory and its duty not to cause appreciable
harm in the territory of another State. This could be achieved through measures to
prevent or minimize such harm and by information and co-operation activities. A
mere prohibition in such a vital and dynamic area, which instead required
co-operation formulas, seemed in adequate.

435. It was also suggested that draft article 9 or its commentary should indicat.e
that the "harmtt referred to would be estimated globally and nor individually in
order to take account of previous harm. Also, it must reflect the reality that,
despite its best intentions and efforts, a State might sometimes be unable to
prevent "harm" to another State. It was better to draft the article to sUCJgest
more clearly that a State should do everything in its power to avoid harm to
another State.

436. One representative believed that the prohibition not only of uses or
activities which might cause "appreciable harm" to the r.ights and interests of
riparian States, but also of those which might have an "adverse effect" on those
States should constitute the basis of any agreement on the non-navigational uses of
international watercourses.
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437. The determination of "appreciable harm" was considered to be a central
question in the consideration of the law, of the non-navigational uses of
international watercourses. To certain representatives, the term lIappreciable
harm" required further clarification in order to become acceptable. It was
difficult to determine what constituted lIappreciable harm ll and a list of factors
liable to cause appreciable harm to and have an adverse effect on the territory of
a riparian State should be added to the article, according to one representative.
He indicated, for example, that siting of factories along the watercouse should be
taken into consideration in assessing the harm caused because, in general, the
further downstream the factories were sited, the more lethal their effects,
particularly in densely populated deltaic flood plains.

438. To yet other representatives, the notion "appreciable harm ll was too vague to
be appropriately employed in the article. As it now stood~ a downstream S~ate
could interpret "harm" to mean that in the event of harm resulting from use of the
waters of the watercourse by an upstream State, the downstream State could demand
elimination of the harm, despite any advantage it might derive from any activity or
use of the watercourse. Also, it was suggested that the term "appreciable harm tl

, be
replaced by "material harm". One representative considered that in the Spanish
text, the word "apreciable" went too far. Another representative suggested that
"harm" ought to be replaced, a more appropriate- word in the French text being
lIatteinte".----_..
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439. It was also suggested that the words "or interests" should be deleted because
the term "interests" was too general and was likely to be interpreted by each State
according to its own interests. The view was also expressed that the meaning of
the words ~uses" and "activities" should be specified and the difference or
connotational interrelationship between the two terms should be clarified.

440. Certain representatives referred to a potential conflict between the
determination of reasonable and equitable use of the watercourse (arts. 6 to 8), on
the one hand, and the ~rohibition against activities causing appreciable harm
(art. 9) on the other. The relationship between draft article 9 and draft
articles 6 to 8 was problematic because the latter did not deal with possible
j-ljurious effects caused by their application. In many cases, the equitable
sharing in the uses concerned would not be possible ~~dthout some transboundary
consequences, and that problem therefore had to be e:x:amined in all its aspects.
According to one view expressed, the emphasis should b~ placed on the prohibition
against activities causing appreciable harm because thE} notion of reasonable and
eRuitable use lacked the necessary precision and lent itself to sUbjective
interpretations, as was confirmed by the long, though non-exhaustive list of
relevant factors enumerated in draft article 8•. Draft article 9 should thus be
read in conjunction with draft articles 7 and 8. Besides, any uses or activities
which caused appreciable harm to or had adverse effects on a riparian State could
not be considered as "reasonable and equitable". Another view I!13intalned, however,
that the Special Rapporteur's approach was grounded in the conoept of equitable
sharing. As ~:~rded at present, the duty to share equitably was SUbordinated to the
duty to refrain from appreciable harm (arts. 9 and 13), that imbalance, which was
inconsistent with the overall approach, should be redressed.
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441. Reference was made by some representatives to the inevitable link between the
prohibition of harmful activities in draft article 9 and the topic of international
liability for injurious consequences arising out of acts not prohibited by
international law. One representative stated that in order to establish a link
between the two topics~ it seemed appropriate to defer formulation of the article
until the ambiguity created by the term flappreciable harm" had been dispelled.

CHAPTER Ill. CO-OPERATION AND MANAGEMENT IN REGARD TO
INTERNATIONAL WATERCOURSES

442. The formulations which were contained in draft articles 10 through 19, which
formed the contents of chapter Ill, were considered by one representative to be
desirable and progressive, not being based on any existing principles of law.
However, he believed it would be more appropriate for these articles to be included
in particular watercourse agreements, deserving only a brief reference in a
framework convention.

443. One representative remarked that chapter III of the draft was too specific and
not in character with the nature of a framework agreement. His delegation
suggested that chapter III ought to be brought into line with the provisions of the
1979 Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution which regulated the
obligations of States with respect to co-operation and information. He also
objected to the formulation of the notification obligations in draft articles 11 to
14 because, in his view, they placed upper riparian States at a disadvantage as
compared to lower riparian States. As drafted, their sovereign right to utilize
the watercourse was conceived as an exceptional right.

444. Another representative supported the proposal to place draft articles 11 to 14
in ~hapter 11 which concerned general principles and rights and duties of
watercourse States. There, too, the duty to co-operate should be given a positive
legal content in so far as it was consistent with legitimate national interests.

445. Certain representatives suggested that chapter III could be consolidated and
simplified, or its subject-matter could be left to specific agreements.
Superfluous details should not be included in the draft, so as to avoid any
conflict between specific existing or future watercourse agreements and the
proposed instrument and to win general acceptance for the latter. In that
connection, it was said that draft articles 15 to 19 could be reduced to a single
article.

Article ~. Time-limits for reply to notifications

446~ With regard to draft article 12 concerning time-limits for reply to
notifications, one representative noted that the draft article made no provision
for a situation ~n which the parties could not agree on a reasonable time-limit,
and feared that the States receiving the notification would use the time to prevent
the notifying State from undertaking a project or a programme. The receiving
States could, by virtue of paragraph 2 of draft article 12, request a reasonable
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extension of the time-limit in order to evaluate the issues involved, but no
specific criterion was given to determine which situations justified such an
extension.

Article 13. Procedures in case of protest

447. According to one representative, draft article 13 was open to criticism
because it did not maintain the proper balance among the interests of the States
whose territory was crossed by an international watercourse. paragraph 3,

Ispecifically, would authorize an upper riparian State which had been unable to
•• reach an agreement with the lower riparian States to undertake a project or a
, programme without the consent of those States. Such a provision seriously

undermined the principle of the sovereign equality of ripar:ian States on the same
international watercourse. His delegation believed that it should be stipulated
that an upper riparian State might not undertake a project without having
previously reached an accord through the settlement procedures provided for in the
draft articles. Similarly, it should be stated specifically that upper riparian
States had the right to compensation from lower riparian States for any delays in
the execution of a project caused by the latter without justification or through
bad faith.

Article 15 ter. Use preferences

448. One representative was of the view that draft article 15~ (based upon draft
article 29 presented in the Special Rapporteur's first report) might be placed
after the current draft article 8 in chapter 11. Further, the scope of the use of
the term "equitable participation", as distinct from "equitable sharing", needed to
be clarified, if those concepts were intended to be different.

CHAPTER IV. ENVIRONMENToAL PROTECTION, POLLUTION, HEALTH
HAZARDS, NATURAL HAZARDS, SAFETY AND NATIONAL
AND REGIONAL SITES

j ,

I

449. One representative believed that chapter IV of the draft lacked the necessary
conformity with State practice. In particular, draft articles 21 to 24 on
enyironmenta1 protection, which defined the objectives of environmental protection
in the context of the draft, could not be accepted in the form suggested by the
Special Rapporteur. The concern of the latter to protect, as far as possible, the
natural resource water against pollution was~ without doubt, fully justified.
However, it had to be taken into consideration that industrialization and
urbanization as well" as technical and technological developments would require
considerable consumption of water, which would necessarily lead to pollution. The
majority of bilateral as well as multilateral conventions adopted for the
protection of the sea, contained a relative prohibition of pollution and only
prohibited the dumping of particularly dangerous substances. It seemed that the
environmental protection obligations foreseen by the Special Rapporteur went beyond
what the majority of States was at present prepared to adopt.

I .. · ·



J i

:t

E

~o

{

1

e

nd

••

A/CN.4/L.382
English
Page 105

Article 23. Obligation to prevent pollution

450. One representative proposed that draft article 23 should prohibit pollution
with transboundary effects of appreciable extent and should reserve its
specifications to the riparian states of international watercourses. A framework
agreement o~ the law of the non-navigational uses of international watercourses
would only be useful for the riparian States when it realistically reflected the
status of State practice, left room for future developments and formulated the
rights and duties of upper and lower riparian States in a balanced manner.

451. Another representative suggested that the obligation to prevent pollution in
draft article 23 should be couched in more restrictive language: in paragraph 1,
States should be "obliged" not to pollute the waters of an international
watercourse, in paragraph 2, the State where such pollutions originated should be
"obliged" to take reasonable measures to abate or minimize it.

Article 28. Safety of international wat~~course systems,
installations and constructions, etc.

452. One representative suggested that draft article 28 should also include a
paragraph on prohibition against the destruction of drinking water installations
and irrigation works, in accordance with article 54, paragraph 2, of the 1977 First
Additional Protocol to the Geneva COnventions of 1949. In his view, this would
make the draft complete from a legal, political and humanitarian standpoint.

Article 28 bis. Status of international watercourses, their waters,
constructions, etc. in armed conflict

453. Certain representatives expressed their approval in principle of draft
article 28 bis, it was said that the article enriched the drafto One
representative noted that it specifically extended the protective measures prOVided
for in the two 1977 Additional Protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 1949.
Another representative observed that the installations and works referred to in the
draft should not, when used for peaceful purposes, be the object of attack during
an armed conflict, since such an attack might have effects on the territories of
countries not involved in the conflict.

454. Other representatives expressed reservations on the draft article. One
representative st~ted that it was questionable whether the new draft article fell
within the scope ~£ the topic. Another representative suggested that a more
SUitable formulation should be found regarding the peaceful uses of international
watercourses that would take into account the right of States at war to use the
part of an international watercourse lying within their territories to transport
war materiel, because waterways were of logistical importance. It should be
speoified, therefore, that the notion of peacefUl use applied solely to
installations and constructions situated on the shores of the watercourses.
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CHAPTER V. PEACEFUL SETTLEME~T OF DISPUTES

455. It was suggested that the Commission should give further consideration to the
structure which chapter V should take. The framework agreement approach, while
commendable in itself, resulted in general and vague language, thus necessitating
the incorporation in the draft of efficient dispute settlement procedures. One
representative considered that any future agreement should include fact-finding and
conciliation procedures as well as binding provisions for third-party settlement of
disputes. On the other hand, another viewpoint considered that regulation of
dispute settlement went beyond the scope of a residual framework agreement and that
resort to the means of settlement stipulated in the agreements between the
respective States or to the pacific settlement of disputes provisions in Article 33
of the Charter would be more appropriate. It was not deemed advisable to impose
any system of settlement of disputes without consideration of the type of friendly
relations eKisting among the States concerned on the compleKity of the particular
case. More recommendatory language would be in order, in conformity with the basic
principle of free choice of means.

CHAPTER VI. FINAL PROVISIONS

Article 39. Relationship tc.') other conventions and
international agreements

456. For the comments on this article, see article 4 above.

G. STATE RESPONSIBILITY

1 General observations

f 457. The fundamental nature of 'th~ topic of State responsibility was emphasized b~! representatives. The view was expressed that the topic formed the core ofi international law and its proper e~aboration was of great importance to relations
between the States. An international convention on the subject w~uld enhance the
effect of the principle pacta sunt servanda and promote peaceful relations among
States. Establishment of generally acceptable norms 1n the field of State
responsibility would strengthen the international le9~1 order. Violation of
primary rules on State responsibility were to some eKtent encouraged by the absence
of secondary rules which would clearly set out the legal consequences of such
violations. A convention qn State r~sponsibility, even before its entry into
force, would influence the conduct of States and would serve as a reference text
for international tri.bunals.

458. Several representatives stated that it was important that every effort be made
by the Commission to make progress and complete its work on the topic at the
earliest possible time. A number of representatives welcomed the Commission's
statement of expectation, in paragraph 387 of its report, that it would be highly
desirable to complete a first reading of Part Two of the draft articles on State
resPOnsibility, as well as of a possible Part Three, before conclusion of the
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present term of membership of the Commission. More time should be devoted to the
topicr it was said, than was accorded at the thirty-sixth session of the
Commission. The view was expressed that the Commission had achieved steady but
disappointingly slow progress on the topic over the past 20 years, and the fact
that there was no clear assurance that the Commission was likely to complete its
first reading of the entire set of draft articles within a reasonably short time
did not reflect well on the codification process. The view was also expressed that
scepticism with respect to certain aspects of Part One of the draft articles should
not be allowed to hinder completion of a structure which had already begun to exert
influence in international law.
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459. The fifth report of the Special Rapporteur, Mr. Willem Riphagen, containing
12 new draft articles, was considered by representatives to be an important
development and a major breakthrough, which provided sound basis for the further
work of the Commissionl The draft articles on the whole represented for the first
time, it was said, a consistent, detailed and complex system for regulating the
consequences of an internationally wrongful act and were a major step forward.
Hope was expressed that the Commission would now be in a position to make real
progress.

460. Some representatives stated that they would not at this stage, when the 12 new
draft articles were still under consideration in the Commission and yet to be
considered by its Drafting Committee, be commenting on provisions of the draft
articles. A detailed analysis would be possible when the draft articles of Part
Two were oomplete and all the legal consequences of breaches of international law
were defined.

461. Several representatives, however, commented both generally and specifically on
the draft artioles before the Commission.

by
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462. A number of representatives expressed concurrence with the general plan of the
Commission, for the overall structure of the draft articles on state
responsibility, which envisaged three parts: Part On~ dealing with the origin of
international responsibilitYJ Part Two dealing with the legal consequences of
international responsibilitYJ and a possible Part Three, whioh the Commission may
later decide to include, which would deal with the question of the settlement of
disputes and the implementation of international responsibility.

nce

y
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463. Some representatives were of the view that the 16 draft articlea now befo~e

the Commission for inclusion in Part Two of the draft artioles on state
responsibility (the four draft articles provisionally adopted by the Commission at
its thirty-fifth session in 1983, on recommendation of its Drafting Committee, and
the 12 new draft articles submitted by the Special Rapporteur to the Commission at
its thirty-sixth session in 1984) reflected a proper balance between the various
interests that had to be taken into account. The view was expressed that the
Special Rapporteur had, in the draft articles, given due weight to the concepts of
JUs c0gens and international orime and, particularly, the legal consequences of
aggression, while at the same time paying due attention to the more conventional
and traditional aspects of State responsibility, such as the definition of the
injured State, injury ~o aliens, reparation, reciprocity, reprisal, proportionality,
etc. One representative was of the view that the present issue with respect to
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Part Two of the draft articles was to a large extent one of direction. While
excessively ambitious targets should be avoided and caution exercised, there should
be no compromise on questions of principle. The Commission should, undaunted by
difficulties, discharge its responsibilities in the progressive development of
international law, thereby effectively responding to the legitimate expectations of
the international community and remaining in the mainstream of public international
law. Since the adoption of the United Nations Charter, the notion of jus cogens
had been formally incorporated in the 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties

; and, in the current state of development of the international community, tha~

concept, even though it might not be easy to apply, was no less valid and must not
be abandoned. While recognizing that flexibility in wording may be necessary to
facilitate general agreement, the principles deriving from the Charter of theJ United Nations, such as the concept of jus c~gens and international crime, were not
open to compromise. .'

464. Some representatives considered it desirable to expand the scope of Part Two
of the draft articles to deal more fully with the legal consequences of
international crimes, particularly, aggression, genocide, apartheid and
mercenarism. The view was expressed that the draft Code of Offences against the
Peace and Security of Mankind would deal with the criminal responsibility of
individuals, while the draft articles on State responsibility should prescribe in
treaty form the responsibility of States for the Commission of international crimes
which would include aggression, the maintenance of colonial domination by force,
genocide, apartheid and acts leading to nuclear conflicts.

465. One representative stated that he thought the overall structure of the new
draft articles was acceptable and saw no need to change the order of the draft
articles so as to deal first with international crimes as he thought some
representatives had suggested. Though he agreed to some extent with members of the
Commission who had suggested that the draft articles should elaborate more on
international crimes.

466. Another representative considered that the Commission should approach the
question of the inclusion of aggression and its consequences in the draft articles
on State responsibility in such a way as to avoid overlapping with other legal
instruments such as the draft Code of Offences against the Pe~S3 and Security of
Mankind.

4&7. It was, in the view of one representative, important that the draft articles
should proceed from the position of the injured State and not from the standpoint
of protecting against claims the State breaking international law.

468. Some represent~tives considered that Part Two of the dxaft articles should
contain separate sections on international crime and internati,onal delict ~ ince
both cate~ories had their own characteristics. As a rule, international d~licts

occurred in a bilateral legal relationship and involved the responaibility of one
subject of international law towards another subject, while the consequences of
internatiot,al cr:Lme had an advers.e effect on the entire international community and
all States were entitledc either individually or collectively, to institute a claim
and t if necessary, to take appropriate measures against the offender.
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469. Some representati~es expressed seriuus reservation with respect to the
introduction of the concept of international crime, the international criminal
lesponsibility of a State, into the topic on State responsibility. The view was
expressed that it would be regrettable if the draft articles on state
responsibility, which would be a document purporting to deal with objective
criteria, were allowed to reflect elements of a political nature as in the
definition of an international crime. Reservations were expressed at attempting to
lay down rules of conduct for States and including within such rules provisions
which were of a theoretical nature, and were thus open to political construction,
and which ought to be reserved for interpretative contexts rather than included.in
articles of a treaty. Extreme caution was thus advisable in dealing with the legal
consequences of State responsibility, especially as regards the implications of
paragraph (e) of draft article 5 and of draft articles 14 and 15. The view was
expressed that introduction of the novel notion of the international criminal
responsibility of a State into the draft articles on State responsibility gave rise
to grave doubts, and'that such doubts were heightened by the provisions of Part Two
of the draft articles, on the legal consequences of international responsibility,
which appeared to be an invitation to chaos. Though it might be possible for the
provisions of Part Three of the draft articles, dealing with the implementation of
international responsibility, to resolve some concerns. The Commission and the
~~ecial Rapporteur shou:j clarify the circumstances in which States not directly

.fected by an internationally wrongful act could unilaterally take countermeasures
against the author State.

470. The view was expressed that States involved in a particular oase may not agree
on whether an act violating international law had been committed and that it was
probable that they would disagree. Thus third-party compulsory settlement of
disputes seemed essential. Several representatives considered that the provisions
of Part Three of the draft articles would unquestio~ably be important because they
would facilitate effective enforcement of the provisions of Part Two of the draft
articles.
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471. One representative was of the view that the Commission should be careful not
to incorporate tertiary rules, on dispute-settlement procedure, into the draft
articles. The question of the peaceful settlement of disputes should be considered
on its own merits. The Charter of the United Nations provided a framework and
forum for the peaceful settlement of disputes and a whole body of law existed in
that field. The main obstacle to using existing facilities was the reluctance of
most States to allow an independent body to be entrusted with authority to settle
disputes between States with binding force. The Commission should not introduce
into its present work on the topic of State responsibility the sensitive question
of optional or compulsory approaches to the settlement of disputes. This would
only delay completion of the Commission's work on State responsibility which was a
cornerstone of international law~

472. Some representatives stated that it was reasonable that the Commission should
defer consideration of the question of implementation until it had dealt with
Part Two as a Whole.

473. The importance of the draft articles being coherent and consistent throughout
their two or three parts was emphasized.
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474. Some representatives stated that the Commission's work on the draft Code of
Offences against the Peace and Security of Mankind should be co-ordinated with its
work on State responsibility.

475. Some representatives stated that there was a connection between the topic on
State responsibility and the topic on international liability for injurious
consequences arising out of acts not prohibited by international law. The aim of
the Commission's work on both topics was to elaborate norms that would enhance the
liability of States with respect to other States. There may be circumstances in
which the physical consequences of a State's activities, such as dumping within its
territory of toxic chemicals or nuclear wastes, not prohibited by international
law, amounted to a crime under article 19, paragraph 3 (d) of Part One of the draft
articles. on State responsibility. .'

e
o

I

I
J,

I

2. Comments on draft articles

(a) Articles on Part Two provisionally adopted by the Commission

Article 2

476. One representative was of the view that clarification was necessary with
respect to the exceptions in draft article 2, namely, as to when deviation from the
provisions of the articles would be permissible on the ground that the legal
consequences of an internationally wrongfUl act were determined by "other rules of
international law" relating "specifically" to the wrongful act. It would be useful
if the commentary to draft article 2 could refer to an example of such "other rules
of international law".

477. It seemed to another representative that the problem arose, under draft
article 2, of determining when an "exclusive sub-system" of "other rules of
international law" should be deemed in existence. He wondered whether such a
sub-system should be regarded as in existence if as in the case of the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights there were procedures which
did not necessarily lead to a legally binding result, or only, and this was the
approach he favoured, if there were procedures which necessarily led to a legally
binding result as in the case of the European Convention on Human Rights.

(b) Articles on Part Two ero2osed by the Special Raeporteur

Article 5

Observations on article 5 as a whole

478. Representatives referred to draft article 5 as a vital component of Part Two
of the draft articles. It defined the term "injured State" and, thus, identifi~d

the States that would be entitled to the remedies in draft articles 6 to 9.

479.. The view was expressed that the definition of "injured State" in draft
article 5 was useful though there was bound to be disagreement on whether the
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definition covered the whole range of internationally wrongful acts. The view was
also expressed that, in light of the diversity of internationally wrongful acts, it
would be preferable to adopt a definition that was sufficiently flexible to cover
all cases.

480. Some representatives considered that the definition of "injured State" in
draft article 5 should be examined further, as an offence could have different
legal consequences for different States and, thus, give rise to different claims.
Account should be taken of the degree of injury suffered and a distinction made
between directly affected States and indirectly affected States.

481. The main question, in the view of one representative, was the extent to which
a State that was not directly injured should be entitled to avail itself of the
remedies in draft articles 6 to 9 which would, other'~ise, all constitute
internationally wrongful acts. The Special Rapporteur had proposed certain
safeguards to prevent anarchic responses and to ensure consistency with the Charter
of the United Nations. If the provisions were properly administerad the system
would probably function smoothly and, generally, in an acceptable manner. It was,
however, doubtful that the provisions would be so administered and, thus, unless a
threat to international peace and security was involved, each individual State
might unilaterally determine whether the obligation allegedly breached w~s

"stipulated for the protection of collective interests" (in terms of paragraph
(d) (ii) of draft article 5) or whether the act in question amounted to a so-called
"international c~ime" (in terms of paragraph (e) of draft article 5). Also, it
hardly seemed common sense to allow a State that was not directly affected by the
act in question to have recourse to the same remedy as the victim State. This was
specially true in the case of international crimes since eve::y member of the
international community would be an injured State under paragraph (e) of draft
article 5 and entitled to invoke remedies under draft articles 6 to 9. The
Commission and the Special Rapporteur should clarify the circumstances in which
States not directly affected by an internationally wrongful act could unilaterally
take countermeasures.

482. Some representative~ considered that the definition of "injured State" was
fairly straightforward in purely bilateral relationships and in the case of
multilateral treaties where the obligation breached was clearly in favour of a
certain State or necessarily affected the exercise of the rights or performance of
the obligations of all other etates parties. The provisions of paragraphs (a) to
(d) (il) of draft article 5 were satisfactory. However, the remaining three
categories of "injured State" in paragraphs (d) (iii), (d) (iv) and (e) (which
inclUded, within the definition of "~njured State", States that had not been
directly affected by the wrongful act) raised difficUlties. The view was expressed
that it was doubtful wheti:er the safeguards provided in draft articles 2, 4 and 8
to 16 would prove sufficient in reality. An over-generous conferment of the st~tus

of "injured-State" may legitimize rather anarchical countermeasures and erode the
system of safeguards. Much depended, it was stated, on whether the Commission
succeeded in creating an obligatory third-party dispute-settlement machinery in
Part Three of the draft articles. It could hardly be left to the States concerned
to decide whether an obligation wa~ stipulated for protection of collective
interests. One repres~ntative expressed difficulty in understanding how the
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Commission would be able to formulate a set of clear and viable provisions on
international responsibility if a State injured by an internationally wrongful act
was defined in the all-embracing manner suggested in draft article 5,
parag~aphs (d) (iii) and (iv) and (e).

Observations on particular provisions of article 5

483. Paragraph (a) - The question was raised as to why paragraph (a) of draft
article 5 spoke of "infringement of a right" while paragraphs (b) to (d) spoke of
"breach of an obligation" the expression used in Part One ot the draft articles.

484. It seemed to one representative that reference ought to be made in
paragraph (a) to the general principles of law which constituted a source of
international law. .

485. Paragraph (c) - The point was made that it would be preferable, in
paragraph (c), to use the term "an obligation under" a treaty rather than the term
"an obligation imposed by" a treaty.

486. Para9raph (d) - The point was also made that it would be preferable, in
paragraph (d), to use the term "an obligation under" a treaty rather than the term
flan G,bligation imposed by" a treaty.

487. Some representatives stated that paragraphs (d) (iii) and (iv) defined an
"injured State fl in too wide a manner. The definition of "inJured State ll to include r
all other contracting States, in the event of breach of a multilateral treaty
obligation, would create difficulties in determining the practical measures that
could be taken by the vast array of injured parties.

488. It seemed to one representative that paragraph (d) (iv) did not make entirely
clear whether all other States parties to the multilateral treaty would be regarded
as lIinjured States". Though the context and the nature of the matter seemed to :l

indicate that in such cases all states parties to the multilateral treaty would be
regarded as injured States. ~

489. The view was expressed by one representative that the approach in I~

paragraph (d) (iv) was not in line with the erga onl~ :'. concept which allowed the ::'
group of injured States to be extended only if the internationally wrongful act was "
classified as an international crime. ,

490. The view was also expressed by another representative that, assuming there
existed a defined catalogue of fundamental human rights in customary international
law, the question arose whether those obligations, though not imposed by treaty, ~

should not also be covered in a way similar to the provisions of paragraph (d) (iv).,j

491. Paragraph (e) - Some representatives expressed agreement w~th the provisions
of paragraph (e) of draft artiole S. They stated that they would not find
difficulty in agreeing to the provisions of paragraph (e) being made a separate
category or being recast but that it was essential that the p~inciple, that an lj

international crime and aggression in particular constituted a wrongful act against l
all members of the international community, be retained.
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492. One representative considered that the point made in paragraph (e) (that if an
internationally wrongful act constituted an international crime, all other States,
not only the State directly affected, were to be considered injured States) did not
seem to be fully developed in subsequent provisions. FOr example, draft article 6
provided that an injured State "may require" the State which had committed an
internationally wrongful act to proceed as provided in paragraphs (a) to (d) of
draft article 6, thus leaving a certain discretion to t.h.e injured State. It seemed
preferable in the case of an international crime, which was a violation affecting
maintenance of international peace and security or the integrity of a human being,
to specify that all States had the obligation to demand a certain response from the
State which had committed the crime; and such a provision would be in accord with
the provisions of paragraph 2 of draft article 14.

493. Another representative was of the view that the concept of "injured State"
should, in the case ef'international crimes, be extended to cover not only "other
States" but also the international community as a whole, and even manl·tind. Thus,
the obligations under paragraph 2 in draft article 14 would become the
responsibility of the international community which would collectively censure and
react in a concerted manner to the perpetration of any international crime.

I
I

1

494. Some representatives expressed reservations with respect to the application of
the concept, of international. crime to State responsibility. They considered that
the provisions of paragraph (e) raised the question of the definition of
international crime in article 19 of Part One of the d~aft articles which still
involved certain problemse The Commission, in the view of one representativei
would have to reconsider the matter again, particularly in light of the discussions
on Parts Two and Three of the draft articles.

495. Some representatives considered that paragraph (e) defined an "injured State"
in too wide a manner and that difficulties arose in determining the practical
measures which may be taken by the various injured parties. The point was made
that a distinction should be drawn between a directly injured State and a State
indirectly affected by an internationally wrongful act. The question whether and,
if so, within what limits third States could take countermeasures on their own
authority needed to be expressed more clearly. The ascumption in paragraph (e)
that all States were Uinjured" if the internationally wrongful act constituted an
"international crime" was, it was said, questionable. The view was also expressed
that paragraph (e) made no differentiation between international offences according
to their seriousness and contained no indication as to the States that could view
themselves as injured. A classification of international offences was necessary
and could be made even if it meant abandoning the distinctlon between primary and
secondary rules.

496. The point was made that compulsory settlement of disputes by a third party was
essential for application of the provisions-of paragraph (e).

497. One representative drew attention to the importance of consistency between the
language versions of the draft articles and pointed out that the expressions
"delito" and "crimen" were not appropriately reflected in the Spanish versions of
the draft articles.
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Article 6

498G The view was expressed by one representative that the Special Rapporteur had
rightly chosen to deal only with the fundamental elements of the obligatlon to make
reparations. However, it seemed preferable to deal separately with claims for
restitution and those for compensation. The separate provisions on breach of
international obligation in the treatment of aliens, in draft article 7, would then
be redundantr It would make it possible to accentuate the duty of restltution in
case of violation of a peremptory norm of international law. It would also enable
a clearer statement being made of the point that, in the event of impossibility and
should restitution represent unreasonable interference with sovereign rights,
compensation would be permissible.

499. Some representatives considered that the relationship to draft article 6 of
paragraphs (d) (iii) and (iv) of draft article 5 posed problems.

500. Some representatives suggested that the provisions of draft article 6 should
be of a more general nature and that it was not advisable to specify the possible
kinds of compensation for an internationally wrongful. act. Other representatives,
however, were not of that view and considered that draft article'6 represented the
correct approach.

501. One representative considered that draft article 6 did not provide for
auequate remedies in the event of death of individualso The payment of
compensation and the provision of guarantees against repetition were not adequate
in such cases and consideration should be given to additional ways of compensating
the injured State, for example, apology, or punishment of those responsibleG

502. Paragraph (1), subparagraph ~) - It seemed to one representative that it was
unclear whether the enumeration in subparagraph (a) was eghaustive or
demonstrativeJ as c"rrently fo~mulated it ~id not seem to cover all possible cases.

503. Some representatives were of the view that the provisions of subparagraph (a)
should be limited to requiring the author State to "discontinue the wrongful act
and prev'ent the continuing effects of· such act". The question of the release and
return of persons and objects should be covered in a more general manner in
subparagraph (c). The point was made that there was a degree of overlapping
between the provisions of subparagraph (a) and subparagraph (c), as release and
return of persons and objects under paragraph (a) may on occasion constitute
"re-establishment" under subparagraph (c} of the situation existing before the
wrongful act. Thus, it may be appropriate to combine subparagraphs (a) and (c)
into a single provision on discontinuance of the wrongful act and re-establish~ent

of the original situa~ion.

504. Paragraph 1, subparagraph (b) - It seemed to one representative that it would
be advisable to clarify in subparagraph (b) what "internal remedies" were to be
applied by the author State.

505. Paragraph 1, subparagraph (c) - Some representatives considered that the
manner in which the provisions of subparagraph (0) (providing for restitutio in
integrum) would apply to cases under draft article 5 (d) (iii) and (iv) (which
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would define "injured State" to include States not directly affected by the
wrongful act) would need some further consideration.

506. Paragraph 1, subparagraph (d) - It seemed to one representative that in
subparagraph (d) the question whether guarantees, against repetition of the
wrongful act, should be specified reqUired further consideration. Another
representative was of the view that the nature of the guarantees referred to in
subparagraph (d) would have to be examined.

507. Parag~aph 2 - One representative observed that paragraph 2 reflected a
widely-accepted position with respect to assessment of damages and, in particular,
did not provide for "exemplary damages" which was a concept not found in all legal
systems.

508. Some representatives considered that it did not seem feasible that every
injured Statep pursuant to paragraphs (d) (iii) and (iv) of draft article 5, should
demand financial compensation if restitutio in integrum was no Jnnge~ possible.

509. Some representatives were of the view that in the case of international crimes
the right provided for in paragraph 2 should be available only to the directly
injured State and not to all States.

510. Some representatives were of the view that draft article 7, which concerned
breach of international obligations in the treatment of aliens, should be deleted.
It seemed inappropriate, it was felt, to deal with a particular type of
internationally wrongful act to the exclusion of other typesl the substance of the
provisions of draft article 7 were covered by paragraph 2 of draft article 61 and
Part Two of the draft articles was not concerned with primary rules of State
responsibility.

511. The point was made that if the prov1s10ns of draft article 7 were to be
retained they might be included in draft article 6 as an additional patagraph.

512. It seemed to one representative that it was unclear which injured state was
being referred to in d~aftarticle 7, since the relationship between the person
injured and the injured State was not specified. Explanation in the commentary to
draft article 7 of the exact meaning of draft article 7 would be helpful.

513. Another representative was of the view that the relationship between draft
articles 6 'and 7 needed clarification. It was unclear whether draft article 7
permitted the State which had committed the wrongful act to have recourse to
pecuniary compensation even when re-estab~ishment of the original situation was
still possible. If so, article 7 would not be appropriate for cases where the
rights in question were not economic.
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Artioles 8 and 9

514. Some representatives were of the view that it would be diffioult to
distinguish between measures of reoiprocity, under draft artiole 8, and measures of
reprisal, under draft artiole 9. The point was also made that reprisal was usually
viewed as somewhat broader than proposed at present in draft artiole' 9 and could
inolude measures of reoiprocity.

515. Another represe~tative expressed disagreement with the view that it was
difficult to distinguish between measures of reoiprocity and measures of reprisal;
and expressed conourrence with the view implioit in draft artiole 8 that
reciprocity oonoerned only obligations of the injured State which corresponded or.
were direotly oonnected with the obligations breached by the other State, and that
reprisal related to obligations of the injured State that did not oorrespond or
were not directly connected with the obligation breached by the other State.

516. Some representatives considered the differentiation made in the draft articles
between measures of reciprocity and measures of reprisal SUfficiently clear, even
if praotical problems could arise in oertain circumstances.

517. The view was e~press~d that an injured State was entitled to resort to both
reciprocity and reprisal within limitations, and it was in the application of such
limitations that the distinction became important a

518. The point was made the draft articles should determine when measures of
reciprocity and reprisal ahQuld cease. They should, in principle, cease when
reparation under draft article 6 was fUlly made. This should be clearly stated.
Otherwise the concept of reprisal, in particular, could be interpreted too broadly.

Article 8

519. Some representatives stated that the provisions of draft article 8 on
reoiprocity required careful study. It seemed to one representative that the
concepts of proportionality (para. 2 of draft art. 9) and "subsidiarity" (para. I
of draft art. 10) made applicable to measures of reprisal should also be made
applicable to measures of reciprocity, beoause the concept of reprisal in its
usually understood sense included the measures of reciprocity referred to in draft
article 8.

Article 9

520. Some representatives expressed the view that the SUbject of reprisal should be
approached with great caution and maximum safeguard because of abuses that had
ocourred. The view was expressed that reprisal should not be dealt with in the
articles. Applioation of the provisions of draft article 9 could create seriQus
unoertainty in international relations. There was need, it was said, to consider
its replacement by peaceful means of settlement. The view was expressed that
third-party compulsory settlement of disputes was essential for the application of
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the provisions of draft article 9. The provisions of draft article 9 may,
otherwise, lead to intolerable situations involving uses of reprisal which had,
hitherto, been inadmissible.

521. The point was made that prohibition of the use of force should be mentioned.
The provisions of draft article 9 were thus not entirely adequate in their present
form. The view was expressed that paragraph 2 of draf't article 9 which introduced
the conoept of "proportionality" did not make sufficiently olear that reprisal
should be used with utmost circumspection.

522. Some representatives considered that since reprisal had been widely used to
conceal aggressive action, which had contributed to the exacerbation of confliots,
a formulation should be elaborated which would not legalize so-called "defensive
measures".

523. One representative stated that draft article 9 seemed to imply a rather
restriotive notion of reprisal, as the traditional concept referred to the
violation, rather than the suspension of the performance of, an obligation.

Articles 10 to 13

524. One representative was of the view that there should be stronger safeguards
than contained at present in draft articles 10 to 13 with respect to the measures
which an injured State would be entitled to take under draft articles 6, 7, 8 and 9
against the author of an internationally wrongful act.

525. Another representative considered that the limitations proposed in draft
articles 10 to 13 with respeot to reprisal were too restrictive. Though a definite
provi.sion prohibiting armed. .reprisals was absolutely neaeSSCil'Y.

Article 10
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526. It seemed to one representative that some clarification was required in draft
article 10 which seemed to imply that reprisal should be viewed as an extreme
measure of coercion applicable only after all international procedures for peaceful
settlement of disputes available to the injured State had been exhausted. It
seemed necessary to olarify whether draft article 10 would be applicable to
si~uations whose urgency made use of peaceful settlement procedures impracticable,
and as to how draft article 10 would be applicable when a state alleged to have
committed an internationally wrongful act did not consider the act wrongful and
denied existence of a dispute.

527. The view was expressed by another representative that the general principle in
draft article 10 was acceptable but too broadly formulated, since it could be
interpreted as covering non-binding procedures or even binding procedures for which ,I
there was no institutional framework ensuring some degree of enforcement. Thus, a
more restrictive approach seemed preferable.
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528. The view was expressed that paragraph 2 of draft article 10, which concerned
cases where an injured State took interim protective measures, before exhausting
procedures for peaceful settlement of the dispute, gave an unjustifiably large role
to international judicial organs.

529. The question was raised by one representative as to why paragraph 2 (b) of
draft article 10 referred, exceptionally, to a "State alleged to have committed the
internationally wrongful act", when the draft articles referred elsewhere to a
"State which has committed the internationally wrongful act". He wondered whether
the divergence in terminology was intentional, and noted that compulsory third
party settlement of disputes seemed essential to implementation of the draft
articles,.

Article 11

530. One representative considered that the central idea of the provision in draft
article 11 (which provided that measures of reciprocity and re~risal were not
permissible where they would be inconsistent with the regime established by a
multilateral treaty in relation to third States) was undoubtediy correct, but the
question arose as to what means of coercion should be used if the situation did not
fall under paragraph 2 of draft article 11 (which p~ovided for a case where the
multilateral treaty prescribed a procedure for collective decisions on enforcement
of obligations).

532.' One representative considered that the rules of general international law
relating to protection or the human person should be added to those whose
performance could not be suspended by the injured State.

/ ...

Article 12

531. Some representatives considered that the provisions of draft article 12 (which
provided that draft article 8, reciprocity, and draft article 9, reprisal, would
not apply to the suspension of the obligations of a receiving State with respect to
immunities accorded to diplomatic and consular missions, and the suspension of
obligations under a peremptory norm of international law) would need careful
consideration.

533. Another representative, agreeing with the distinction between reciprocity and
reprisal implicit in draft articles 8 and 9, considered that there were no grounds
for depriving an injured State of its right to reciprocal treatment with respect to
the matters mentioned in draft article 12. Reciprocity was, he stated, a pillar of
international law and international relations and an expression of the sovereign
equality of States. The fact that the conduct of one State towards another also
constituted an internationally wrongful act should be further justification for
reciprocal treatment rather than a bar to such treatment. A State committing a
wrongful act would, otherwise, be in a more favourable position than the injured
state. The commission of a wrongfUl act should not be rewarded by shielding its
author from reciprocal tre~tment. The wording of draft article 12 shoUld,
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therefore, be reconsidered with a view to deleting the reference to draft article 8
on reciprocity. The exclusions in draft article 12 should apply only to reprisal
dealt with in draft article 9.

534. As a matter of drafting, one representative suggested that it may be clearer
if in the first line of draft article 12 the words "suspension of obligations" were
changed to "suspension of the performance of obligations".

535. Paragraph ~a) - The point was made that paragraph (a) of draft article 12 did
not mention "privileges" and only referred to "irr.m\lnities".

I

536. One representative raised the question whether the provisions of paragraph (a)
(providing that draft articles 8 and 9 - permitting suspension by an injured State
of performance of obligations towards the other State, by way of reciprocity or
reprisal - would not apply to the obligations of a receiving State with respect to
diplomatic and consular immunities) reflected State practice or progressive
development of international law. The representative also questioned whether,
aside from the provisions of paragraph (b) of draft article 12 (relating to
peremptory norms of international law), paragraph (a) of draft article 12 would be
the only type of case where suspension ot obligations by an injured State would not
be permissible.

537. Another representative considered it reasonable, if one State violated its
obligations with respect to accord of diplomatic or consular privileges and
immunities, that a similar response be available to the injured state. Though
suspension of obligations with respeot to privileges and immunities should not be
permissible in response to breach of an obligation of completely different nature.

538. It was noted that the privileges and immunities of representatives ~f States
to, and the staff of, international organizations were not mentioned. There was l

it was observed, nO reoiprooal relation between, on the one hand, a permanent
mission of State A accredited to an international organization in State B and, on
the other, a diplomatio mission of State B aooredited to State A. Also, it was
olear that reprisal and reoiprocal measures oould not include suspension of the
granting of privileges and immunities to missions aooredited to international
organizations, as suoh missions enjoyed speoial status outside the bilateral
relations of the two states.

539. Paragraph (b) - It seemed to one representative that paragraph (b) of draft
artiole 12 would require further examination from the point of view of the question
of the legitimacy of armed reprisals.

540. The view was expressed by another representative that draft artiole 12 (which
in paragraph (b) excluded from obligations that may be suspended by an injured
State those under a peremptory norm of int~rnational law) should also specifically
require non-use of foroe or of the threat of foroe.
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Article 13

541. It seemed to one representative that the provisions of draft article 13, which
provided for cases in which draft articles 10 and 11 would not apply, should be
transferred to draft articles 10 and 11.

prov1s10ns of draft
aggression. Other
the provisions of these two

Articles 14 and 15
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542. Some representatives expressed agreement with the
articles 14 and 15 concerning international crimes and
representatives expressed reservations with respect to
articles. (See also paras. 7 to 13, above.)
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543. The view was expressed that separate treatment of international crimes and
aggression was inappropriate and that they should be dealt with in one article.

544. Some representatives were of the view that the draft articles should contain
clear and unambiguous provisions on the legal consequences of international crime
and, more specifically, of aggression, and the right of self-defence. The view was
expressed that the concept of "self-defence" should be defined more precisely as it
was often used as an excuse for aggression and such a definition was indispensable
to the implementation of the draft articles.

I
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545. One representative considered that the provisions of draft articles 14 and 15
were insufficient and should clearly emphasize that the victim of an international
crime could unilaterally and immediately apply necessary sanctions which, in the
case of aggression, could oulminate in the right of self-defence. There should
also be mention of reparations, the right to demand guarantees against perpetration
of crimes, and the criminal liability of individuals.

Artiole 14

546. Some representatives stated their concurrence with the provisions of draft
article 14. The provisions of draft article 14 were a logical corollary to the
.recogniti~n of the concept of international crime with armed aggression as the
prime e::ample.

547. Some representatives questioned the appropriateness of draft article 14 in the
codification of the law of State responsibility.

I
I
i
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548. Some represen~atives were of the view that the provisions on international
crime (draft arts. 5 (e) and 14), while complementary to article 19 of Part One of
the draft articles, needed to be supplemented by appropriate provisions in
Part Three of the draft articles. International crimes could not be identified in
specific cases without third-party compulsory settlement of disputes and the
development of as uniform a case law as possible, and the International Court of
Justice could play an important role.
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549. Some representatives stated that the Commission should approach the question
of aggression and its consequences in a way that would avoid risk of ove~lapping

between the draft articles on State responsibility and the draft Code of Offences
against the Peace and Security of Mankind.

550. Paragraph L~) - It seemed to one representative that in paragraph 1 of draft
artiole 14 the expression "accepted by the international community as a whole"
(derived, it would seem, from the expression "breach recognized as a crime by that
community as a whole" in article 19, paragraph 2 of Part One of the draft articles)
could be open to a variety of interpretations and should be changed to read "the
applicable rules of international law".

551. Paragra2h 2 - It seemed to one representative that paragraph 2, which
prescribed obligations "not to act~, should be supplemented by obligations "to act".

552. One representative was doubtfUl as to the appropriateness of the provisions of
subparagraph (c) of paragraph 2, namely, that an international crime committed by a
state entailed an obligation for every other State to join other states in
affording mutual assistance in carrying out the obligations under subparagraphs (a)
and (b). The provisions were vague and went beyond customary international legal
rUles on State responsibility. One representative questioned the appropriateness
of the positive obligation in subparagraph (c).

553. Paragraph 3 - It seemed to some representatives that there were fundamental
questions to be clarified in paragraph 3 of draft article 14. Paragraph 3 stated
that rights and obligations under paragraphs 1 and 2 of draft article 14 were
subject to United Nations Charter procedures with respect to the maintenance of
international peace and security.

554. The point was made that, thUS, paragraph 3 would subject the rights of
individual States to United Nations Charter procedures. The ~ppropriateness of
such a solution was questioned. (It seemed incorrect to leave determination of the
legal consequences of an internationally wrongful act to united Nations Charter
procedures. It may impose too great a burden on the United Nations. In case of a
threat to the peace or a breach of the peace or an act of aggression, Chapter VII
of the Charte. would apply. Yet Chapter VII did not cover all aspects of the
international responsibility of States.) It seemed to one representative that the
Commission may wish to examine further the extent to which rights'and obligations
under paragraphs 1 and 2 of draft article 14 should be subordinated to United
Nations Charter procedures with respect to the maintenance of international peace
&nd security. The vie~ ~~s expressed that the Commission may also wish to
cont~mplate other ways ~~ reflecting the erga omnes effect of international crimes.

555. The question was also raised as to whether paragraph 3 applied only to
("additional") rights and obligations arising under paragraphs 1 and 2 of draft
article 14 or also to ("normal") rights under draft articles 6 to 9 granted an
injured State. If the former was the case, then the position would be that States
(the State directly affected and States indirectly affected) would individually be
entitled to rights under draft articles 6 to 9 and that the international community
as a whole, through the United Nations, would exer' 'se the additional rights
arising under paragraphs 1 and 2 of draft article 14.
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Article 15

556. Some representatives expressed agreement with the provlslons of draft
article 15, which provided that an act of aggression entails all the legal
consequences of an international crime and, in addition, such rights and
obligations as are provided for in or by virtue of the United Nations Charter. The
suggestion was made that the provisions of draft article 15 might be strengthened
by providing for non-recognition of the consequences of aggression and of any
advantages accruing to the aggressor as a result of the aggression.

557. Some representatives considered that the principle of "self-defence" should be
more precisely defined. The principle, which was embodied in Article 51 of the
Charter of the United Nations, had been wrongly invoked in justification of cases
of aggression.

558. Some representatives were o~ the view that the provlslons on aggression in
draft article 15 seemed superfluous as they were fUlly covered by draft article 4
and p1lragrap!: 4 of draft article 14.

559. Some representatives questioned the special treatment accorded aggression in
draft article 15. Article 19 of Part One of the draft articles dealt, it was
pointed out, with several other forms of international crime which merited equal
particularity of treatment, especially crimes included in paragraph 3 (c) of that
article, such as slavery, genocide and apartheid, to which certain additlons had
also been proposed, namely, crimes against humanity, violations of internationally
protected human rights, as well as terrorism and seizure of hostages.

Article 16

560. One representative considered that it was unclear whether paragraph (a) of
draft article 16 (which excluded from the scope of the draft articles any question
relating to toe suspension oi the operation of treaties) was intended to cover only
certain breaches of treaties, for example, "material breaches" (within the meaning
of draft article 60 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treati~s) and whether
dr.aft article 8 was intended to cover only less serious breaches.

561. It seemed to one representativ~ that the reference to belligerent reprisals in
paragraph (c) of draft article 16 was not entirely clear. The question whether
belligerent reprisals should be exoluded from the scope of the draft articles
arose. It was generally known that humanitarian law applicable to armed conflicts
called for t~ prohibition of reprisals against civilian populations, and that the
party on who~e behalf such reprisals were carried out bore i~Gernational

responsibility. Article 51, paragraph 6, and article 91 of Additional Protocol!
of the 1949 Geneva COnventions would, it was stated, be of relevance to the matter.
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H. OTHER DECISIONS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION

1. Programme and methods of work of the Commission

562. Representatives expressed general satisfaction with the conclusions and
intentions of the International Law Commission concerning its programme procedures
and methods of work, as reflected in paragraphs 385 to 397 of its reporto There
was, it was said, no doubt that the Commission would make every effort to expedite
its work still further and that it would succeed in completing the programme of
work outlined in its report.

563. The view was also expressed that while it was only natural at this stage in
its quinquennium for the Commisslon to take a close look at the extent to which
completion of work in hand was feasible during the present term of membership, the
question arose whether the Commission itself had not reached the conclusion that
either its productivity needed to be improved or else different arrangements should
be made for the allocation of time available according to the relative importance
of different topics on its work programme.

564. Some representatives expressed support for certain suggestions that had been
made in the report of the Commi~sion concerning the organization of work of
sessions of the Commission. Of particular interest wa~ the suggestion found in
paragraph 385 of the report of the Commission that it should give major
consideration at an annual session only to some of the topics on its current
programme of work, bearing in mind those topics on which most progress could
realistically be achieved and taking into account the importance of each topic. It
was said that such an approach would facilitate the achievement of concrete results
and would enable the Commission to make more progress on topics which were already
in an advanced stage of preparation. Such a procedure might, moreover, enhance
prospects for substantial progress on certain topics within the remaining two years
of the current term of membership of the Commission.

565. The view was maintained that it was clearly not realistic to expect the
Commission to work simultaneously on six or more complex topics, priorities should
be set for each Commission session. The Commission was urged to devote each
session to one, or at most, two priority topics which had previously been agreed
upon, so that it could deal with them in a more concentrated and intensive fashion
and conclude its work more SWiftly than was currently the case.

566. On the other hand, it was said that while priority should be given, at each
session, only to some of the topics under consideration, that should not preclude
the consideration of other topics. The Commission should, it was hoped, bear in
mind the necessity of working on all topics in its mandate in a balanced manner and
that priorities should be set in the light of a variety of factors, including the
v~.ews expressed in the Sixth Committee, and not in the light of fortuitous events
such as the hiatus in the appointment of Special Rapporteurs.

567. According to certain representatives, it would be desirable for the Commission
to improve its working methods. The observations to which those methods had given
rise in recent years within the Planning Group of the Enlarged Bureau of the
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Commission had been useful and it was now important for the Commission to establish
a carefully considered short-term, medium-term and long-term work plan. COncern
was voiced that despite the progress achieved in 1984 on a number of topics, there
was very slow progress on other questions which were closely related to the
essential and urgent problems confronting mankind. The hope was expressed that the
Commission would spare no effort in speeding up the pace of its work. The
Commission should, it was voiced, strive to finish the study of the topics on its
current agenda as soon as possible. It was stated that of six topics before the
Commission at its thirty-sixth session, four had been the subject of only a general
discussion. While such a discussion might be necessary when the Commission took up
a new topic or resumed work on an old one after a long interval, there were times
when those debates were, it was said, unjustifiably prolonged on questions
concerning the Commission's mandate, contrary to the General Assembly's clear
recommendations. Such delays in the Commission's work naturally gave rise to
concern, as they could result in a dilution of the importance of the topics or
meant that work on them became partially outdated through rapid changes in the
international situation. The effectiveness of the Commission should be increased
and its efforts should be concentrated on the most urgent topics.

568. As to the degree of priority to be accorded particular topics on the
Commission's current p~ogramme, various views were expressed, as indicated in the
previous sections of the present document devoted to individual topics. The
Commission's intentions with regard to its programme of work in 1985 and 1986
(para. 387 of the report) were noted. According to one view put forward, the main
role in identifying the topics to be giv~n priority must be played by the Sixth
Committee. The remark was also made that delays in the finalization of draft
articles could be rectified by, inter alia, requesting the Commission to finalize
draft articles on at least some of its topics during each of its terms.

569. Certain representatives urged that thought should also be given to the
long-term programme of work of the Commission and to the inclusion of important new
topics in order to promote the development of international co-operation among
States and the strengthening of international peace and security. The Co~~ission

should perhaps already be looking for new topics in order to avoid taking hasty
decisions in the futureo It was stressed that the Commission had gained 36 years
of experience, and it was time for it to make greater headway in its work and adapt
·itself to the requirements of the present-day world by laying more emphasis on
questions such as the maintenance of peace, the development of friendly relations
among States and the establishment of eqUitable and reasonable international
economic relations, so that every aspect of international relations had a solid
legal basis. In 1949 and 1971~ the Secretary-General of the United Nations had
carried out surveys of international law which had proved to be extremely useful in
helping the Commission to understand the needs of the time and give the appropriate
direction to its work. On the eve of the fortieth anniversary of the United
Nations, it was proposed to invite the Secretary-General to update those surveys so
that the Commission would be correctly guided and able to realize its full
potential (see para. 576 below). It was also remarked that, as a result of the
increase in its membership, the Commission should be more sensitive to the concerns
of the third world and, at the beginning of the next five-year term of its members,
it should arrange to stUdy topics which presented a new interest for the
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international community, such as "development law~. The COmmission would thus, it
was maintained, not only have contributed to extracting international law from the
impasse which had p~rsisted so long because certain parties wished to perpetuate
r~lationships of domination and conquest, but it would also have attempted with
some success to reflect the contemporary world.

570. Certain other representatives, however, believed that the long-term goal must
be to relieve the Commission's agenda so that it could proceed more quickly by
concentrating on a few topics. When assigning new topios to the Commission, States
should exercise the utmost re~traint until work on the current topics had been
concluded. The remark was also made that long delays in finalizing draft articles
could be rectified by, inter alia, restricting the number of topics allocated to
the Commission at any given time.

,

1

)

571. Regarding the current practice of holding one annual session of the C~mmission

at its permanent seat in Geneva, ~st representatives who addressed themselves to
the question supported the Commission's conclusion that, in the absence of
exceptional tasks to be performed, it was not in a position to suggest any change
in that current practice. The view was expressed that it was undesirable for the
Commission to hold two sessions a year in two different cities: in particular,
such a practice would have the disadvantage of keeping members of the Commission
away from their respective countries for longer per.iods of time and would increase
the costs of the sessions. Furthermore, it was maintained, the holding of sessions
in two parts, in New York and Geneva, would disturb the atmosphere of scholarly
concentration that was necessary for the work of the COmmission and might lead in
practice to two different Commissions, as some members might concentrate on one
site or the other. Nevertheless, certain representatives noted that when
exceptional circumstances so required, there was the possibility of taking up the
suggestion of extending the length of the COmmission's session and holding it in
two places at different dates. The financial implications of such an arrangement
would need proper examination, but there were precedents, it was said, which could
be borne in mind when the Commission came to such matters as the second reading of
the draft articles on State responsibility.

572. Representatives were gratified to note that the Drafting Committee had begun
its meetings at the start of the session, thereby considerably reducing the
Commission's work-load. Support was expressed for the COmmission's intention ~o

continue its practice of establishing and convening the Drafting Committee as early
as possible in its future sessions. One suggestion made was that the Drafting
Committee could be divided into different groups in order to further enhance its
effectiveness. Another suggestion made was that the Commission should continue to
employ the device of establishing working groups for new or SPecial items.

573. With regard to drafting techniques, the Commission was urged to continue to
work in a balanced manner, trying to avoid over-detailed formulations wherever they
were not really necessary. Also, one representative stated that his delegation had
a number of technioal comments to make on the drafts prepared by the Commission,
particularly with regard to the drafting of the Arabic versions thereof, because
there were some terms which were not accurately rendered. His delegation requested
the Arabic-speaking members of the Commission to take note of that, and indicated
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it would be able to furnish the Commission with some of its observations in writ1ng
at a later date. Another representative drew attention to certain expressions used
in the Spanish version of texts and questioned whether they corresponded precisely
with terms used in the other language versions of such texts.

574. Concerning the recommendations which the Commission submits to the General
Assembly on the disposition of a draft upon which work has been completed by the
Commission, it was observed that, thus far, the results of the Commission's work
had been largely confined to conventions; there was no dispute as to the merit of
tha~ approach. However, given the complexity of some of the topics studied by the
Commission and the differences of opinion in that regard which had prevented the
adoption of conventions, it might at times be useful, it was said, to consider
other types of instruments: model law, body of principles, declaration, handbook,
etc. Such instruments would be immediately useful and would not prevent the
subsequent adoption of conventions once conditions were sufficiently ripe.

575. It was also recalled, moreover, that the Sixth Committee had been advised by
certain representatives not to move towards international agreements which would
not command the necessary majority for implementation. In that ~onnection, it was
pointed out that the signatories to some international conventions which enjoyed
majority support had endeavoured to obstruct implementation of the provisions of
those conventions; what mattered was political will and good faith in the
implementation of international norms.

576. Turning to the question of documentation, it was stressed that the Yearbook of
~he International Law Commission should be published more promptly since it was an
invaluable reference tool. Support was also registered for the Commission's
request that the important study prepared by the Secretariat, entitled "Survey of
State practice relevant to international liability for injurious conzequences
arising out of acts not prohibited by international law" (ST/LEG/1S) be translated
into all official languages. In addition, it was considered useful for the
Secretariat to prepare a new survey of international law which would prepare the
ground for the future consideration of the Commission's long-term programme of work
(see para. 569 above).

577. References were also made to the role of the Codification Division of the
.Office of Legal Affairs, which provided the substantive staff of the Commission.
Satisfaction was expressed at the dedication and professionalism of the Legal
Counsel and his colleagues in the Codification Division. It was stressed that the
role of the Secretariat was critical and that there was a need for the Commission
to be adequately staffed so that the research and studies necessary for its work
could be completed, particularly for the purpose of providing assistance to the
Special Rapporteurs. Proper staffing was a high priority and it was hoped that the
necessary steps in that regard could be taken within the framework of existing
arrangements for the recruitment of professional staff. It was remarked that it
was not a matter of providing new staff posts but rather of filling existing
vacancies in the Codification Division. Support was also registered for the
suggestion that consideration be given to adding senior experts to the staff
assisting the Commission.
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2. Co-operation with other bodies

578. Satisfaction was expressed that the International Law Commission was
continuing its constructive co-operation with bodies involved on the regional level
with the process of the codification and progressive development of international
law, particularly the Arab Commission for International Law, the Asian African
Legal Consultative Committee, the European Committee on Legal Co-operation and the
Inter-American Juridical Committee. Representatives reaffirmed their wish that the
Commission continue to enhance and strengthen such co-operation in the years ahead.

3. International Law Seminar

579. Representatives expressed appreciation for the organization of the twentieth
session of the International Law Seminar in conjunction with the thirty-sixth
session of the International Law Commission and for the opportunity it offered
advanced students and junior professors of international law as well as young
government officials to expand their knowledge of international law. It was noted
that the annual Seminar constituted a positive contribution to the cause of
international law and was of particular value for the nationals of developing
countries. Such nationals were able to attend the Seminar through the awarding of
fellowships made possible through voluntary contributions of Governments and
institutions.

580. Appreciation was expressed to those States which had contributed to the
fellowship fund. States which had contributed were urged to increase their
contributions and all other States were urged to make a contribution, if only a
token one, so that fellowships could be awarded to a larger number of candidates
from developing countries, so as to enable them to attend the Seminar.

581. The wish was expressed by representatives that seminars would continue to be
held in conjunction with sessions of the Commission and that an increasing number
of participants from developing countries would be given the opportunity to attend
those seminars.

Notes--
1/ Official Records of the General Assembly, Thirty-ninth Session,

Supplement No. 10 (A/39/10).

~ Ibid., Thirty-ninth Session, Sixth Committee, 33rd to 47th and
65th meetings.

11 Item 125 was considered by the Sixth Committee at its 47th to 49th and
63rd meetings, on 15 and 16 November and 5 December 1984. Ibid., 47th to 49th and
63rd meetings.
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!I Article 6 was adopted provisionally at the thirty-second session of the
Commission. It was further discussed by the Commission at its thirty-fourth
session and still gave rise to divergent views. The Drafting Committee also
re-examined draft article 6 as provisionally adopted. While no new formulation of
the article was proposed by the Drafting COmmittee at the thirty-fourth Session,
the Commission agreed to re-examine draft article 6 at its future sessions. Owing,
to lack of time, however the Drafting COmmittee was not in a position to consider
the ,question during the thirty-fifth and thirty-sixth sessions of the Commission.
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