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AUSTRALIA

Transmitted by a note verbale of 30 January 1958 from the
Permanent Mission of Argentina to the United Nations
[Original: Spanish']

Transmitted by a note verbale of 11 February 1958 from the
Permanent Representative of Australia to the United Nations
[Original: English]

The competent organs of the Argentine GoTernment consider
that the draft classes are on the whole acceptable. They have
certain comments to make, however, concerning articles 6,
paragraph 1, 8, 21 and 28, paragraph 1.
The wording of article 6, paragraph 1, becomes ambiguous
if it is considered that the phrase "according to circumstances"
should be deleted, since once the representative of a State has
been declared persona non grata there are no circumstances
that can alter the situation and the representative must leave
the country in which he has been exercising his functions.
As regards article 8, the competent organs of the Argentine
Government are of opinion that the date of commencement of
the functions of the head of the mission depends on the date
on which he presents his letters of credence.
As regards article 21, the relevant part of the commentary
should be added as paragraph 5: "If a mission wishes to make
use of a wireless transmitter belonging to it, it must, in
accordance with the international conventions on telecommunications, apply to the receiving State for special permission. If the regulations applicable to all users of such communications are observed, such permission should not be
refused".
Finally, as regards article 28, paragraph 1, which provides
that "apart from diplomatic agents" and the members of their
families accompanying them, "the administrative and technical
staff of a mission" and the members of their families accompanying them shall enjoy the privileges and immunities mentioned in articles 22 to 27, it is understood that, as the Commission observes, there is no uniformity in the granting of
diplomatic privileges and immunities to the technical and administrative staff of diplomatic missions. In order to take into
account the existing disparity in the treatment accorded to
this class of officials and to try to prevent possible objections
with regard to privileges, it is proposed that such equal consideration should be granted in accordance with the regulations
established under local legislation, subject to reciprocity.

The Government of Australia has permed with interest the
draft articles prepared by the International Law Commission
at its ninth session on the subject of diplomatic intercourse and
immunities, and takes the opportunity to express its appreciation of the work of the Commission and its special rapporteur,
Mr. A. E. F. Sandstrom, upon the work which has been done
on the subject and the provisional draft, which appears to
cover in a comprehensive manner all aspects of the subject.
While it must naturally reserve any final position with regard
to the draft, and would desire to make it clear that the presence
or absence of any comment must not be taken as necessarily
involving acceptance of any part of the draft, either in principle or in detail, the Government of Australia submits the
following observations for consideration by the special rapporteur when preparing his further proposals to the Commission.
Article 2
The words "the Government" should be omitted in subarticles (1), (3) and (4), since diplomatic missions generally
represent Heads of States, and it is considered inaccurate to
describe such functions by reference to Governments.
Article 5
Some further consideration may be required to take account
of the special position of members of the Commonwealth of
Nations in their mutual diplomatic relations.
Article 7
The Australian Government reserves its position with regard
to the whole of this article.
Article 8
The Australian Government would prefer the alternative
version, namely, that a head of mission takes up his functions
when he has presented his letters of credence.
Article 9
1. The Australian Government would omit the words "Government of the" for reasons already stated in connexion with
article 2.
2. The Australian Government would omit this sub-article.
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Article 12
1. The Australian Government would omit the words
"either of the official notification of their arrival or" in this
sub-article, being of the view that precedence dates from presentation of letters of credence and not from date of official
notification of arrival.
2. The Australian Government does not quite understand
what this sub-article is intended to cover.
Article 16
Some definition of the expression "premises" seems to be
necessary.
Article 20
2. As stated, this sub-article would appear to require a
receiving State to treat all members of all diplomatic missions
equally. Some provision for reciprocity appears to be necessary,
e.g., if the receiving State places a general restriction upon
members of all missions in its territory, the sub-article as
drafted would preclude the respective sending States from imposing similar restrictions on the missions of the receiving
State in its territory. Such restrictions would not operate in
respect of members of other missions whose States had not
placed restrictions upon missions in their territory.
Article 24
1. (c) The expression "commercial activity" appears to require some definition.
Article 25
2. The Australian Government would prefer substitution of
"Head" for "Government".
4. As a point of drafting detail, the words "the judgement"
in this sub-article should read "any judgements".
Article 28
2. The expression "service staff" should be defined.
4. In the view of the Australian Government, the exemption provided for should apply only where the emoluments are
paid by the Government of the sending State.
3.

BELGIUM

Transmitted by letters dated 29 January and 4 and 12 February
1958 from the Permanent Representative of Belgium to the
United Nations
[Original: French"]
A
29 January 1958
The provisions of the draft are on the whole in accordance
with Belgian usage.
The wording of several articles is nevertheless subject to
certain objections.
1. Article 8 provides that "The head of the mission is entitled to take up his functions in relation to the receiving State
when he has notified his arrival and presented a true copy
of his credentials to the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of the
receiving State."
In Belgium, the head of the mission does not take up his functions until he has presented his credentials to the Head of the
State. The latter, however, instructs the Minister for Foreign
Affairs to receive credentials in the event of his own prolonged
absence or illness.
The Belgian Government adopts the alternative proposed by
the International Law Commission: "The head of the mission
is entitled to take up his functions in relation to the receiving
State when he has presented his letters of credence."
2. Article 12, paragraph 1, provides that "Heads of mission
shall take precedence in their respective classes in the order
of date either of the official notification of their arrival or of
the presentation of their letters of credence, according to the
rules of the protocol in the receiving State, which must be
applied without discrimination."
In Belgium the order of precedence of heads of mission is
determined solely by the date of the presentation of the letters

of credence; the date of the official notification of arrival
has no relevance.
3. Articles 16 and 23 have a common purpose but relate to
different premises; they could be amalgamated or the same
terminology could be used: e.g. "buildings or parts of
buildings".
4. Articles IT and 26 grant exemption from all "national or
local" dues or taxes. It would be desirable as regards Belgium
to make allowance for taxes levied by the provinces and to
amend this phrase to read "national, regional or local".
In order to avoid using the French word locaux in two
different senses in article 17 it would perhaps be preferable to
use here also the expression "buildings or parts of buildings
used by the mission" {immeubles ou parties d'immeubles utilises
par la mission).
5. The commentary on article 21, paragraph 1, implies that
the receiving State is under an obligation to permit diplomatic
missions to make use of radiocommunication installations belonging to them provided that the regulations applicable to all
users of such communications are observed.
The Belgian Government can accept this provision as a general rule. In view, however, of the saturation of the wavelengths suitable for medium and long-distance communication,
the" Belgian authorities would not be in a position to grant
diplomatic missions such permission under present conditions.
6. Article 21, paragraph 3: The customs treatment applicable
to articles intended for official use is prescribed by draft
article 27, paragraph 1 (a). It does not seem desirable to extend
the inviolability of the diplomatic bag to such articles. The
phrase "articles intended for official use" should be replaced
by "official documents".
With reference to paragraph (2) of the commentary it should
be noted that the diplomatic bag may not always take the form
of a bag (sack or envelope), especially in a large consignment
of documents or archives which may be transported in cases,
or even by motor-lorry.
7. Article 21, paragraph 4: Diplomatic courier is not defined
in the draft. According to generally established practice and,
as indicated in paragraph (4), of the commentary, the expression "courier" should be understood to mean any person
who carries a diplomatic bag and is furnished for the purpose
with a document (courier's passport) testifying to his status.
8. The exception prescribed in article 24, paragraph 3,
might perhaps with advantage be included in paragraph 2.
The reference in paragraph, 1 to civil and administrative
jurisdiction is doubtless intended to cover all types of proceedings before civil and administrative courts. The immunity provided by paragraph 2 is of so sweeping a nature, however,
that it might be taken to apply even in the cases for which
exception is made in paragraph 1.
9. The Belgian Government proposes that article 27 should
read as follows:
"1. The receiving State shall, in accordance with such
regulations as it shall prescribe, grant exemption from customs duties and from all prohibitions and restrictions in
respect of the import or subsequent re-export of:
"(a) Articles for the official use of a diplomatic mission;
"(b) Articles for the personal use of diplomatic agents,
the administrative and technical staff of a mission and members of their families belonging to their respective households, including articles necessary to their establishment.
"2. The personal baggage of diplomatic agents shall be
exempt from inspection, unless there are serious grounds
for presuming that it contains articles not covered by the
exemptions mentioned in this article. Such inspection shall
be conducted only in the presence of those concerned or
in the presence of their authorized representatives.
"3. For the purposes of paragraph 1, the expression
'customs duties' shall mean all dues and taxes payable on
imports or re-exports.

Report of the Commission to the General Assembly
"4. The provisions of this article shall not apply:
"(a) To articles, traffic in which is specifically prohibited by the laws of the receiving State for reasons of public morality, safety, health or order;
"(b) To persons who are nationals of the receiving State
or who engage in any professional or gainful occupation in
the said State."
This proposal is made for the following reasons:
(a) The existing text is insufficiently explicit regarding the
exemption which the draft is apparently intended to embody.
It will be seen that, unless the expression "customs duties" is
defined, such taxes or dues as may be assessed on a basis
wholly unconnected with the customs principle (e.g., excise
duties, consumption taxes, transfer taxes and the like) will
remain applicable. Furthermore, restrictions of certain kinds
(e.g., economic quotas) will not be removed.
(b) It is general practice for the receiving State to lay down
regulations for the grant of customs exemption. Such regulations cover, for instance, the form of applications for exemption, the services assigned to deal with them, the import
routes, etc. and, where applicable, the health formalities to be
complied with, the conduct of plant pathology inspections and
the like.
(c) Paragraph 1 (a) should specify "for the official use of
a diplomatic mission" so as to conform with the many similar
texts on the subject.
(d) Exemption is out of the question for members of the
diplomatic corps who are nationals of the receiving State or
who engage in a profession or gainful occupation therein.
(e) Since there can be no question of granting privileges in
respect of articles, traffic in which is specifically prohibited by
the laws of the receiving State for reasons of public morality,
safety, health or order, a proviso to that effect should be
included in article .27.
10. In view of the proposed new wording of article 27, the
cross-reference in article 28, paragraph 1, should be confined
to articles 22 to 26. The reservation proposed for article 27
could be repeated here by inserting after the words "nationals
of the receiving State" the words: "and do not engage in any
professional or gainful occupation therein".
Article 28, which enumerates the persons entitled to diplomatic privileges and immunities, also contains the following
provisions concerning the families of diplomatic agents:
"Apart from diplomatic agents, the members of the family
of a diplomatic agent forming part of his household, and likewise the administrative and technical staff of a mission,
together with the members of their families forming part of
their respective households, shall, if they are not nationals of
the receiving State, enjoy the privileges and immunities mentioned in articles 22 to 27".
In Belgium these privileges and immunities are granted only
to the wives and children of diplomatic agents and of administrative and technical staff, and to no other members of
their families.
Lastly, article 28, paragraph 1, withholds privileges and
immunities from members of the family who are nationals
of the receiving State. There would appear to be some danger
in this restriction. It would have, for example, the effect of
making the wife of the head of a mission or of a diplomatic
agent liable to criminal prosecution if she happened to be a
national of the receiving State. This being so, it seems advisable to stipulate that, at any rate, the wife of the head of
a mission shall enjoy diplomatic immunity even if she is a
national of the receiving State.
11. Article 29 provides as follows concerning the acquisition
of nationality:
"As regards the acquisition of the nationality of the receiving State, no person enjoying diplomatic privileges and
immunities in that State, other than the child of one of its
nationals, shall be subject to the laws of the receiving
State."
This provision prompts several comments:
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(1) The International Law Commission's commentary appears to restrict the scope of the article, for it states that:
"This article is based on the idea that a person enjoying
diplomatic privileges and immunities shall not, by virtue of
the laws of the receiving State, acquire the nationality of that
State against his will"—unless he be the child of a national
of the receiving State.
The Belgian Government considers it desirable that this
should be specified in the actual text of article 29.
Read out of context, article 29 might be construed as
prohibiting voluntary acquisition of the nationality of the
receiving State by the persons in question, which is not the
intention of the authors of the draft. The difficulty could be
overcome by adding the words: "unless he requests that they
should be applied to him".
(2) The application of this article,may give rise to difficulties in determining the nationality of a child whose father
is a diplomat accredited abroad and whose mother is a national
of the receiving State.
It would seem preferable to delete this exception.
The article might read as follows: "Persons enjoying diplo-,
matic privileges and immunities in the receiving State shall
not be subject to the laws in force therein concerning the
acquisition of nationality unless they request that the said
laws should be applied to them."
12. Article 31, paragraph 2: The exemptions prescribed by
article 27 cease to be applicable to imports so soon as the functions of the persons entitled to the exemptions as mentioned
in paragraph 1 (b) of that article and, if the reference to
article 27 is retained in article 28, paragraph 1, the functions
also of the persons entitled to the privileges and immunities
as mentioned in article 28, paragraph 1, come to an end.
Consequently, the provision should either embody a reservation to that effect or be amended.
13. Article 32, paragraph 1: There can be no question of
establishing any privileges or immunities in customs matters
for a diplomatic agent in a third State.
However, in view of the observations made in paragraph
(3) of the commentary, the draft should provide for such
agents to be treated with courtesy.
This could be done, by wording the paragraph as follows:
"1. If a diplomatic agent passes through or is in the
territory of a third State while proceeding to take up or to
return to his post, or when returning to his own country, the
third State shall accord him every facility consistent with
its national laws."
14. According to paragraph 15 of the report, the draft was
prepared on the provisional assumption that it would form
the basis of a convention.
There is no objection to the use of the draft for this purpose.
Since, however, some of its clauses are worded in general
terms, it would seem necessary, whatever the nature of the final
document, expressly to limit its application to the States signatories of that document.
B
4 February 1958
1. The wording of the first paragraph of article 26 should
be amended to make it clear that the text refers only to taxes
levied in the receiving State.
Furthermore, the term "indirect taxes" used in article 26 is
understood in Belgium to mean taxes other than those imposed
periodically on specific taxpayers in respect of a continuing
situation. The concepts of direct or indirect taxation are,
however, difficult to define with absolute precision and it
should therefore be made clear that the exemption provided
in article 26 cannot apply to such taxes as registration, court
or record fees and mortgage dues and stamp duty. Nor can it
apply to taxes assimilated to stamp duty (taxes on transactions) although, in Belgium, these are not generally collected
from diplomatic agents.
2. In order to ensure that there is no abuse of the privilege
of inviolability of the mission premises (article 16), the mission
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documents (article 18), the private residence of the diplomatic
agent (article 23, paragraph 1) or the diplomatic agent's papers
(article 23, paragraph 2), the following paragraph 4 should
be added to article 33:
"4. If documents or objects relating to a commercial or
industrial activity are lodged in premises housing a diplomatic
mission or in the private residence of a diplomatic agent,
the head of the mission shall take all appropriate steps to
ensure that the inviolability as provided in articles 16, 18
and 23 does not, in any way, impede the application of the
laws in force in the receiving State in respect of the said
commercial or industrial activity."

12 February 1958
Article 17: Exemption of mission premises from tax
(a) It must be pointed out first of all that, under article 11,
paragraph 1, of the co-ordinated Income Tax Acts, the tax
on immovable property (as likewise the related national emergency tax) is payable by the owner, occupier, lease-holder,
superficiary or usufructuary of the taxable property. This
provision in no way limits the freedom of agreement between
lessor and lessee; however, should the sending State assume
responsibility for property taxes under a lease it would not
be entitled to invoke the provision of article 17 in support of
an application for exemption from such taxes, which in the
circumstances would amount in practice to an increase in rent.
(b) In accordance with the consistent practice of the courts,
it is made a condition of exemption from the immovable property tax and the related national emergency tax in Belgium
that the immovable property in question should belong to the
foreign State. In extreme cases this condition may be deemed
to be met where a building is purchased by the head of a
diplomatic mission recognized as acting on behalf of the sending State, which thus becomes the owner of the building. The
principle is that exemption may be granted only t& a foreign
State. It is not possible, therefore, to agree to an exemption
which would extend to immovable property purchased by the
head of a foreign diplomatic mission in his private capacity.
In this respect article 26, sub-paragraph (b), appears to make
satisfactory provision for cases in which immovable property
intended for a mission's use is purchased in the name of the
head of the mission but on behalf of the sending State.
Article 26: Exemption from taxation
(a) The Belgian Department of Direct Taxation considers
that diplomatic immunities should not, as a general rule, apply
to diplomatic agents who are nationals of the receiving State.
This rule is accepted by most States and is due to a desire to
avoid granting undue fiscal privileges.
Although such instances must be very rare, article 30 provides for the case where the diplomatic agent is a national
of the receiving State. It is therefore recommended that the
nationality restriction laid down in article 28 should be applied
to the diplomatic agents themselves.
(b) The text could be made more clear if it were specified
in the opening words that the exemptions in question shall be
accorded in the receiving State, as pointed out in the first note
setting out the additional observations by the Belgian Government.
In view of the foregoing it is suggested that the opening
words of article 26 might be amended to read as follows:
"Provided that he is not a national of the receiving State,
a diplomatic agent shall be exempt, in the said State, from
all dues and taxes, personal or real, national or local,
save..."
Article 28: Persons entitled to privileges and immunities
The persons referred to in article 28 are exempt subject
only to the condition that they are not nationals of the receiving
State. Persons exempt in the receiving State, however, are not
necessarily liable to taxation in the sending State. This will be
the case if the sending State's fiscal Jaws are inapplicable to
such persons either in virtue of their nationality (some States
tax only the emoluments paid to their nationals who are mem-

bers of their diplomatic missions abroad) or in virtue of the
nature of their functions (some States do not tax persons in
the private employ of their diplomatic agents abroad other
than heads of missions).
It will also be the case if the right to levy tax may not be
exercised in the sending State owing to the existence of agreements for the avoidance of double taxation, many of which
confer on the State in which the activity is carried on (in this
case, the receiving State) the sole right to tax the emoluments
of paid employees (including public officials who are not nationals of the State which pays such emoluments).
This situation may arise with reference to diplomatic agents
as well as to the persons referred to in article 28, and may
arise with reference to other sources of income, e.g. copyright
or patent royalties, taxation of which is normally made the
sole right of the State in which the recipient has his fiscal
domicile—in this instance, the receiving State.
It is therefore suggested that a paragraph reading as follows
should be added to article 28:
"5. In the case of the persons referred to in article 26
and in the present article (paragraphs 1 to 4), however,
who are not nationals of the sending State, the exemptions
provided by the said articles shall be granted only in respect
of income actually taxed in the sending State."
4.

CAMBODIA

Transmitted by a letter dated 21 February 1958 from the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Cambodia
[Original: French]
. . . The Royal Cambodian Government wishes to make the
following reservations to the draft articles concerning diplomatic intercourse and immunities:
1. Article 30
Cambodian nationals may not be appointed members of the
diplomatic staff of a foreign diplomatic mission.
2. Article 28
Cambodian nationals employed by an accredited diplomatic
mission, as members of the administrative, technical or service
staff of such a mission shall not enjoy diplomatic privileges
and immunities in any part of Cambodian territory.
The jurisdiction exercised by Cambodia over such Cambodian nationals shall not unduly interfere with the conduct of
the business of the accredited diplomatic missions.
5.

CHILE

Transmitted by a letter dated 10 March 1958 from the Permanent Representative of Chile to the United Nations
[Original: Spanish}
On the whole, this Government considers that the draft has
been prepared according to sound juridical criteria and that it
has been carefully developed from the technical point of view.
It embodies fundamentally the same principles as those stated
in the Convention on Diplomatic Officers signed by the American countries at the Sixth International Conference of American States held in Havana in 1928. The purpose of the main
differences between the present draft and the Convention is
to adapt those principles to the new conditions brought about
by changes in certain aspects of diplomatic relations.
The reforms, alterations or amplifications contemplated in
the draft have taken due account of the practice adopted by
States in situations for which allowance had not been made in
the traditional rules. Many of these rules, which had lent
themselves to differing interpretations, have been clarified and
defined; new regulations have also been established to supplement existing ones or repair omissions when necessary.
Nevertheless, in view of the fundamental importance of this
draft, which is designed to replace the Vienna Regulation of
1815, for the governing of international diplomatic intercourse
and immunities, the Chilean Government considers that certain
points should be studied in greater detail.

Report of the Commission to the General Assembly
In the view of my Government, the following articles should
receive further study for the reasons given below:
Article 2
"The functions of a diplomatic mission consist, inter
alia, in:
«i

"(b) Protecting the interests of the sending State and of
its nationals in the receiving State;
n

»

Although the article does not attempt to be exhaustive, as
explained in the International Law Commission's commentary,
it reproduces the practice followed by States for a very long
time.
Paragraph (fc) of this article states that one of the functions
of a diplomatic mission is to protect the interests of the nationals of the sending State. In this respect, the Government of
Chile considers that diplomatic protection should be exercised
only after the ordinary remedies in the courts of the receiving
State have been exhausted. There can be no doubt that diplomatic missions should protect the interests of the sending State
but, in so far as its nationals are concerned, protection should
consist rather in obtaining for them a guarantee of access to
the ordinary courts of the country. Denial of justice alone can
justify diplomatic protection. The Government of Chile therefore considers the unqualified statement of this protection in
the aforesaid paragraph somewhat inadequate.
Article 3
"The sending State must make certain that the agriment
of the receiving State has been given for the person it proposes to accredit as head of the mission to that State."
The present drafting of article 3 might lead to the mistaken
assumption that the agrement of the receiving State is necessary for all heads of mission, when it is only required for ambassadors and ministers, since in practice it is not necessary for
charges d'affaires.
The wording of the article might be changed by replacing
the words "head of the mission" by the words "ambassador or
minister". The following sentence might also be added: "This
provision shall not apply to charges d'affaires."
Article 5
"Members of the diplomatic staff of the mission may be
appointed from among the nationals of the receiving State only
with the express consent of that State."
As it stands, this article appears to admit of the possibility
that a national of a third State might be appointed without the
consent of the receiving State, which would be contrary to the
principle that a document of this kind is intended to establish.
It would perhaps be better to state that members of the diplomatic staff must be nationals of the sending State and may be
nationals of the receiving State only in exceptional cases.
Article 8
"The head of the mission is entitled to take up his functions in relation to the receiving State when he has notified
his arrival and presented a true copy of his credentials to the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the receiving State.
"(Alternative: When he has presented his letters of credence)."
The Government of Chile is in agreement with the practical
considerations given in the Commission's commentary on
article 8. It deems it sufficient that the head of the mission has
arrived and that a true copy of his credentials has been remitted
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the receiving State, there
being no need to await the presentation of the letters of credence
to the Head of State.
Experience has shown that a recently appointed head of
mission may find himself obliged to act immediately without
awaiting the presentation of his letters of credence to the
Head of State. Since the times of notification of arrival and
presentation of the true copy of the credentials do not always
coincide, account need only be taken of such presentation.
For these reasons, the Government of Chile considers that
article 8 is a great improvement, but that the points mentioned
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above need clarification and the proposed alternative should
consequently be rejected.
Article 9
"1. If the post of head of the mission is vacant, or if the
head of the mission is unable to perform his functions, the
affairs of the mission shall be handled by a charge d'affaires
ad interim, whose name shall be notified to the Government
of the receiving State.
"2. In the absence of notification, the member of the
mission placed immediately under the head of the mission on
the mission's diplomatic list shall be presumed to be in
charge."
The Government of Chile has certain observations to make
concerning the drafting of paragraph 1 of this article. It considers that the scope of this provision is somewhat restricted
and that it would be advisable to specify in greater detail the
type of situation that might arise from the head of the mission
being unable to perform his functions, although still in the
country, as in the case of leave away from the capital or sickness. Clearly it is not possible to appoint a charge d'affaires ad
interim if the head of mission merely leaves the capital, but
such an appointment would be in order if he left the country.
On the other hand, it is not specified who should notify the
name of the charge d'affaires ad interim nor what procedure
should be followed in case of the death of the head of the
mission. In that case the charge d'affaires ad interim might
himself notify the fact that he has assumed the charge of the
mission.
For the reasons given above, it would be preferable to delete
the qualifying phrase ad interim.
Article 10
"Heads of missions are divided into three classes, namely:
"(a) That of ambassadors, legates or nuncios accredited
to heads of State;
"(b) That of envoys, ministers and other persons accredited to heads of State;
"(c) That of charges d'affaires accredited to Ministers of
Foreign' Affairs."
In sub-paragraph (c), article 10 refers to charge's d'affaires
or officers in that category accredited to Ministers of Foreign
Affairs. In practice this category, however, seems to have disappeared since at present there are only embassies and legations, and existence of a charge d'affaires presupposes the subsequent appointment of an ambassador. This does not imply
that he is not the head of a mission and therefore the classification in the draft is acceptable.
Article 15
"The receiving State shall either permit the sending State
to acquire on its territory the premises necessary for its mission or ensure adequate accommodation in some other way."
The text of this article is designed to cover countries whose
internal legislation does not allow foreign diplomatic missions
to acquire premises for the conduct of their business. The text
provides that in such cases the State shall be obliged to "ensure" adequate accommodation for the mission.
In the opinion of the Government of Chile, there seems no
justification for obliging a receiving State, merely because
foreign missions may not acquire property in the country, to
"ensure adequate accommodation in some other way". In fact,
missions may obtain accommodation under lease, without having
to wait for the State to take the action provided for in the
article.
The text might, perhaps, be improved if the alternative suggestions were drafted in the same terms as the first; that is if,
instead of reading "or ensure adequate accommodation in some
other way", it were to read "or permit adequate accommodation
in some other way".
Article 17
"The sending State and the head of the mission shall be
exempt from all national or local dues or taxes in respect of
the premises of the mission, whether owned or leased, other
than such as represent payment for services actually rendered."
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The exemption of diplomatic missions from taxes, where the
premises occupied by them are leased only, does not apply in
Chile since under our system of taxation the tax on leased
property is paid not by the tenant but by the owner.
From a logical standpoint the inclusion of this exemption
would be feasible and useful provided that its application was
limited to countries in which a tenant is subject to a direct tax.
Article 21
«
"4. The diplomatic courier shall be protected by the receiving State. He shall enjoy personal inviolability and shall
not be liable to arrest or detention, whether administrative or
judicial."
The Government of Chile has no observations to make concerning the drafting of this paragraph, but is of the opinion
that it might be advisable to consider extending the personal
inviolability of the diplomatic .courier t© the captain or a member of the crew of a commercial aircraft carrying the diplomatic bag; that immunity would exist only for the duration of
the journey and until the bag is delivered.
A provision of this kind would extend protection to the person responsible for carrying the official documents of States
which do not employ diplomatic couriers.
Article 22
"1. The person of a diplomatic agent shall be inviolable.
He shall not be liable to arrest or detention, whether administrative or judicial. The receiving State shall treat him
with due respect and take all reasonable steps to prevent any
attack on his person, freedom or dignity.
"2. For the purposes of the present draft articles, the
term 'diplomatic agent' shall denote the head of the mission
and the members of the diplomatic staff of the mission."
The Government of Chile has no observations to make in
respect of paragraph 1 of this article. However, it considers
that the terminology used in paragraph 2 might constitute a
somewhat undesirable departure from the Regulation of Vienna
in extending the term "diplomatic agent" to include the entire
diplomatic staff of the mission. It would be better to devise a
more precise formula that would retain the term "diplomatic
agent" for heads of mission and use another term to describe
the rest of the staff.
Here, consideration might be given to the wording used in
the Havana Convention, mentioned earlier, which, under article
14 (a), extends inviolability "to all classes of diplomatic
officers".
Article 24
"A diplomatic agent shall enjoy immunity from the criminal jurisdiction of the receiving State. He shall also enjoy
immunity from its civil and administrative jurisdiction save
in the case of:
M

"(c) An action relating to a professional or commercial
activity exercised by the diplomatic agent in the receiving
State and outside his official functions."
The situation contemplated in sub-paragraph (c) of this
article appears very unusual and is in any case inadmissible by
virtue of the very nature of diplomatic functions.
Article 25
"1. The immunity of diplomatic agents from jurisdiction
may be waived by the sending State.
"2. In criminal proceedings, waiver must always be effected expressly by the Government of the sending State.
"3. In civil proceedings, waiver may be express or implied. An implied waiver is presumed to have occurred if a
diplomatic agent appears as defendant without claiming any
immunity. The initiation of proceedings by a diplomatic
agent shall preclude him from invoking immunity of jurisdiction in respect of counter-claims directly connected with
the principal claim.
"4. Waiver of immunity of jurisdiction in respect of civil
proceedings shall not be held to imply waiver of immunity

regarding measures of execution of the judgement, which
must be separately made."
The Government of Chile considers it unnecessary to make a
separate waiver of'immunity regarding measures of execution
of the judgement, as provided in paragraph 4. Where immunity
has been waived for reasons that must have been carefully
weighed by those entitled to it, the waiver should be complete,
in order to ensure respect for the enforcement of judgements.
Refusal to waive immunity in the final instance, when judgement is about to be enforced, would render the earlier waiver
meaningless.
Article 26:
"A diplomatic agent shall be exempt from all dues and
taxes, personal or real, national or local, save:
"(d) Dues and taxes on income which has its source in
the receiving State;
"(e) Charges levied for specific services rendered."
The first paragraph of the proposed article 26 states that a
diplomatic agent shall be exempt from "taxes, personal or real,
national or local". Sub-paragraph (e) of the same article states
that diplomatic agents must pay "charges levied for specific
services rendered".
Under Chilean administrative law, dues or charges (tasas)
are a type of tax prescribed as remuneration for special services rendered for purposes of public utility. Consequently, the
term "personal dues" used in the first paragraph of article 26
of the draft, has no meaning under our system of taxation;
it would thus be impossible to indicate which are the personal
dues from which diplomatic agents are exempt, and in what
way they differ from the charges referred to in sub-paragraph
{e), from which those officials are not exempt.
Furthermore, the Government of Chile considers that subparagraph (e) of article 26 should be deleted for the reasons
given in connexion with article 24.
The exceptions should include taxes designed to remunerate
specific services and also contributions under social welfare
legislation in respect of domestic staff recruited locally.
Article 27
"1. Customs duties shall not be levied on:
"(a) Articles for the use of a diplomatic mission;
"(&) Articles for the personal use of a diplomatic agent
or members of his family belonging to his household, including articles intended for his establishment.
"2. The personal baggage of a diplomatic agent shall be
exempt from inspection, unless there are very serious grounds
for presuming that it contains articles not covered by the
exemptions mentioned in paragraph 1, or articles the import
or export of which is prohibited by the law of the receiving
State. Such inspection shall be conducted only in the presence
of the diplomatic agent or in the presence of his authorized
representative."
With regard to the provisions of article 27, Chilean legislation lays down certain restrictions in matters relating to customs. Consideration might be given to a formula whereby any
State may establish a quota system for the exemptions enjoyed
by diplomatic officials, in which case other countries might act
on a basis of reciprocity.
Article 28
"1. Apart from diplomatic agents, the members of the
family of a diplomatic agent forming part of his household,
and likewise the administrative and technical staff of a mission, together with the members of their families forming
part of their respective household, shall, if they are not
nationals of the receiving State, enjoy the privileges and
immunities mentioned in articles 22 to 27."
In this article as drafted there is a possibility that the words
"administrative and technical staff of a mission" are somewhat
ambiguous and that diplomatic immunities are extended too far.
The Commission might study a formula that would render
those terms more precise.
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Article 35
"The receiving State must, even in case of armed conflict,
grant facilities in order to enable persons enjoying privileges
and immunities to leave at the earliest possible moment and,
particularly, must place at their disposal the necessary means
of transport for themselves and their property."
Lastly, the Government of Chile considers that the present
drafting of this article might give reason to believe that the
receiving State is under an obligation in all cases to arrange
for the departure of diplomatic agents; in practice at present
this is done only exceptionally.
In bringing the foregoing observations to your attention,
I should sbe glad if you would kindly forward them to the
International Law Commission and, at the same time, convey
the congratulations of the Chilean Government for its commendable achievement in drafting the articles under consideration.

6.

CHINA

Transmitted by a letter date 29 April 1958 from the Ministry
for Foreign Affairs of China
[Original: English]
Article 5
It is stated in commentary (6) under article 6 that the
appointment as a member of the diplomatic staff of a person
who is the national of both the sending and the receiving States
also requires the express consent of the receiving State. The
" Government of China does not share this view. It seems to be
legally unsound and arbitrary that the appointment of a person
having the nationality of both States be put on the same footing as that of a person who is a national of the receiving State
only, and politically unwise because such a practice would lead
to controversy on the conflict of their respective laws of
nationality and thus disturb the harmony between the two
States. The Chinese Government is of the opinion that in case
of a person having dual nationality no consent of the receiving
State should be required for his appointment, although his acceptance of the diplomatic post of the sending State could
jeopardize his status of nationality with respect to the receiving
State. It is therefore suggested that a second paragraph be
added to article 5, which reads:
"The preceding paragraph may not apply in cases where
the person concerned is a national of both the sending State
and the receiving State. The receiving State shall not declare
him as persona non grata by reason of his dual nationality."
Article 8
Concerning the time of commencement of the functions of
the head of the mission, the alternative presented in the Commission's draft is preferred. However, in case of a delayed
official reception by the Head of the State, the head of the
mission should be permitted to request the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the receiving State to arrange for an earlier commencement of his diplomatic activities if he so wishes.
Article 9
The second paragraph of the article seems to serve no useful
purpose. If the post of the head of the mission is vacant or if
he is unable to perform his functions, there is no question that
the sending State would designate a charge d'affaires ad interim
inasmuch as it intends to maintain an effective and orderly
representation. Failure on the part of the sending State to do
so may just be presumed that no one is in charge of the mission.
The question of who is to notify the receiving State of the
name of the charge d'affaires ad interim may be left entirely to
the sending State.
Article 22
As mentioned in the commentary under the article, the principle of personal inviolability does not exclude either selfdefence or, in exceptional circumstances, measures to prevent
the diplomatic agent from committing crimes or offences. It
may be desirable to have these exceptions to the principle of
personal inviolability incorporated into the body of the article.
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Article 24
The Government of China would suggest the deletion of
paragraph 4 of the article. The jurisdiction of the sending
State over its diplomatic agents shall be such as is prescribed
by the law of that State, and may not necessarily be a subject
to be covered in the articles concerning diplomatic immunity,
which, in the opinion of the Chinese Government, is to deal
solely with the immunities enjoyed by the diplomatic agents in
the receiving State and, in certain circumstances, in a third
State. Any rigid rule concerning this subject is not only considered undesirable but might also prove' to be incompatible
with the very purpose of the long-established practice of diplomatic immunity.
Article 28
The Government of China doubts the advisability and the
necessity of adopting rules that would grant the administrative
and technical staff of a mission, and members ©f their families,
the same privileges and immunities as the members of the
diplomatic staff of a mission. As a general rule, it should be
sufficient that they shall enjoy immunity in respect of the acts
performed in their official capacity and be exempted from dues
and taxes on the emoluments they receive by reason of their
employment, if they are not nationals of the receiving State.
States v/ho find it fit to grant them full diplomatic privileges
and immunities may of course do so at their own will or by
bilateral agreements.
It is also suggested that a definition of the term "members
of family" may be useful to avoid abuse and controversy.
7.

CZECHOSLOVAKIA

Transmitted by a letter dated 10 March 1958 from the Permanent Representative of Czechoslovakia to the United Nations
[Original: English]
(1) The Czechoslovak Government considers it desirable that
section I of the draft should express the principle that all States
enjoy law of legation.
(2) With a view to completeness, the Czechoslovak Government would recommend that the provisions on functions of a
diplomatic mission (article 2 of the draft) be supplemented by
a provision on activities serving the promotion of friendly relations among States and the development of their economic,
cultural and scientific relations, and by a provision on consular
activities in those cases where official consular relations are
non-existent between States.
(3) The Czechoslovak Government holds that section I of
the draft should also stipulate in the respective articles, besides
the classes of heads of mission, also the rank and precedence
of the other diplomatic staff of the mission and the right of
individual diplomatic members of a mission to exercise diplomatic activities in accordance with the instructions of their
Governments.
(4) This part of the draft should equally provide for the
right of a mission and of the head of such a mission to use the
flag and emblem of his country on the official premises of the
mission, on the residence of the head of a mission and on the
means of transportation used by him.
(5) With respect to section II of the draft, the Czechoslovak
Government would note that the range of persons enjoying
diplomatic privileges, as provided under draft article 28, is
broader than that generally recognized by the regulations of
international law, and the Czechoslovak Government therefore
believes that the question of the accordance of immunities to
non-diplomatic personnel of a mission and to the service staff
and private servants should be left to the agreement of the
States concerned.
(6) The Czechoslovak Government considers that it would
be useful if section II of the draft contained a provision to the
effect that the inviolability of the premises of the mission, of
the residence of the head of mission and of the other premises
occupied by the personnel of the mission does not cover the
right to asylum, if there is no special agreement to that effect.
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8.

DENMARK

Transmitted by a letter received on 5 March 1958 from the
Deputy Permanent Representative of Denmark to the United
Nations
[Original: English"]
[Note: The letter states that the Ministry for Foreign
Affairs is in agreement with the articles other than those commented on below.]
Article 8
The Danish Government consider that for practical reasons
the receiving State should enable the head of mission to take
up his functions in relation to the receiving State as soon as
possible after his arrival. The remittance to the Ministry for
Foreign Affairs of a true copy of his credentials should therefore be sufficient.
Article 9
The attention is drawn to the fact that in cases where no
diplomatic member of a mission is present in the receiving State
a non-diplomatic member of the staff might be officially in
charge of the affairs of the mission in the capacity of charge
d'affaires. It might be considered whether the existence of such
arrangements should be mentioned in the convention, for instance in a third paragraph added to this article.
Article 15
The Danish Government suggest to insert the words "on a
non-discriminatory basis" after the words "the receiving State
shall".
Article 35
It is suggested to add the following paragraph to the article:
"The receiving State shall permit the withdrawal of the
movable property of such persons with the exception of any
such property acquired in the country and the export of
which is prohibited at the time of departure".
9.

FINLAND

Transmitted by a note verbale dated 18 April 1958 from the
Permanent Representative of Finland to the United Nations
[Original: English]
The draft articles prepared by the International Law Commission seem on the whole to be acceptable and to correspond
to international practice.
In article 2 concerning the functions of a diplomatic mission
the word "all" could be deleted from paragraph (d), since the
diplomatic mission will of course make its own choice of the
lawful means by which it will ascertain conditions and developments in the receiving State.
Article 3 of the draft provides that an agrement be obtained
for all heads of mission from the receiving State prior to their
nomination. This has, however, been applied in practice only in
regard to ambassadors and ministers. It would appear that as
far as charge d'affaires are concerned a freer procedure should
be maintained.
In article 8 both alternatives mentioned have their advantages.
In Finland the commencement of official functions of the head
of a mission is considered td occur when he has presented his
letters of credence, which is a clearly defined and indisputable
moment.
It ought to be considered—as has already been done by the
Commission—whether the classes of heads of mission mentioned in article 10, paragraphs (a) and (b), as accredited to
heads of States should be combined, as to constitute in future
a uniform class of representatives of the same rank, i.e.,
ambassadors (and nuncios). After the Second World War
there has been an increasing tendency towards the accrediting
of ambassadors in place of envoys and ministers.
In article 16, paragraphs 1 and 3, of the draft similar questions are dealt with to some extent. Paragraph 3 appears somewhat superfluous, since it has been stipulated in paragraph 1
that the premises occupied by the mission shall be inviolable

and that agents of the receiving State shall not enter these
premises without the consent of the head of the mission. It is
difficult to understand how any search as prohibited in paragraph 3, or any measures of attachment or enforcement could
be performed. The latter paragraph should in fact be interpreted as a modification of the preceding paragraph in certain
individual cases, but the intention may have been to refer here
to certain known events. In any event, it would be desirable to
re-formulate article 16 in such a way that its paragraphs 1 and
3 were more closely connected.
In article 21, paragraphs 2 and 3 should perhaps be amalgamated, preferably in such a manner as to determine the permissible contents of the diplomatic bag and to add the remark
that it (as such) is protected. Paragraph 4 of article 21 stipulates that the diplomatic courier shall enjoy personal inviolability, and that he may not be subjected to arrest or detention. It should of course be considered of the utmost importance
that diplomatic mail and other official parcels may, by using a
diplomatic courier, be forwarded to destination with promptness and reliability. But if such a courier makes himself guilty
of a felony during his journey or becomes dangerous to those
in his vicinity, it seems natural that in the former instance he
might be detained for a short period for interrogation and, in
the second, that persons necessary to guard him should be
appointed for as long as he is within the boundaries of the
State in question, without in any way interfering with the diplomatic bag in such instances. This could be mentioned at least
as a suggestion in the commentary to the article under discussion, even if it bears on exceptional cases which are not as
a rule discussed in drafts of codification.
Article 24, paragraph 4: Whether the diplomatic agent is,
and to what extent, under the jurisdiction of the sending State,
whose national he is as a rule, is above all an internal problem
of this State, which is decided in accordance with the rules of
international law pertaining to the individual as applied by the
State in question. The criminal law of numerous States does
not provide for crimes committed abroad—or does so only to
a limited extent in exceptional cases, nor are the courts always
competent to hear even civil disputes which are the consequence
of juridical acts performed abroad. It seems difficult to force
States to modify their laws, even where diplomatic agents are
concerned, and it emerges from the commentary to the draft
under discussion, as well as from the International Law Commission's records of discussion, that this is by no means the
intention. The significance of the paragraph will therefore remain limited in any event. It would not seem desirable that the
last clause goes so far as to mention what courts shall be
competent to deal with the matters in question, if they are not
designated under the laws of that State.
Article 28, paragraph 1, shows that members of the family
of a diplomatic agent cannot demand for themselves any diplomatic privileges and immunities if they are nationals of the
receiving State. To deprive them of all privileges on this basis
does, however, seem unreasonable, especially when the wife of
the diplomatic agent is in question. It would not seem recommendable that the administrative and technical staff of a mission
lose all privileges and immunities on the same basis, while the
domestic staff of the mission, in accordance with paragraph 2
of the article, are allowed certain minimum rights irrespective
of their nationality. Paragraphs 3 and 4 of the same article,
concerning the' legal status of personal servants of diplomatic
agents, and particularly their exemption from taxes, should be
amalgamated, in the same way as in paragraph 2 of the
article, where problems associated with the legal position of the
whole domestic staff of the mission are treated.
According to article 29 of the draft, nationality laws of the
receiving State should not be applied to persons enjoying diplomatic privileges and immunities, except for the children of
nationals of the receiving State. This exception, at least in
such categorical form, seems doubtful. The general rule is that
children of diplomatic agents who are born in countries adhering to the jus soli principle, do not acquire the nationality of
the State in question. If the spouse of a diplomatic agent—
usually a woman—is a national of the receiving country, and
the diplomatic agent himself belongs to a country in which
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jus sanguinis rules are applied, an application of the jus soli
rule would result in obvious unfairness.
In paragraph 5 of the commentary on article 30 it is stated
that the article concerning immunity from jurisdiction of a
diplomatic agent who is a national of the receiving State
indirectly implies that members of the domestic staff of a mission, who are nationals of the receiving State, should also be
allowed no privileges or immunities other than those granted
to them by the receiving State. This stipulation is, however,
at variance with article 28, paragraph 2, of the draft, which
states that such persons should in any event be granted such
immunity as is necessary in respect of acts performed in the
course of their duties. Nationals of the receiving State lose
exemption from taxes only in respect of emoluments received
from the mission.
It emerges from the commentary to article 31 that the time
confirmed by paragraph 1 of this article from which diplomatic
privileges and immunities are considered to have commenced
is not always applicable to persons who derive their entitlement from persons entitled to privileges and immunities in
their own right. Because of this the said paragraph is in need
of more precise formulation. Paragraph 3 of article 31 prohibits the withdrawal from the receiving State of movable
property in the event of the death of a diplomatic agent or of
a member of his family, if such property has been acquired in
the receiving State and if its export was prohibited at the
time of death. Such a strict provision appears unreasonable,
particularly if no export prohibition had existed at the time
when the property was acquired.
Article 36, paragraph (c). Since it is the general international custom to apply for the agreement of the receiving
State before a third State can undertake these functions and
proceed to fulfil them, it would be preferable to use in the
text the clear and accurate formula accepte par (and not
acceptable pour), as has been suggested by the International
Law Commission. A corresponding modification should perhaps be made also in paragraph (b) of article 36.
10.

ITALY

Transmitted by a Utter dated 18 April 1958 from the
Permanent Delegation of Italy to the United Nations
[Original: French]
The Italian Government states that it is, in general, in agreement with the draft articles concerning diplomatic intercourse
and immunities, prepared by the International Law Commission
during its ninth session from 23 April to 28 June 1957, and
has the honour to submit the following observations and
proposals:
Article 4
This article should, it is proposed, be amended to read:
"Subject to the provisions of articles 5, 6 and 7, the sending State may freely appoint the other members of the staff
of the mission; before sending them to the territory of the
receiving State, however, it shall notify the latter of the appointment The receiving State may take cognizance of the
appointment either expressly or tacitly."
Article 6
It is proposed that the last part of paragraph 2 be amended
to read:
". . . the receiving State may refuse to recognize the person concerned as a member of the mission and may make an
expulsion order against him."
Article 8
The alternative given in the draft is considered preferable:
"when he has presented his letters of credence".
Article 10
The term "internuncios" should be added under (&).
Article 12
It is proposed that in paragraph 1 the following phrase
should be omitted: "either of the official notification of their
arrival or".

It is considered desirable that an article 12A should be inserted in these terms:
"The heads of mission accredited to the same State form
the diplomatic corps.
"The diplomatic corps performs the functions which it is
recognized to possess by international usage, and it is represented for all purposes by its doyen.
"The doyen is the senior head of mission or, in countries
in which precedence is granted to the Holy See, the Apostolic
Nuncio."
Article 15
It is proposed that this article should be amended to read:
"The receiving State shall permit the sending State to
acquire on its territory the premises necessary for its mission. In any case, if the sending State should not wish or
should be unable to exercise this right, the receiving State
shall ensure adequate accommodation for the mission in some
other way."
Article 17
This article should, it is proposed, be amended to read:
"No national or local dues or taxes shall be levied in respect of the premises of the mission other than such as
represent payment for services actually rendered."
Article 18
It is proposed that this article should be amended to read:
"The archives and documents of the mission shall be inviolable, wheresoever they may be."
Article 21
Paragraph 2 should contain a definition of the diplomatic
bag, especially since the definition contained in the commentary
is not satisfactory, for it does not make any reference to seals
or to the external identification marks which the bag should
always bear.
It should also be provided that the sending State is under a
duty to communicate to the receiving State an advance description of its diplomatic bags, and to address the bags invariably
to the head of mission in person.
Article 24
It is proposed that paragraph 2 be amended to read:
"A diplomatic agent is not obliged to give evidence concerning questions which are in any manner whatsoever connected with his duties. In other cases, he may not be summoned to appear before the judicial authority. If it should
be necessary for the local judicial authority to take a deposition from the diplomatic agent, the said authority shall proceed to his residence in order to receive his statement orally,
or the said authority shall delegate a competent official for
this purpose, or else shall request the agent to make the
statement in writing."
Article 25
It is proposed that paragraph 1 be amplified by the addition
of the following:
"The head of mission may waive the immunity of members
of his staff from jurisdiction on his own authority."
Article 26
Sub-paragraph (a) should, it is proposed, be amended to
read:
"Dues and taxes levied in payment of services actually
rendered."
Article 27
The following should be added at the end of paragraph 1:
"The receiving State may nevertheless place reasonable
restrictions on the number of articles imported for the uses
specified in (a) and (&)."
Article 28
The extension of diplomatic privileges and immunities to
cover members of the administrative and technical staff of the
mission or to members of a diplomatic agenfs family conflicts
with international usage and is entirely unacceptable to the
Italian Government. The privileges and immunities in question
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•should be restricted to the officials whose names appear in the
•diplomatic lists.
Article 30
This article should, it is proposed, be amended to read:
"A diplomatic agent who is a national of the receiving
State shall enjoy immunity from jurisdiction and any other
privilege or immunity which is strictly related to the exercise of his functions. He shall also enjoy such other privileges and immunities as may be granted to him by the receiving State."
Article 31
Paragraph 1 should, it is proposed, be amended to read:
"A diplomatic agent shall enjoy the privileges and immunities to which he is entitled from the moment he enters
the territory of the receiving State on proceeding to take up
his post, provided that the formality of agrement referred to
in article 3 or that of notification referred to in article, 4
[Italian Government's text] has been satisfied. If he is
already in the territory of the receiving State, he shall enjoy
the said privileges and immunities on the satisfaction of the
aforesaid formalities."
Article 33
It is proposed that paragraph 1 be amended to read:
"Without prejudice to their diplomatic privileges or immunities it is the duty of all diplomatic agents to respect the
laws and regulations of the receiving State. They also have
a duty not to interfere in the internal affairs of that State.
"The members of the administrative or technical staff of
the mission shall be bound by the same duties."
Article 36
It is proposed that sub-paragraph (c) should be amended to
read:
"The sending State may entrust the protection of the
interests of its country to the mission of a third State
acceptable to the receiving State."
11.

JAPAN

Transmitted by a note verbale dated 6 February 1958 from the
Permanent Representative of Japan to the United Nations
[Original: English]
I. General
The Government of Japan are deeply appreciative of the
contribution made by the International Law Commission in
drawing up the draft articles concerning diplomatic intercourse
and immunities. The Japanese Government, considering that the
present subject constitutes an important field of the international law to be codified, are ready to co-operate in every possible way to promote its codification now being carried on by
the United Nations. It is sincerely hoped that the International
Law Commission will at its tenth session examine especially
the points mentioned below, and will continue to exert still
further efforts with the view to concluding a multilateral
treaty on the subject.
II. Article by article comments
Section I. Diplomatic intercourse in general
1. Articles 1-6
The classification of the members of a diplomatic mission
into several distinct categories is an extremely important point
of the whole system proposed by the present draft articles, in
so far as different privileges and immunities are accorded
according to this classification (see article 28).
Hence it would be desirable to have the "members of the
diplomatic staff", the "members of the administrative and
technical staff", and the "members of the service staff" and
"private servants" more precisely defined in the articles themselves.
(In establishing these definitions, it would be necessary to
take into consideration both the status of a member under the
laws of his own country and the functions actually performed

by him in a mission. For example, under the present draft
articles, it is natural to assume that, as distinguished from
diplomatic agents, those who perform low-grade duties, such
as janitors and chauffeurs, belong the "service staff". However,
under the Japanese laws all such persons are given the uniform
status of regular public service or full-time government official.
Therefore the status under national laws alone cannot always
provide adequately the basis for classification of the members
of the diplomatic, administrative and technical staffs and the
members of the service staff.)
2. Article 7
It is hoped that a statement will be inserted in the commentary to this article that it would be desirable to make the
size of the missions exchanged correspond in principle to
each other.
3. Article 8
The alternative that "when he has presented his letters of
credence" is more desirable.
Section II. Diplomatic privileges and immunities
4. Articles 15 and 16
It is desirable that the meaning and scope of "mission premises" be clarified.
(The term "premises" could be interpreted as either (a)
only the official residence of an ambassador or a minister, and
the chancellery; or (b) all accommodations (including housing
facilities for the members of a mission) owned or leased for
diplomatic purposes by a sending State; or (c) all accommodations used for diplomatic purposes (including private dwellings
of diplomatic agents).)
5. Article 16
The provision in the first paragraph may be too absolute.
It seems desirable to include, at least, a provision in the article
itself to the effect that the. head of a mission is under an
obligation to co-operate with the authorities of a receiving
State in case of fire or an epidemic or in other extreme emergency cases.
6. Article 17
Whatever the meaning of "mission premises" may be (see
comment 4 above), article 17 might be interpreted to mean
that the mission premises are exempt from indirect taxes from
which the diplomatic agents are not exempt by virtue of
article 26. (For example, it would hardly be proper to interpret
this article so as to exempt diplomatic agents from taxes on
electricity and gas used in their chancellery while they are not
exempt from such taxes on gas and electricity used in their
private dwellings.)
Under the Convention on Privileges and Immunities of the
United Nations, the United Nations, its assets, income and
other property enjoy exemption only from all direct taxes.
7. Article 21
(a) The right of consulates to communicate by means of
diplomatic bag or diplomatic courier is not yet established in
international law.
(b) In view of the present situation of the frequency assignment, it is difficult to approve the use of wireless transmitter
by a diplomatic mission every case.
(c) In paragraph 4 of the commentary, there is a statement
concerning the captain of a commercial aircraft to whom the
diplomatic bag is entrusted. Such persons should not be treated
as diplomatic couriers in every case.
8. Article 23
(a) In relation to article 15, it is necessary to clarify the
meaning and scope of "private residence" as distinguished from
mission premises. For example, it is not clear whether the
term "private residence" includes housing facilities for the
members of the mission furnished by a sending State.
(b) The provision of the first paragraph of this article is
considered to be too absolute as in the case of article 16,
paragraph 1, if not even more so. This is especially so in the
case of private residences of the members of the "administrative and technical staff" of a mission.
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(c) The provision of paragraph 2 should not be applied to
immovable property held by a diplomatic agent in his private
capacity.
9. Article 24
(a) It is desirable that this article be interpreted to provide
that immovable property held by a diplomatic agent in his
private capacity under article 24, paragraph 1, sub-paragraph
(a), does not include his own dwelling held in his private
capacity. (This subject is connected with article 23.)
(b) It is desirable that the term "execution" used in this
article be interpreted to include both administrative (against a
delinquent taxpayer, for example), as well as judicial executions. These measures, of course, can only be taken without
infringing the principle of inviolability of diplomatic agent's
person and his residence.
10. Article 26
(a) Clarification of the meaning of "indirect taxes" is desirable.
(b) Clarification of the meaning of "source" is desirable.
11. Article 27
(a) Clarification of the meaning of "customs duties" is desirable.
(b) Clarification of the meaning of "personal baggage" is
desirable.
(c) It is desirable to modify this article so that an inspection might also be conducted even though without "very
serious" grounds.
(d) It is desirable to modify this article so that it- may be
possible to restrict or prohibit the use of the articles imported
without customs duties for purposes other than those for which
they were imported, such as resale of these articles to persons
not entitled to diplomatic immunities.
12. Article 28
As regards the "members of the service staff", it is desirable to make the necessary modification so as to grant them,
regardless of their nationality, only the same privileges and
immunities accorded to "private servants" under the present
draft articles. (Especially in case of the "members of the service staff" who are nationals of a receiving State, the receiving
State might find it most difficult to grant, as provided in the
present draft articles, immunities in respect of acts performed
in the course of their duties.)
13. Supplementary remark
It is hoped that provisions will also be made in the course
of the Commission's next session concerning the delivery of
diplomatic passports and the granting of diplomatic visas. Such
passports and visas provide practically the sole basis for granting privileges and immunities at the custom upon entering or
leaving a country. This point concerns not only the normal
diplomatic personnel treated in the present draft articles, but
also the officials of a Foreign Office on an official mission and
the official delegates to international conferences.
12.

JORDAN

Transmitted by a letter dated 24 September 1957 from the
Permanent Representative of Jordan to the United Nations
[Original: English]
I am directed by my Government to inform you that my
Government considers the provisions of the draft articles as
covering the requirements.
13.

LUXEMBOURG

Transmitted by a note verbale of 7 February 1958 from the
President of the Government and Minister for Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg
[Original: French]
On the whole, the Luxembourg Government can fully approve the draft articles prepared by the International Law
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Commission. It considers that the Commission's work is a
distinguished contribution to the unification and development
of international law in a sphere which is of great practical
importance to Governments.
The following remarks apply only to a few points of details
and to certain choices which had been left open in the Commission's text. The Luxembourg Government would also like
to raise a preliminary question of more general scope as welt
as a further question dealing with social legislation.
Preliminary question
In drawing up the articles of the draft, the International
Law Commission dispensed with any kind of general principle
in order that it might devote itself to reaching a positive
solution to the main questions of a concrete nature which arise
in connexion with diplomatic relations. This method is entirely
commendable since to lay down principles which are unduly
general could lead to considerable difficulties. Nevertheless,
it would seem essential to indicate clearly (e.g. in the preamble
to the convention which would give definitive form to the
subject matter) that the articles do not represent a complete
and exhaustive regulation of all the questions which may arise
in actual practice. This would prevent the exclusion of recourse
to general principles of law, to international custom and to the
legal and administrative practices of States in cases where the
rules finally adopted in the convention did not offer a positive
solution.
For instance, the draft articles include no general rule concerning the domicile of the diplomatic agent. Is this domicile
fixed at his place of actual residence or does it continue to be
legally fixed in his country of origin? The question is important because domicile constitutes the criterion of permanent
abode for the application of a large number of rules of law,
with respect not only to jurisdictions (article 26 of the draft)
or to the acquisition of nationality (article 29), but also to the
application of civil law and, especially, to judgement of the
validity of civil documents which the diplomatic agent may
have to draw up at his place of residence. This example shows
that, although the draft settles a large number of practical
matters, it is still not completely exhaustive and room must be
left for supplementary solutions.
Article 2
Sub-paragraph (a) of this article states that -the functions,
of a diplomatic mission consist in "representing the Government of the sending State in the receiving State". This formula
raises an important question of principle. The function of a
diplomatic mission consists not only in representing the Government of the sending State, i.e., the executive branch, but
also the State as a whole. It is precisely this notion which is
expressed in the traditional formula that diplomatic agentsrepresent the Heads of States, it being understood that the
person of the Head of State, which is generally above the
divisions between the organs of power, represents the unity of
the State- as a whole.
It would therefore be more correct to say that the functions,
of a diplomatic mission consist in "representing the sending
State in the receiving State".
Article 8
As regards the commencement of the functions of the head1
of the mission, the International Law Commission mentions an
alternative course. The Government of Luxembourg prefers
the solution proposed by the Commission itself, considering it
to be the most practical one. It considers that the head of the
mission should be able to take up his functions when he has
presented a copy of his credentials to the Ministry for
Foreign Affairs.
Article 12
The Government of Luxembourg has no preference as between the two methods mentioned in paragraph 1 of this article
for determining precedence of heads of missions. Either alternative would appear to be acceptable, yet it believes that the
solution proposed in article 8 (commencement of the mission)
should be made to coincide with the criterion selected ia
article 12 (precedence of heads of mission).
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Article 16
The Luxembourg Government considers that the matter
discussed in paragraph 4 of the commentary (carrying out
public works) should be settled by a special clause in the
actual text of article 16. Since the provisions of this article
are very specific, it would not seem possible, in the event of
litigation, to win acceptance for the considerations set forth
in the commentary over the explicit text of the convention.
Article 17
The application of this article might give rise to disagreements, since the delimitation between "such (taxes) as represent payment for services actually rendered" and general taxes
does not appear to be the same in all countries. Certain benefits
(e.g. police protection, lighting or cleaning of public thoroughfares) are apparently considered in some countries as services
which give rise to remuneration, whereas in other countries
these measures are public services covered by the general tax.
In such cases, therefore, it would seem that the criterion for
making a distinction must be the specific nature of the services
and not that of services "actually rendered", since any public
service is actually rendered. This is in fact the criterion which
the Commission has selected elsewhere, i.e., in article 26 (e),
which is concerned with "charges levied for specific services
rendered". The same formula should be adopted in article 17.
Article 24
Paragraph 1 of this article makes a distinction between
immunity from criminal, civil and administrative jurisdiction.
This enumeration not only appears to be superfluous, but also
carries with it the danger of a restrictive interpretation. In
some countries there are still other types of jurisdiction besides
the three forms listed above, including commercial courts,
labour jurisdictions and social security jurisdictions, which are
neither civil nor administrative. It would therefore be more
advantageous to lay down the general rule of immunity from
jurisdiction at the outset, without further specification, and to
let it be followed by the three exceptions listed under (a), (6)
and (c). It should be specified in (b), which deals with actions
relating to successions, that the succession must be one which
is opened in the receiving country, in order to prevent the
possibility of the diplomatic agent being sued in that country,
by reason of his residence, in connexion with a succession
opened in his country of origin or in another country.
Paragraph 4 states that the immunity from jurisdiction
•enjoyed by the diplomatic agent in the receiving State does not
•exempt him from the jurisdiction of his own country. In order
that this provision may be applied, it is necessary, however,
that a court of the country of origin should be competent
under its laws. Therefore, if under the legislation of that
-country the court of the country of residence was competent,
the parties concerned would not be able to bring any jurisdiction into operation, since in the receiving country they would
be faced by the diplomatic immunity of the defendant and
in the sending country there would be no jurisdiction competent
to settle the dispute. In order to fill this gap, which is detrimental to the interests of third parties, it would seem desirable
to include a provision assigning competence in such a case
to the courts of the sending State, notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in the laws of that State.
On the other hand, it would seem advisable to point out
in this article that the Government of the receiving State
•always has the right, in the interest of persons under its
jurisdiction, to approach the mission or Government concerned
when immunity from jurisdiction is applied. Such right of
political action might appear to be automatic in this case;
nevertheless, it would seem advisable to make express reservations covering this possibility, in order to prevent a mission
or a Government from being able to invoke immunity from
jurisdiction as grounds for refusing even to engage in discussions with the receiving Government concerning the possibilities of an amicable arrangement.
In view of these considerations, the Luxembourg Government proposes that the last part of this article should be
reworded as follows:
"4. If, under the provisions of the internal law of the
sending State, the diplomatic agent is subject to the juris-

diction of the receiving State and the sending State does not
waive the immunity from jurisdiction of the agent, the latter
shall be subject to the jurisdiction of the sending State,
notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in the law of
that State. In such case, the competent court shall be that of
the seat of the Government of the sending State.
"5. Immunity from jurisdiction shall be without prejudice
to the right of the Government of the receiving State to
approach the mission or Government having jurisdiction
over the agent concerned for the purpose of protecting its
interests or those of its nationals."
Article 25
Application of this article could give rise to practical difficulties, since it is not very clear in each case who has the right
to waive immunity and who may validly notify the waiver
to the jurisdictions. The difficulty originates in the fact that
the diplomatic agent is the sole qualified representative of
the sending State in the receiving State and it is therefore
difficult to see who, except the diplomatic agent himself, could
notify a waiver on behalf of the sending State. The text proposed by the Commission carries with it the danger that
immunity may be invoked in proceedings initiated or consented
to by a diplomatic agent on the pretext that the waiver was
his personal action and not the action of the sending State.
Such an attitude would be contrary to good faith.
Accordingly, the Luxembourg Government proposes that
article 25 should be drafted as follows:
First, the general principle should be laid down that immunity may be waived by the sending State. This principle
should be accompanied by a statement that the diplomatic
agent is presumed to be qualified to notify such waiver. Secondly, it should be required that the waiver be expressed
in the case of penal proceedings, whereas it may be implicit
in all other proceedings.
If the Commission felt that this presumption might lead
to further difficulties, it would be well to consider a variant
under which certain limitations would be placed on the retracting by the Government concerned of a vraiver made by its agent.
It should also be pointed out that the distinction drawn between criminal jurisdiction (paragraph 2) and civil jurisdiction
(paragraph 3) is not exhaustive, since there are still other
types of jurisdiction, as mentioned above in connexion with
article 24. A general residual category must therefore be
opposed to the category covered by paragraph 2 (penal jurisdiction).
In accordance with these comments, the Luxembourg Government is pleased to submit the following to the Commission:
"1. The immunity of diplomatic agents from jurisdiction
may be waived by the sending State. Diplomatic agents shall
be presumed to be competent, in proceedings in which they
are concerned, to notify the waiver on behalf of the sending
State.
"(Variant: The immunity of diplomatic agents from jurisdiction may be waived by the sending State. Diplomatic
agents shall be competent, in proceedings in which they are
concerned, to notify the waiver on behalf of the sending
State. The Government of the sending State shall not revoke
the waiver unless it can show that the diplomatic agent was
not free when he made the waiver or that the waiver is
prejudicial to the interests of the sending State).
"2. In penal proceedings, the waiver must always be
effected expressly. In all other cases, the waiver may be
express or implied. An implied waiver is presumed to have
occurred," etc. (the rest of the text unchanged, except that
paragraph 4 becomes paragraph 3).
Article 26
This article, which deals with exemption from taxation, calls
for a number of comments.
(a) Indirect taxes. The Government of Luxembourg considers that the exemption from indirect taxes, including excise
duties, should be granted as a matter of principle, but subject
to a limitation: it does not appear feasible to grant a reimbursement in respect of duties incorporated in the price of
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goods if such goods are circulating freely at the time of
purchase.
(6) Taxes on immovable property. The Luxembourg Government approves the solution proposed by the Commission,
except that the words "and not on behalf of his Government
for the purposes of the mission" seem to be superfluous.
(c) Estate, succession or inheritance duties. The effect of
this provision would be to make the tax system of the receiving
State applicable to estates, successions or inheritances left by
the diplomatic agent or by the members of his family who
live with him. This seems absolutely inadmissible. The Lux-,
embourg Government believes that, as a matter of principle,
tax immunity should be recognized in respect of estates, successions and inheritances, but that the immunity should be
limited by an exception applying to immovable property situated
in the receiving country and to movable assets, except the
furniture and personal effects of the diplomatic agent and his
family, situated in the same country.
(d) This paragraph should mention, in addition to income
which has its source in the receiving State, property which is
situated in that. State, in order to cover the case of a tax on
capital of funds invested by the diplomatic agent in the
receiving country.
(e) This provision can be approved.
In consequence of these comments, the Government of
Luxembourg proposes that the text of article 26 should be
amended as follows:
"1. A diplomatic agent shall be exempt from all dues
and taxes, personal or real, national or local, save:
"(a) Dues and taxes on private immovable property,
situated in the territory of the receiving State, held by the
diplomatic agent in his private capacity;
"(b) Dues and taxes on income which has its source in
the receiving State and on property other than the furniture
and personal effects of the diplomatic agent and his family
which is situated in the said State;
"(c) Charges levied for specific services rendered.
"2. The exemption provided in the first paragraph does
not include reimbursement of indirect taxes incorporated in
the price of goods which are circulating freely at the time
of purchase.
"3. Exemption shall be granted in respect of estate, succession or inheritance duties, except in the case of immovable property situated in the territory of the receiving
State and movable property, other than the furniture and
personal effects of the diplomatic agent and his family, which
are situated in that State. This regulation shall be applicable
to estates, successions or inheritances left or inherited by the
diplomatic agent by the members of his family who live
with him."
Article 28
The provisions of this article appear to be fully acceptable.
Paragraph 2, however, will give rise to much difficulty in
practice. The question is the extent to which violations of
traffic regulations by chauffeurs of diplomatic missions can
be considered as acts performed in the course of duty. The
Luxembourg Government considers that such acts are not
performed in the course of duty and, whatever the opinion of
the Commission may be on this matter, it would like a clear
decision in the commentary.
Article 30
The Government of Luxembourg believes that the effect of
the second sentence might be to give rise to unjustified claims
against Governments which did not desire to grant to their own
nationals who have been appointed diplomatic agents by. third
States any privileges other than immunity from jurisdiction
for acts performed in the exercise of their functions. The
Luxembourg Government therefore believes that this sentence
should simply be deleted. Deletion would in no way affect
the possibility of granting further privileges by unilateral
decision of a State which desired to grant them.
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Article 33
Paragraph 4 of the commentary might give rise to erroneous
interpretations. The example cited in these explanations might
give the impression that the granting of the right of asylum
would be a legitimate use of the mission premise only if there
was a specific convention regulating such grant. The Government of Luxembourg believes that clarification of the commentary is imperative.
Further question: application of social legislation
The Government of Luxembourg believes that the convention
should provide an answer to a question which is giving rise
to an increasing number of difficulties as various countries
progressively develop their social legislation and, especially,
their social security legislation. In order to situate the question
properly, a distinction should be made between the effect of
such legislation on the diplomatic staff of missions and its
effect on diplomatic missions or the agents of such missions
in their relations with subordinate staff in respect of the
obligations which may devolve upon them in their capacity as
employers.
1. In the case of the diplomatic agents themselves and of
administrative and technical staff, there would appear to be
no doubt as to exemption from social legislation, without
prejudice to such agents being covered by the security systems
of their countries of origin.
2. On the other hand, it seems advisable that social legislation should continue to apply to service staff members and
private servants who are nationals of the receiving country
or who had their residence there before taking up employment; for practical purposes, this means locally recruited staff.
If this solution were accepted, the employer would have to
assume the obligations incumbent upon employers (declaration
and payment of contributions). It would matter little whether
the capacity of employer was assumed by the mission as such
or by a diplomatic agent personally. In other words, this
arrangement would consist of requiring diplomatic missions
to observe the social welfare conditions in force at the place
of their mission whenever they were recruiting staff at that
place.
The provision in question could be worded as follows:
Additional article
"1. The persons mentioned in article 28, paragraph 1,
shall be exempt from the social security legislation in force
in the receiving State.
"2. Members of the service staff of the mission and
private servants of the head or of members of the mission
are subject to the social security legislation in force in the
receiving State if they are nationals of that State or if they
had their residence in the territory of the receiving State
before taking up employment. In this case, the employer is
bound to comply with the obligations inherent in his capacity as such."
14.

NETHERLANDS

Transmitted by a letter dated 26 March 1958 from the
Permanent Representative of the Netherlands to the
United Nations
[Original: English]
Introduction
The Netherlands Government has studied with interest the
draft articles formulated by the International Law Commission
under the title of "Draft articles concerning diplomatic intercourse and immunities". It agrees with the Commission that
the subject of diplomatic intercourse and immunities constitutes
a suitable topic for codification. It is of the opinion that the
Commission's draft articles form an excellent basis for such
codification.
The Netherlands Government subscribes to the view that
all the aspects of this comprehensive subject should not be
regulated in one single convention but that in particular the
rules governing "ad hoc diplomacy" and consular relations
should be laid down in separate conventions. The same applies
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to the relations between States and international organizations
and to those between the organizations themselves. Unlike the
Commission, the Netherlands Government is, however, of the
opinion that already now the need is felt for a regulation of
the latter type of relations, partly also as a result of the
development of the jus legationis of international organizations
such as the European Coal and Steel Community, and it would
appreciate it if the Commission would request its rapporteur
to include this subject in his studies.
I. General observations
1. Application of the articles in time of war
The Netherlands Government is of the opinion that, in principle, the draft articles are only intended for the regulation
of diplomatic intercourse in time of peace and that certain
provisions, such as those of paragraph 2 of article 31 and of
article 35, govern the transition from peacetime to wartime
conditions. The Netherlands Government will enter more deeply
into this matter in its comments on article 36. It is of the
opinion that the relations between belligerents are governed by
the law of war but that the draft articles continue to apply
to the relations between belligerent and neutral States and
between neutral States themselves. The Netherlands Government thinks that it is advisable that a paragraph dealing with
this problem should be inserted in the commentaries to the
articles.
2. Reciprocity
The Netherlands Government is of the opinion that, although
it will not be possible to adhere to the principle of reciprocity
in its strictest sense when rules are laid down governing
.diplomatic relations, this principle is nevertheless the keynote
of any regulations of this kind. The Netherlands Government
therefore wonders whether it would not be appropriate to insert
a general provision embodying the principle of reciprocity without, however, making the observance of a strict reciprocity a
condition for diplomatic intercourse. Such a provision should
in particular serve as a basis for a satisfactory application
of article 7.
3. Reprisals
The Netherlands Government takes the view that the articles
of the Commission's draft do not interfere with the possibility
of taking reprisals in virtue of the relevant rules of general
international law.
4. Emergency law
The Netherlands Government is of the opinion that the
privileges and immunities that have been granted to the diplomatic missions and their staffs do not preclude the taking of
special measures by the receiving State in emergencies. In
such cases the receiving State will be able successfully to
invoke force majeure against the sending State. Such cases
may occur in particular in connexion with the application of
articles 16 and 22, so that it is advisable to insert an observation to this effect in the commentaries to these articles.
5. Relationship between the convention and the commentaries
thereto
In spite of the great authority that may be attached to the
commentaries which the Commission has submitted with its
draft articles, these commentaries have no force of law. The
Netherlands Government is therefore of the opinion that the
principles mentioned in the commentaries which should be
accorded force of law should be embodied in the articles
themselves, and would therefore suggest that the Commission
review its text in this respect.
6. Definitions
The Netherlands Government is of the opinion that it is to
be recommended to have the draft articles preceded by an
article containing definitions, running as follows:
"Articles containing definitions
"For the purpose of the present draft articles, the following expressions shall have the meanings herewith assigned
to them:
"(a) The 'head of the mission' is a person authorized by
the sending State to act in that capacity;

"(b) The 'members of the mission' include the head of the
mission and the members of the staff of the mission;
"(c) The 'members of the staff of the mission' include the
members of the diplomatic staff, of- the administrative and
technical staff and of the service staff of the mission;
"(d) The 'diplomatic staff' consists of the members of the
staff of the mission authorized by the sending State to engage in diplomatic activities proper;
"(e) A 'diplomatic agent' is the head of the mission or a
member of the diplomatic staff of the mission;
"(/) The 'administrative and technical staff' consists of
the members of the staff of the mission employed in the
administrative and technical service of the mission;
"(g) The 'service staff' consists of the members of the
staff of the mission in" the domestic service of the mission;
"(h) A 'private servant' is a person in the domestic service of the head or of a member of the mission."
If this article should be adopted, the word "other" before
"members" in article 4 could be deleted, in article 5 the term
"diplomatic agent" could be used and paragraph 2 of article 22
could be cancelled.
7. Terminology
The Commission has not always been consistent in the
terminology used. For instance, the terms "member of the
mission" and "member of the staff of the mission" are sometimes interchanged. In the title and in article 32 the term
"immunities" is used whereas elsewhere the expression "privileges and immunities" is used. In the articles the expressions
"immunity from jurisdiction" and "exemption from taxation"
are used, whereas in the commentary to article 24 reference is
made to "exemption from jurisdiction". In the opinion of the
Netherlands Government it would add considerably to the
clarity of the draft if a uniform terminology were used both
in the articles and in the commentaries.
II. Comments on individual articles
Article 2
In the commentary to this article attention should be paid to
the position of a foreign trade representation. In the Netherlands Government's view the question whether or not a trade
representation belongs to the diplomatic mission must be answered in the light of the internal organization of the mission
concerned; the receiving State should rely on the information
given by the sending State in this respect, unless it is clear
that the information supplied is completely fictitious and that
the person concerned can in actual fact in no way be regarded
as having a diplomatic function.
Article 4
The Netherlands Government is of the opinion that it should
be made obligatory on the sending State to notify the receiving
State of the arrival and departure of any member of the mission and of personnel, even in the case of local personnel. Such
an obligation would be consistent with the practice existing in
various countries. Therefore the Netherlands Government is of
the opinion that the following should be added to article 4:
"The arrival and departure of the members of the mission,
together with the members of their households, shall be
notified to the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of the receiving
State. Similarly, a notification shall be required for members
of the mission and private servants engaged and discharged
in the receiving State."
Article 7
The words "reasonable and customary" in paragraph 1 refer
to two criteria that may come into conflict with each other.
The criterion is not what is customary but what is reasonable,
on the one hand in the light of the needs of the sending State,
and on the other in the light of the conditions prevailing in
the receiving State. Therefore the words "and customary"
should be deleted.
In paragraph 2 the words "and on a non-discriminatory basis"
should be deleted. In the Netherlands Government's view the
principle of non-discrimination is a general principle on Which
the application of all the draft articles should be based. By
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making it obligatory to observe the principle of non-discrimination in respect of certain individual cases, the impression might
be created that this principle should apply only or in particular
to these cases, which would be contrary to the general nature
of this principle.
The Netherlands Government is further of the opinion that
article 7 should be supplemented by adding the provision that
the sending State may not—prior to the consent of the receiving State—establish offices in places other than the place where
the mission is established. Such a provision would be in conformity with the practice followed in various countries.
Article 8
In view of the fact that practice differs from State to State
and that both systems have their merits and demerits, the
Netherlands Government would suggest that it should be for
the receiving State to decide which of the two methods embodied in article 8 should be adopted.
Article 12
It is to be recommended to substitute the words "the rules
prevailing" for the expression "the rules of the protocol" in
paragraph 1, because these rules need not necessarily be confined to rules of protocol proper.
Article 14
There is a widely held view according to which an ambassador enjoys the special privilege of being allowed to apply
directly to the head of the receiving State. The Netherlands
Government would like to know whether this privilege is included in what is understood by "etiquette". It would appreciate
it if an answer to this question could be given in the commentary to article 14.
Article 20
In the Netherlands Government's view the principle of freedom of movement should be given a more prominent place in
the wording of this article, whilst the power to curtail this
freedom should be kept within very narrow limits. Furthermore, the final sentence of the commentary to article 20 should
be incorporated in the article itself. Therefore the Netherlands
Government proposes that article 20 be worded as follows:
"The receiving State shall ensure to all members of the
mission freedom of movement and travel in its territory.
"Nevertheless, the receiving State may, for reasons of
national security, issue laws and regulations, prohibiting or
regulating the entry into specifically indicated places, provided that this indication be not so extensive as to render
freedom of movement and travel illusory."
Article 21
The Netherlands Government suggests that the word "messages" in paragraph 1 be replaced by the more usual term
"despatches" and that the principle that the diplomatic bag may
not be opened be emphasized by combining paragraphs 2 and 3
into one paragraph reading as follows:
"The diplomatic bag, which may contain only diplomatic
documents or articles intended for official use, may not be
opened or detained."
In this connexion the Netherlands Government is of the opinion
that it is desirable to define what is meant by "diplomatic
documents" in the commentar}' to article 21. It takes the view
that "diplomatic documents" should include all documents sent
under official seal or stamp. Even when the mission attaches
official seals or stamps to private documents it does not exceed
its authority, because under certain circumstances it may be
the mission's duty to undertake the transmission of such
documents in order to protect its nationals abroad.
The Netherlands Government is of the opinion that the second sentence of paragraph 4 allows of too extensive an application, because in its present wording it also accords inviolability during the entire journey and, under the provisions of
article 32 also in third countries, to persons performing the
function of a diplomatic courier in an additional function.
In the Netherlands Government's view this inviolability should
only be accorded to persons travelling exclusively as couriers
and for a particular journey only. Therefore the second sentence
should read as follows:
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"In case he travels exclusively as a diplomatic courier he
shall enjoy personal inviolability and shall not be liable to
arrest or detention, whether administrative or judicial."
Comments on sub-sections A and B
The Netherlands Government draws attention to the fact
that these sub-sections do not contain exhaustive regulations
concerning all the subjects that should be included in them.
There is, for instance, no express provision governing the
exemption from taxation of the mission's activities. Neither
can it be inferred from the draft articles that in case the
receiving State should maintain different rates of exchange the
foreign mission should be accorded the most favourable rate
of exchange. These observations may induce the Commission
to supplement its draft articles in this respect.
Article 23
In connexion with the relationship between paragraph 2 and
paragraph 3 of1 article 24, paragraph 2 should read as follows:
"His papers and correspondence and, subject to the provisions of paragraph 3 of article 24, his property likewise,
shall enjoy inviolability."
Article 24
In the opinion of the Netherlands Government sub-paragraph
(a) of paragraph 1 is tautological, whilst it is believed that
a "real action" in English law is not quite synonymous with
an action rcelle in continental law. This sub-paragraph should
read as follows:
"(a) An action in rem relating to immovable property situated in the territory of the receiving State, unless held by
the diplomatic agent on behalf of his Government for the
purpose of the mission."
To make it quite clear that paragraph 2 does not exclude the
diplomatic agent's obligation to give evidence in a law suit to
which he himself is a party and in which he cannot claim
immunity, paragraph 2 should read as follows:
"A diplomatic agent is not obliged to give evidence except
in the cases coming under sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and (c)
of paragraph 1."
The purpose of paragraph 4, viz. to guarantee that there
will always be a court of the sending State competent, to exercise jurisdiction over the diplomatic agent, is not realized if
the exercise of this jurisdiction is made dependent on the law
of the sending State. To realize this purpose the words "to
which he shall remain subject in accordance with the law of
that State", at the end of the first sentence, should be deleted.
Article 26
With regard to sub-paragraphs (b) and (d) the question
arises whether dues and taxes on income derived from private
immovable property are covered by sub-paragraph (b) or by
sub-paragraph (d). In the latter case all such income would
be taxable, whereas in the former case dues and taxes can only
be levied on income derived from property held by the diplomatic agent in his private capacity. On this point the text of
the draft should be clarified.
With regard to sub-paragraph (c), the Netherlands Government wishes to point out that, according to the laws of many
countries, including the Netherlands, a diplomatic agent shall
be deemed to remain domiciled in the sending State for the
purpose of levying estate, succession, or inheritance duties.
Therefore, provision should be made that the death of a
diplomatic agent shall not give rise to the levying of estate,
succession or inheritance duties by the receiving State, except
with regard to property situated in that State.
Article 27
The Netherlands Government wonders whether the Commission, in drafting sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 1, only
examined the traditional practice of States or also discussed the
advisability, under present economic conditions, of exempting
from customs duties all imported articles, even those destined
for purely private use. It might be useful if the Commission
reconsidered its draft from this point of view and inserted a
relevant observation in the commentary to this article.
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The Netherlands Government objects to the provision contained in paragraph 2. The exemption from inspection of a
diplomatic agent's personal baggage is practically made illusory
by what is further laid down in this paragraph. In its opinion
this provision should be analogous to the one contained in
paragraph 2 of article 21, dealing with the diplomatic bag, and
should be worded as follows:
"The personal baggage of a diplomatic agent, which may
contain only articles covered by the exemptions mentioned
in paragraph 1, shall be exempt from inspection."
Article 28
Paragraph 1 only regulates the position of persons who are
not nationals of the receiving State, whereas paragraph 2
regulates the position of all members of the service staff irrespective of their nationality. As a result, there is a discrepancy
in treatment between, on the one hand, the members of the
administrative and technical staff and, on the other hand, the
members of the service staff of the nationality of the receiving
State, which discrepancy cannot be justified and which, as
appears from paragraph 5 of the commentary to article 30,
it was not the intention to make.
The Netherlands Government is of the opinion that article
28 should only lay down rules governing the position of persons who are not nationals of the receiving State. It is therefore suggested that this article be worded as follows:
"1. Apart from diplomatic agents, the members of the
family of a diplomatic agent forming part of his household,
and likewise the administrative and technical staff of a
mission, together with the members of their families forming
part of their respective households, shall, if they are not
nationals of the receiving State, enjoy the privileges and
immunities mentioned in articles 22 to 27.
"2. Members of the service staff of the mission shall, if
they are not nationals of the receiving State, enjoy immunity
in respect of acts performed in the course of their duties,
and be exempt from dues and taxes on the emoluments they
receive by reason of their employment.
"3. Private servants of the head or members of the mission shall, if they are not nationals of the receiving State,
be exempt from dues and taxes on the emoluments they
receive by reason of their employment. Apart from that they
shall enjoy privileges and immunities only to the extent
admitted by the receiving State. However, any jurisdiction
assumed by the receiving State shall be exercised in such a
manner as will avoid undue interference with the conduct of
the business of the mission."
Article 29
The purpose of the provision, vis. to prevent persons from
being made subject to the nationality laws of the receiving
State against their will, is brought out more clearly in the
commentary than in the text of the article itself. Therefore,
the Netherlands Government suggests that this commentary be
substituted for the text of the article.
Article 30
This article should regulate the position of persons possessing
the nationality of the receiving State.
If the wife or members of the family of a diplomatic agent
possess the nationality of the receiving State, they may—in the
opinion of the Netherlands Government—be granted diplomatic
privileges and immunities only if they possess the nationality
of the sending State as well, so that the latter can exercise
jurisdiction over them. Without this restriction these persons
might not be subject to any jurisdiction at all.
In connexion with what has been set forth above, the
Netherlands Government suggests that article 30 be worded
as follows:
"1. A diplomatic agent who is a national of the receiving
State shall enjoy immunity from jurisdiction in respect of
official acts performed in the exercise of his function. He
shall also enjoy such other privileges and immunities as may
be granted to him by the receiving State.
"2. A member of the administrative and technical staff, a
member of the service staff or a private servant of the head

or members of the mission who is a national of the receiving
State shall enjoy privileges and immunities only to the extent
admitted by the receiving State. However, any jurisdiction
assumed by the receiving State shall be exercised in such a
manner as will avoid undue interference with the conduct of
the business of the mission.
"3. A member of the family of one of the persons mentioned in paragraph 1 of article 28, forming part of his
household, shall enjoy the privileges and immunities mentioned in articles 22 to 27, even if he is a national of ,the
receiving State, provided he is a national of the sending
State as well."
Article 32
This article should be supplemented by a provision concerning the protection of the mission's communications across the
territory of third States, which might read as follows:
"They shall accord despatches and other communications
in transit, including messages in code or cipher, the same
freedom and protection as the receiving State."
Article 36
The principle that provisions of the draft articles shall apply
only in time of peace and regulate at most the transition from
time of peace to time of war is not adhered to in this article.
The article might be interpreted as being applicable throughout
the duration of an armed conflict. If the above-mentioned
principle is to be enforced consistently the reference to armed
conflict in article 36 will have to be deleted and a new article
36A will have to be inserted, laying down transitional measures
applicable in case diplomatic relations should be broken off.
On the analogy of paragraph 2 of article 31, protection would
have to continue for a reasonable period. In the commentary
to the article it should be clearly stated that the receiving State
will continue to be obliged to grant protection, though no
longer under the peacetime law codified by the Commission,
but under the law of war, which will then apply.
In view of the above, the Netherlands Government suggests
that the following article and commentary be inserted in the
draft articles:
"Article 36A
"In case of the outbreak of an armed conflict the receiving
State shall respect and protect the premises of the mission,
together with its property and archives during a reasonable
period as mentioned in paragraph 2 of article 31.
"Commentary
"1. As the rules proposed by the Commission are only
intended to apply in time of peace, the provisions of article
36 are not applicable if diplomatic relations are broken off
as the result of the outbreak of an armed conflict. In such
a case, as in the cases provided for in paragraph 2 of article
31 and in article 35, it appears necessary to establish transitional rules in order to regulate the transition from the law
of peace to the law of war. Article 36A constitutes such a
rule.
"2. After the expiry of the period mentioned in paragraph
2 of article 31, the receiving State shall accord the premises,
property and archives of the mission such respect and protection as is required by the relevant rules of the law of war."
IS.

PAKISTAN

Transmitted by a letter dated 16 May 1958 from the Alternate
Representative of Pakistan to the United Nations
[Original: English]
Article 8
Pakistan follows two different practices: (i) in respect of
ambassadors, ministers, etc. and (ii) in respect of high commissioners. The former category of representatives is entitled
to take up his functions when he has presented his letters of
credence. The latter, who normally carried a letter of introduction to the Prime Minister, is entitled to take up his functions
from the date of his arrival in Pakistan.. Any departure from
the practice would be a matter of common concern to all the
Commonwealth countries and the Government of Pakistan must
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therefore for the present reserve its position in regard to this
article.
Article 9
The Government of Pakistan considers that notification of
the name of the charge d'affaires ad interim who is to handle
the affairs of the mission in the absence or incapacity of the
head of the mission is necessary, and that paragraph 2 of this
article should, therefore, be omitted.
Article 10
The Government of Pakistan recognizes a fourth class of
heads of missions, namely, that of high commissioners, who
normally carry letters of introduction to the Prime Minister.
The Government of Pakistan considers that the article should
be amended to include high commissioners.
Article 12
High commissioners take precedence in the class of ambassadors in the order of date of their arrival in Pakistan, whereas
ambassadors take precedence in the order of date of the presentation of their letters of credence. Any change in this practice, as in the case of article 8, would be a matter of common
concern to all Commonwealth countries and accordingly the
Government of Pakistan must reserve its position on this article
for the present.
Article 21
It is the understanding of the Government of Pakistan that
the "appropriate means", mentioned in paragraph 1 of this
article do not include messages by wireless transmitter.
Article 28
The non-diplomatic administrative and technical staff of a
mission, mentioned in paragraph 1 of this article are, in
Pakistan, exempt from levy of customs duties (article 27)
only on their first arrival to take up appointment in Pakistan
in respect of their pesonal effects on signing a declaration. The
Government of Pakistan considers that the privileges and
immunities extended to such staff by paragraph 1 of article 28
should be restricted to this extent.
16.

SWEDEN

Transmitted by a letter dated 11 January 1958 from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Sweden
[Original: English']
On most points, the Swedish Government can accept the
draft articles proposed by the International Law Commission.
They seem on the whole to correspond to internationally accepted practice.
On one principal point, however, the Swedish Government
has observed with regret that the majority of the members of
the International Law Commission have not followed the
initial draft in the matter, prepared by the special rapporteur,
Mr. A. E. F. Sandstrom. This point concerns the classification
of heads of mission (articles 10-13). The special rapporteur
had suggested that classes of heads of mission be limited to
two, that of ambassadors, accredited to Heads of States and
that of charges d'affaires, accredited to Ministers for Foreign
Affairs (article 7 of the original draft). The majority of
the Commission, however, decided to retain the classification
laid down in the Vienna Regulation of 1815 concerning the
rank of diplomats, with the change that the now obsolete rank
of resident minister should be abolished. The main classes, those
of ambassadors and envoys (ministers) have been retained.
The Swedish Government wishes to stress that it prefers the
original draft. There seem to be no valid reasons for maintaining today two separate categories of heads of mission, accredited to heads of State. Already when this question was
raised within the League of Nations in 1927 the Swedish Government made the following statement: "It does not seem fair
that two States, whether large or small, should be able, by
means of a bilateral agreement reciprocally conferring upon
their representatives the rank of ambassador, to place the
representatives of other Governments in a position of inferiority
which, however formal it may be, nevertheless constitutes a
real disadvantage." In its commentary to articles 10-13 the
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Commission suggests (paragraph 4) that since the rate at which
the tendency to give heads of mission the title of ambassador
is now growing, this suggests that in time the problem will
solve itself. The Swedish Government can agree with this
statement, but considers it consequently most urgent that this
development be taken into account when new rules concerning
diplomatic intercourse between States are being created. The
Swedish Government therefore suggests that paragraph (fe)
of article 10 be deleted.
The Swedish Government wishes to make the following
additional observations.
Article 8
The practice in Sweden has been to consider that the functions of a head of mission commences when he has presented
his letters of credence to the Head of State. The Swedish
Government is willing to accept, however, the suggestion of the
Commission that his functions may begin when he has presented a true copy of his credentials to the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. It would be preferable, however, that the wording
of article 8 "and presented a true copy of his credentials to the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs" be changed to "and a true copy
of his credentials has been accepted by the Ministry for Foreign Affairs".
Article 12, paragraph 1
In Sweden, heads of mission take precedence in their respective classes in the order of the presentation of their letters
of credence.
Article 15
The expression "or ensure adequate accommodation in some
other way" should, in the view of the Swedish Government,
preferably be replaced by "or facilitate as far as possible adequate accommodation in some other way".
Article 16
This article deals with the inviolability of the mission premises. In its commentary, the Commission has stated (paragraph
4) that "while the inviolability of the premises may enable the
sending State to prevent the receiving State from using the
land on which the premises of the mission are situated for
carrying out public works (widening of a road, for example),
it should on the other hand be remembered that real property is subject to the laws of the country in which it is situated.
In these circumstances, therefore, the sending State should
co-operate in every way in the implementation of the plan
which the receiving State has in mind; and the receiving
State, for its part, is obliged to provide adequate compensation or, if necessary, to place other appropriate premises at
the disposal of the sending State." The matter thus dealt with
in the commentary is of such great importance that the Swedish
Government would prefer that it be inserted in the text proper.
If possible, the obligations of the two parties, the receiving
State and the sending State, should, however, be laid down in a
still more precise manner than in the statement of the commentary quoted above.
Article 24
This article, dealing with the immunity of diplomatic agents
from the jurisdiction of the receiving State, might be amended
on one point. Present international practice is not quite clear
on the possibility of bringing an action to court in the receiving State against a diplomatic agent who has left his diplomatic post concerning matters or acts which go back to that
person's sojourn in the receiving State. A stipulation on this
point would, in the view of the Swedish Government, be of
practical value.
Article 25, paragraph 2
The Commission states that a waiver of immunity in criminal
proceedings must always be effected expressly by the Government of the sending State. This stipulation seems to go beyond
present international practice according to which it is generally deemed enough that the head of mission waives the
immunity of the other persons belonging to the mission. It
would seem that it is a matter between the head of mission and
his Government whether the latter's express consent shall be
necessary in such cases or not.
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Article 28, paragraph 1
The stipulation that "the members of the family of a diplomatic agent forming part of his household, and likewise the
administrative and technical staff of a mission, together with
the members of their families forming part of their respective
household, shall, if they are not nationals of the receiving
State, enjoy the privileges.and immunities mentioned in articles
22 to ,27" goes further .in some respects than certain Swedish
legal provisions in the matter presently in force. The Swedish
Government does not wish to .suggest at this stage, however,
any changes in this text.
17.

SWITZERLAND

Transmitted by a letter dated 7 February 1958 from the Permanent Observer of Switzerland to the United Nations
[Original: French]
I
General remarks
Switzerland has been greatly interested in the work of the
United -Nations International Law Commission on the codification of the rules of international law governing diplomatic
intercourse and immunities. Inasmuch as it exchanges diplomatic missions with the majority of States, and in view of the
many temporary delegations it sends and receives, the international conferences held in its territory and the international
organizations which maintain their headquarters there, Switzerland attaches special importance to this work.
Switzerland welcomes the progress that has been made in
this branch of the law but believes that the most urgent task
is to arrive at a satisfactory wording of the rules existing
already, thus laying the groundwork for future development.
Consequently, in the comments which follow we shall concentrate on describing ,the legal situation as ,it now exists in
Switzerland, while also venturing to suggest, on the basis of
practical experience, certain additions to .the draft articles.
The draft articles concerning diplomatic intercourse and
immunities deal only with permanent missions, leaving aside
special and temporary missions and delegations, diplomatic
conferences, and—a very important subject—international organizations and the permanent and te'mporary delegations to
these organizations, as also the status of their officials. There
is wisdom in proceeding step by step; nevertheless, when the
rules laid down in the draft are again considered, account
should be taken of the effects which this convention is bound
to have on other branches of law which are yet to be codified.
This is of some .importance to Switzerland, since the rules
governing privileges and immunities are applied to the international organizations situated in its territory, mutatis mutandis.
II
Structure of the draft
draft is divided into five sections, as follows:
Diplomatic intercourse in general;
Diplomatic privileges and immunities;
Conduct of the mission and of its members towards the
receiving State ;
IV. End of the function of a diplomatic agent;
V. Settlement of disputes.
As regards the structure of section I, it would seem preferable to place articles 10 to 14, which deal with the classes of
heads of mission and contain rules of outstanding importance,
immediately after article 2, which defines the functions of a
diplomatic mission, and before articles 3 to 8, which are concerned with the appointment and commencement of functions
of diplomatic agents.
With reference to section III, which consists of a single
article—article 33—on the conduct of the diplomatic mission
and of its members, it would seem that paragraphs 1 and 3,
which deal with abuses of privileges and immunities, ought to
be placed at the head of section II, in a new article containing
The
I.
II.
III.

a complete definition of privileges and immunities based on
the general principle of "functional necessity".
Article 33, paragraph 2, which defines the role of the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs in relation to diplomatic missions,
might well become the second paragraph of article 2, which
defines the function of the missions.
Also, it would appear more logical to eliminate section IV,
and redistribute articles 34 to 36 as -follows:
Article 34, dealing with the end of the function of a diplomatic agent, should be placed in section I, following articles
3 to 8 and preceding article 9, which provides for the temporary replacement of a head of mission by a charge d'affaires
ad interim.
Article 35, on the facilitation of departure of persons enjoying privileges and immunities, should either follow or be embodied in article 31 defining the duration of privileges and
.immunities.
The same applies to article 36, since it contains provisions
on the partial continuation of privileges and immunities in
case of an interruption of diplomatic relations.
Ill
Section I: Diplomatic intercourse in general
It would seem advisable to insert an introductory provision
at the beginning of the convention stating that the proposed
articles are in part "a codification of existing international law"
which does not exclude the application of customary law in
cases not settled by the convention.
Article 1
This article corresponds to the present practice of States and
calls for no special comment.
Article 2
The list of functions of a diplomatic mission appears to be
.in conformity with practice; fortunately, it is not exhaustive,
.and will therefore not stand in the way of future development.
A second paragraph might be added to this article. It would
repeat the wording of article 33, paragraph 2, which establishes
the predominant role played by the Ministry for Foreign
Affairs in the relations of a diplomatic mission with the Government of the receiving .State.
Articles 3 to 6
The rules governing the appointment of the members of a
mission are in conformity with customary law and, in particular, the practice of Switzerland.
Articles 3 and 4 do not call for special comment.
As regards article S, it appears prudent to make a rule which
leaves it to the discretion of the receiving State to accept, by
giving its express consent, its own nationals as members of
the diplomatic staff of the sending State. In Swiss practice,
the nationals of the receiving State are accepted as diplomatic
agents only in exceptional cases and are accorded only the
minimum privileges and immunities essential to enable them
to exercise their functions. This practice is in accordance with
article 30 of the draft.
It may be concluded, ex contrario, from the text of article 5that a State is free to appoint nationals of the receiving State
to the non-diplomatic staff of the mission without previously
obtaining an authorization from that State. This, for linguistic
and other reasons, is necessary for the proper functioning of
the mission.
Article 6 is based on the general principle that the appointment of all the members of a diplomatic mission, including
the head of the mission, the diplomatic and the non-diplomatic
staff, is subject to the consent of the receiving State, in the
form of express previous agrement for the head of the mission
and of tacit agreement where other staff members are concerned.
According to paragraph (4) of the commentary, the fact
that the draft does not say whether or not the receiving State
is obliged to giye reasons for its decision to declare persona
non grata a person proposed or appointed should be interpreted
as meaning that this question is left to the discretion of the
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receiving State. To oblige the receiving State to give reasons
for declaring an agent persona non grata would be an infringement of its sovereignty, for a State should be free at all times
to accept a diplomatic representative or not. Nevertheless, it
might be desirable to include in article 6 an explicit provision
to the effect that the receiving State is not obliged to give
reasons for its decision not to accept a diplomat. If a receiving
State were obliged to state its reasons, this might cause greater
friction between it and the sending State than a decision for
which no reasons were given.
Article 7
Paragraph 1 of this article, on the limitation of the mission's
staff, is both felicitous and well-advised and confirms the practice of recent years. The arguments cited in that connexion in
paragraph (2) of the commentary are pertinent.
We also endorse the principle laid down in paragraph 2 of
the article, which completes the preceding provision. Nevertheless, the second sentence, concerning military, naval and air
attaches, should be replaced by the following text, taken from
the last sentence of paragraph (3) of the commentary:
"In the case of military, naval and air attaches, the receiving State may require their names to be submitted beforehand for its approval."
It would appear preferable to consult the receiving State
beforehand on the appointment of these attaches. Such a procedure would protect the sending State from the rebuff it
would suffer if the receiving State were to refuse to accept
persons already appointed.
Article 8
The draft provides for two possible ways of establishing the
time at which the functions of a new head of mission commence. It would seem proper to retain only the alternative
solution given in article 8, according to which the functions
of the head of the mission begin only when he has presented
his letters of credence. That system is more in conformity with
the juridical intent of the formality. It is proper for the head
of the mission to take up his functions by establishing contact
with the highest authority of the receiving State. There is
therefore no ground for changing the present rule of international law.
Article 9
It would be desirable to add, at the end of paragraph 1 of this
article, a provision indicating the person or authority who
should notify the name of the charge d'affaires ad interim to
the Government of the receiving State. In Swiss practice the
notification must be made by the accredited head of the mission before his departure or absence, otherwise it is made by
the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of the sending State. This
leaves no room for doubt that the appointment of the charge
d'affaires ad interim is in conformity with the intentions of the
sending Government.
Articles 10 to 14
The logical place for articles 10 to 14 on the classes of heads
of mission is after article 2, which deals with the functions of
missions, and before articles 3 to 7 on the appointment of the
various diplomatic agents.
Article 10
This article of the draft maintains the distinction between
ambassadors and ministers and eliminates only the class of
ministers resident.
It appears regrettable that in the course of this codification
no account was taken of the general tendency to abolish the
distinction between the first two classes of diplomatic agents
accredited to Heads of State, for this tendency in eliminating
a difference in rank which is no longer justified by identical
functions is in accordance with the general principle of the
equality of States. A rule to that effect would have accelerated
this trend and thus helped to eliminate some of the difficulties
encountered in every period of transition from one system to
another; these difficulties are mentioned in paragraph (3) of
the commentary.
Furthermore, the use of the expression "other persons" in
the definition of the second class may both cause confusion and
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delay the disappearance of this class. If it should becdrrie necessary to establish other categories of agents of the second class
for special or temporary missions, no definitive rule for such
a case should be laid down in this convention, which deals only
with regular and permanent diplomatic missions.
Article 11
No comment.
Article 12
According to the principle of "functional necessity", which
underlies the provisions on privileges and immunities, precedence should be determined by the date of the commencement
of functions, in other words, the date of the presentation of
letters of credence, that being the traditional system—which,
incidentally, is applied in Switzerland.
Paragraphs 2 and 3 do not call for comment.
Article 13
This article is in accordance with the practice and principle
of non-discrimination.
Article 14
Same comment.
IV
Section II: Diplomatic privileges and immunities
As noted in paragraph (2) of the introductory comment, the
draft is based on the sound principle that the privileges and
immunities of diplomatic missions and agents should be inter,
preted in the light of "functional necessity" or, to use a more
precise phrase, "the purpose of the mission". There would be
some advantage in stating this principle in a general article
to be placed at the head of section II. Such a provision would
furnish a juridical basis for the limitations made necessary by
the inordinate size to which diplomatic missions have grown
today—in particular, the limitation of mission staff provided
for in article 7—and would generally facilitate the interpretation of the convention and amicable or arbitral procedures for
the settlement of possible disputes.
This general article might also include paragraphs 1 and 3
of article 33 on the conduct of the mission and its members,
since these two provisions deal with abuses of the privileges
and immunities of persons on the one hand and abuses of the
inviolability of premises on the other; or, if so desired, the
first provision might be included in article 22 on personal inviolability and the second in article 16 on the inviolability of
the mission premises.
Furthermore, the general article on privileges and immunities should contain a clause prescribing that the mission must
be established and members of its staff must reside in the
capital, or its environs as agreed for this purpose by the receiving State.
Article 15
The present wording of this article, which obliges the receiving State to "ensure adequate accommodation" for the mission, fails to take into account the practical difficulties which
that State might encounter in case of a housing shortage. The
text should therefore be amended in accordance with the interpretation in the commentary:
"The receiving State shall either permit the sending State
to acquire on its territory the premises necessary for its
mission, or facilitate the accommodation of the Mission as
far as possible in some other way."
Article 16
The provisions on the inviolability of the mission premises,
as interpreted in the commentary, are in accordance with international customary law and with Swiss practice. Paragraph
(4) of the commentary contains remarks on the inability of the
receiving State to dispose of the mission premises without the
consent of the sending State and on the circumstances in which
the latter should give its consent. There might be some advantage in including a rule to that effect in the text of the
convention. It is true that such a rule would merely constitute
the application to a particular case of the general principle of
"functional necessity", a principle which, as has been men-
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tioned already, should be laid down at the beginning of section
II.
Similarly, paragraph (3) of article 33, which prohibits improper use of the premises of a diplomatic mission, might be
included in article 16.
It is of course understood that inviolability of mission premises does not preclude the taking of appropriate steps to extinguish a fire likely to endanger the neighbourhood or to prevent the commission of a crime or an offence on the premises. '
This accords with the principle that personal inviolability does
not exclude either self-defence or measures to prevent the diplomatic agent from committing crimes or offences, as is stated
in the commentary to article 22.
Article 17
Exemption granted by the receiving State to the diplomatic
agent from all dues or taxes in respect of the premises of the
mission, other than such as represent payment for services
actually rendered, is in accordance with Swiss practice, which
is based on reciprocity.
Article 18
Neither the provision on the inviolability of the archives nor
the commentary call for remark.
Article 19
Neither the article nor the commentary call for remark.
Article 20
This provision on freedom of movement and the interpretation contained in the commentary are in agreement with Swiss
practice. Indeed, the principle of freedom of movement, subject
to limitation only for reasons of national security, is the logical
consequence of the general principle of "functional necessity".
Article 21
The draft accords to a diplomatic mission freedom of communication "for all official purposes". This definition must be
interpreted in the light of "functional necessity". It follows that
the obligation of the receiving State to accord to the diplomatic
mission freedom to employ all appropriate means of communication is limited in principle to the mission's exchanges, on the
one hand, with the Government of the sending State and, on
the other, with the consulates under its authority within the
receiving State. It is not really essential for the diplomatic
mission to be able to use all means of direct communication
with the other diplomatic missions or consulates of the sending
State situated in third countries. To grant such facilities is not
a general international custom, and therefore this is done
only in specific cases, by virtue of a special agreement or by
tacit agreement.
In accordance with this view, Swiss practice allows diplomatic couriers only for communication between the diplomatic
mission and the Government of the sending State and also,
as an exception, for communication between the mission and
another diplomatic delegation of the sending State, but not
between the mission and the consulates of the sending State
situated in a third State.
We have the following comment to make on the special
provisions concerning diplomatic bags and couriers:
The inviolability of the diplomatic bag, as laid down in paragraph 2 of the article, is in conformity with both international
custom and Swiss practice. The diplomatic bag is indeed essential for the performance of the mission's functions. The
arguments to that effect in paragraph (3) of the commentary
accord with the views on which Swiss usage is based. According to paragraph 3 of the article itself, the diplomatic bag
may contain only "diplomatic documents or articles intended
for official use". This last term may lead to misunderstanding.
There would be no way of making a distinction between articles of a special nature which might be sent by diplomatic
bag and "articles for the use of a diplomatic mission" which,
under article 27 of the draft, enjoy full exemption from customs duties. The notion "articles intended for official use" would
make it impossible to distinguish between licit and illicit consignments; it would thus encourage abuses which would bring
discredit on the very institution of the diplomatic bag, and
that would be contrary to the purpose of the preceding provision, which is to facilitate and accelerate communications and

the exchange of important diplomatic documents between the
mission and the sending State.
For this reason, in Swiss practice, the diplomatic bag may
contain only official correspondence and documents and no
other articles whatsoever. It would therefore be necessary, at
the very least, to give a restrictive definition of the articles of
a special nature which may be transported in the diplomatic
bag, taking into account "functional necessity", by some such
phrase as: "articles of a confidential nature essential for the
performance of the mission's functions".
Under article 21, paragraph 4, the diplomatic courier would
enjoy unrestricted personal inviolability. This provision does
not appear satisfactory. Unlike the members of the diplomatic
mission, the diplomatic courier does not remain permanently
in the receiving State; his stay is limited to the periods of
travel during which he exercises his functions. It is therefore
enough to grant him personal inviolability in the actual exercise of his functions. For this reason, the text of article 21,
paragraph 4, should be drafted as follows:
"In the exercise of his functions the diplomatic courier
shall be protected by the receiving State. He shall enjoy
personal inviolability and shall not be liable to arrest or detention, whether administrative or judicial. He shall enjoy
no other privilege or immunity."
There should also be a special provision confirming the custom, which is becoming more and more general, of entrusting
the diplomatic bag to the captains of the aircraft of regular
airlines.
Article 22
Since the personal inviolability of the diplomatic agent derives from the general principle of "functional necessity",
that principle also serves to delimit it. As noted in the commentary, the principle does not exclude either self-defence or,
in exceptional circumstances, measures to prevent the diplomatic agent from committing crimes or offences.
Article 23
The principle of the inviolability of residence and property
of diplomatic agents is in agreement with international custom
and Swiss practice.
Article 24
The provisions of this article on immunity from jurisdiction
and the commentary call for no remark, except the provision
regarding the competent court in the sending State.
According to the modern theory of "functional necessity",
which has replaced the "exterritoriality" theory, the diplomatic
agent is domiciled in the receiving State. Consequently if,
under the law of the sending State, the competent tribunal is
that,of the domicile of the debtor, the agent cannot be brought
before the courts of that State. It would be preferable to allow
each State to settle this question as it sees fit. The second sentence of paragraph 4 should therefore be deleted.
Article 25
The rules on the waiver of immunity are in conformity with
existing law, as are the remarks in the commentary.
Article 26
This provision on the exemption of a diplomatic agent from
taxation is in general agreement with Swiss practice.
Article 27
This text enunciates the principle that articles for the use
of a diplomatic mission and for the personal use of diplomatic
agents shall be exempted from customs duties. Nevertheless,
as is recognized in paragraph (3) of the commentary itself,
the receiving State should be able to impose certain restrictions,
in order to avoid possible abuses. It would therefore be advisable to include a general reservation in the actual text of the
convention.
In Swiss practice, diplomatic agents enjoy exemption from
customs duties with the following limitations:
Diplomatic agents who are not heads of mission are entitled
to import their furniture duty-free only if it is to be used
for their initial installation and on condition that it is imported
in the course of the year following the transfer of the person
concerned to Switzerland and that it is not sold for a period of
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five years from the date of admission. The importation of automobiles is subject to the following regulations:
Heads of mission and other diplomatic agents have the right
to import a car duty-free every three years and may not sell
it before the end of that period. The spouse and minor children
of a diplomatic agent are the only members of his family who
enjoy exemption from customs duties. On the basis of reciprocity, heads of mission and their families are entirely exempted from customs control, whereas as a matter of principle
other diplomatic agents are subject to the control; in practice,
however, the customs authorities are lenient.
It would be advisable to mention in the text of the convention itself that the prohibitions and restrictions on import and
export should not interfere with the customary treatment accorded with respect to articles intended for a diplomatic agent's
personal use, as stated in paragraph (5) of the commentary.
It is, however, understood that such a provision would refer
only to economic and financial measures, and that prohibitions
and restrictions in the interest of public welfare, such as health
protection, would still apply.
Article 28
This provision, which defines the privileges and immunities
of persons other than diplomatic agents, introduces several
innovations which require careful study.
(a) The members of the family of a diplomatic agent
forming part of his household would be accorded the same
treatment as the agent himself. In Switzerland, the family
circle enjoying privileges and immunities is limited to the
spouse and minor children and, in the case of heads of mission, to parents and parents-in-law. The advantage of this
system is that it avoids abuse and controversy, while not precluding the receiving State from making exceptions in special
cases.
(b) Administrative and technical staff would be placed in
every way on the same footing as diplomatic staff. In Switzerland, staff in this category enjoy immunity only for acts performed as part of their official functions and are accorded only
limited customs privileges. It would therefore be preferable
to maintain the present juridical situation, in which the receiving State may accord certain facilities at its discretion.
Furthermore, the proposed innovation might contribute to the
inordinate growth of diplomatic missions—which the draft
seeks to arrest—and lead to abuse. Lastly, such a system would
make it more difficult to appoint nationals of the receiving
State as members of the administrative and technical staff,
and yet there is a real need for this, in particular for linguistic
reasons.
(c) Paragraphs 3 and 4 concerning the private servants of
members of diplomatic staff appear satisfactory.
Article 29
No comment.
Article 30
This provision on the privileges and immunities accorded to
diplomatic agents who are nationals of the receiving State is
satisfactory. The commentary thereon is a useful addition to
present doctrine.
Article 31
No comment.
Article 32
The proposed solution is interesting but incomplete. For example, there is no attempt to deal with the situation which
would arise if there were a breach of diplomatic relations between the receiving or the sending State and the countries
through which the diplomatic agent must pass; specific provisions on the subject would be desirable.

V
Section HI:

Conduct of the mission and of its members towards the receiving State

Article 33
As mentioned under chapter II, relating to the structure of
the draft, the various paragraphs of this article should be
inserted in sections I and II and section III would thus be
eliminated.

Paragraph 1 of this article lays down a needed rule—that
it is fthe duty of diplomatic agents to respect the laws and
regulations of the receiving State and not to interfere in its
internal affairs.
Paragraph 2 contains a useful definition of the role of the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs in the relations of the diplomatic
mission with the receiving State. It would be more logical to
embody this rule in article 2 which defines the functions of
diplomatic missions.
As regards abuse of the premises of a diplomatic mission,
dealt with in paragraph 3, it appears difficult to include absolute rules in the text of the convention. Switzerland, for its
part, does not recognize the right to grant asylum in mission
premises.
VI
Section IV:

End of the function of the diplomatic agent

Articles 34 to 36
These articles call for no special remark beyond the comments made under the chapter "Structure of the draft", where
it was proposed to eliminate section IV and to transfer the
articles from that section to sections I and II.
VII
Section V: Settlement of disputes
Article 37
If it is intended that any dispute concerning the interpretation or application of the convention should be submitted to
the International Court of Justice, it would be advisable to
give the Court compulsory jurisdiction so that each State
should have the right to bring the dispute before the Court
unilaterally by a simple application.
18.

UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

Transmitted by a note verbale dated 11 March 1958 from the
Permanent Representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics to the United Nations
[Original: Russian}
1. Article 5 of the draft provides that members of the
diplomatic staff of embassies and missions may be appointed
from among the nationals of the receiving State only with the
express consent of that State.
An additional clause should be added to provide that the
receiving State may stipulate that members of the administrative, technical and service staff of diplomatic missions also may
be selected from among the nationals of the receiving State
only with the consent of that State.
2. Article 25 sets out the arrangements for the waiver of
the immunity of diplomatic agents from the criminal and civil
jurisdiction of the receiving State. It would be advisable also
to provide for arrangements for the waiver of immunity from
administrative jurisdiction and to stipulate that such waiver
must be expressly stated.
3. Article 26 refers to the taxation privileges of diplomatic
agents.
Provision should also be made for diplomatic agents to be
exempt from all personal obligations in the form of services
or payments. This type of exemption is generally recognized
in international law and international practice.
4. Article 28 extends privileges and immunities to the administrative and technical staff of diplomatic missions, together with the members of their families forming part of their
respective households, if all these persons are not nationals
of the receiving State.
Bearing in mind current practice, it would be advisable to
provide in article 28 that, by agreement between the States
concerned, privileges and immunities may be extended on a
basis of reciprocity to members of the administrative, technical
and service staff of a diplomatic mission, including the private
servants of the head or members of the mission.
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5. Article 37 should be redrafted as follows:
"Any dispute between States concerning the interpretation
or application of ^this convention that cannot be settled
through diplomatic channels, shall be referred to conciliation,
submitted to the International Court of Justice in accordance
with the Statute of the Court, or referred to arbitration in
accordance with existing agreements."

charge d'affaires to be notified to them by the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of the sending State. An exception to this
general rule might arise in the case of an emergency caused
by the death of the head of the mission when, in the absence
of any contrary notification from the Government of the
sending State, Her Majesty's Government would regard the
charge of the mission as devolving upon the senior member
of the diplomatic staff.

19. UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND

Article 11: Classes of heads of mission
A redraft of this article is suggested in the following terms:
"States shall mutually agree the level of their diplomatic
representation at each other's capitals."

NORTHERN IRELAND

Transmitted by a letter dated 10 March 1958 from the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs in the United Kingdom
[Original: English]
Her Majesty's Government wish to take this opportunity
of placing on record their high appreciation of the painstaking
study which the Commission has devoted to its subject, and of
expressing their broad agreement with the rules and principles
embodied in the draft articles, subject, however, to the detailed
comments contained in the accompanying memorandum, and
to the reservation that certain of the draft articles are still
under consideration: comments on these will follow as soon as
possible.
Subject to any such supplementary' comments, it may be
assumed, with regard to those articles on which no comment
is made or where no contrary opinion is expressed, that the
practice of Her Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom
is in line with the proposals of the Commission or that no
serious objection is seen to these proposals, to which Her
Majesty's Government would be prepared to conform.
Memorandum
Article 2: The functions of a diplomatic mission
It is for consideration whether the functions specifically
enumerated in this article should include a reference to cultural activities, that is to say, the function of projecting the
culture and way of life of the sending State in the receiving
State, which seems in modern times to be one of the acknowledged functions of a diplomatic mission. It is noted, however,
that the article as drafted purports to enumerate certain
functions inter alia and it may therefore be that a specific
reference to cultural functions is unnecessary.
Article 5: Appointment of nationals of a receiving State
It is not the normal practice of Her Majesty's Government
to grant such express consent as is contemplated in this article.
Article 7: Limitation of staff
Her Majesty's Government do not require their previous
agrement to be sought to the appointment of military, naval
or air attaches to foreign diplomatic missions in London.
Article 8: Commencement of the functions of the head of the
mission
It is the practice of Her Majesty's Government to regard
a head of mission as having taken up his functions from the
date on which he notifies his arrival and presents to the Foreign Office a copy of his letters of credence, and they would
prefer the final version of this article to be drafted in accordance with the first of the two alternatives contained in the
draft.
Article 9: Charge d'affaires ad interim
Her Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom regard
the head of a foreign diplomatic mission as remaining in charge
of his mission while he is within the confines of the United
Kingdom, even though incapacitated by sickness: they do
not regard the appointment of a charge d'affaires ad interim
as appropriate in such circumstances. On the other hand, Her
Majesty's Government would not see any particular objection
to the system proposed by the Commission.
Normally Her Majesty's Government require the appointment of a charge d'affaires ad interim to be notified to them
by the accredited head of mission prior to his own departure
from the country. ,Should such notification be impracticable,
Her Majesty's Government require the appointment of the

Article 12: Precedence
In the practice of Her Majesty's Government the determining date of the order of precedence of the diplomatic representative is the date of the delivery of the copy of his credentials to the Foreign Office. Her Majesty's Government accept
the terms of this article in this sense.
Article 17: Exemption of mission premises from taxes
The practice of Her Majesty's Government does not recognize the exemption of the premises of a foreign diplomatic
mission from local dues or taxes. Her Majesty's Government
have no power to require the municipal authorities in the
United Kingdom to refrain from levying on the occupiers of
diplomatic premises the local rates which they are empowered
by statute to levy, although arrangements exist for partial
relief from rates on a basis of reciprocity, the principle applicable being that of payment by the diplomatic mission concerned of that proportion of the rates leviable which is attributable to municipal services from which the mission is
deemed to derive direct benefit.
Article 21: Freedom of communication
Her Majesty's Government make no objection to the use
of wireless receiving and transmitting apparatus by foreign
diplomatic missions for the purpose of communicating with
their respective Governments. The missions concerned are not
required to seek any special permission or to obtain a licence
to operate such installations.
Article 22: Personal inviolability
Article 22, paragraph (2), defines the term "diplomatic
agent" as denoting the head of mission and the members of the
diplomatic staff of the mission and in the context of article
22, paragraph (1), appears to limit personal inviolability to
this class of persons only. It thus appears to be in conflict with
article 28, paragraph (1), which extends to persons who do
not come within the definition of "diplomatic agent" the
privileges and immunities of articles 22-27. It is suggested
that the drafting of article 22 be reviewed in the light of this
apparent inconsistency.
Article 23: Inviolability of residence and property
In the commentary to this article the inviolability is described
as extending to the diplomatic agent's bank account. It is assumed that this has reference to the freedom of such accounts
from exchange control measures. It is suggested that the
point be made clear in the text of the article.
Article 25: Waiver of immunity
In criminal proceedings Her Majesty's Government would
not insist on waiver being effected by the Government of the
sending State; waiver by the head of mission would be regarded as adequate, assuming him to have the necessary authority to make it.
Article 26: Exemption from taxation
As indicated in the comment on article 17, Her Majesty's
Government do not recognize the title of a diplomatic agent to
enjoy as of right exemption from local (i.e., municipal) taxation (known in the United Kingdom as "local rates") though
a partial relief from these charges may be given on a basis
of reciprocity. No distinction is made in this connexion between
property occupied for diplomatic purposes (i.e., the residence
normally occupied by the diplomatic agent in his diplomatic
capacity) and property occupied by the diplomatic agent for
purposes of private relaxation.

Report of the Commission to the General Assembly
In the matter of Income1 Tax Schedule A (which is concerned with the taxation of profits deemed to accrue to the
taxpayer from the ownership of property) the practice of Her
Majesty's Government is to regard the residence in or near
London of a member of the diplomatic staff as occupied for
diplomatic purposes and as qualifying for exemption from
tax. A second residence, and the residence of members of the
non-diplomatic staff, are not regarded as occupied for diplomatic
purposes and do not qualify for exemption, but the individual
is entitled to claim, as an offset to the assessment, any personal reliefs from tax to which he may be entitled under the
provisions of the relevant United Kingdom legislation.
Article 31: Duration of privileges and immunities
It is the practice of Her Majesty's Government to regard
the privileges and immunities of entitled persons as commencing from the date on which the' notification of assumption of
duties is made to the Foreign Office by the head of mission
concerned and as persisting after the notification of the termination of his diplomatic employment for such reasonable
period as is necessary to enable him to wind up his affairs
and leave the country.
20.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Transmitted by a note verbale of 24 February 1958 from the
Acting Representative of the United States of America to
the United Nations
[ O riginal: English}
General observations
The Government of the United States of America directs its
first observations to the question of the form in which the
draft articles concerning diplomatic intercourse and immunities will be submitted to the General Assembly. Paragraph 15
of the introduction to the draft articles states that the draft
was prepared on the provisional assumption that it would
form the basis of a convention, and that the final decision as
to the form in which the draft will be submitted to the General Assembly will be taken in the light of comments received
from Governments.
The United States Government fully subscribes to the sentiments expressed by the General Assembly in its resolution 685
(VII), adopted on 5 December 1952, in which the International Law Commission was requested to undertake "the codification of the topic 'Diplomatic intercourse and immunities',
and to treat it as a priority topic". As stated in that resolution,
the common observance by all Governments of existing intercourse and immunities, particularly in regard to the treatment
of diplomatic representatives of foreign States, is to be desired. However, Governments are not always in agreement
as to the requirements of international law. Accordingly, a
codification by the International Law Commission on the subject should materially contribute to the improvement of relations between States. Governments which sincerely endeavour
to honour their international obligations will welcome a concise statement of what those obligations are today.
Some of the articles concerning diplomatic intercourse and
immunities submitted for comment by Governments, • however,
cannot be considered as a codification of existing principles of
international law on the subject. In a number of respects, the
draft articles appear to represent an amendment and extension
of existing international law, and appear to lay down certain
new rules at variance with existing rules.
The United States Government is opposed to the suggestion
that the draft articles be submitted to the General Assembly
in the form of a convention. Its principal objections to a
convention are as follows:
1. It is unlikely that a significant number of Governments
would become parties to a multilateral convention of this
character. Governments have consistently shown a reluctance
to enter into multilateral treaties which prescribe rules for
the treatment of diplomatic representatives of one Government
in the territory of the other.
2. Adoption of such a multilateral convention by some Governments and not by others would result in disagreement and
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confusion with respect to the treatment of diplomatic personnel
of adhering countries in the territory of non-adhering countries, and vice versa.
3. Adoption of a convention along the lines of the draft
articles would tend to freeze the status quo and would prevent
normal development of desirable diplomatic practices.
4. Adoption of such a convention would effect or require
changes in existing national laws and regulations with respect
to many matters which have to date sensibly been left to the
discretion of the States concerned and have not been regulated
by international law.
5. A number of the articles apparently represent an effort
to compromise the conflicting views of Governments as to
what a particular rule should be. The result is too frequently
a vague or ambiguous statement, obscure in meaning and
susceptibly of different interpretations. The United States
Government believes that, unless a rule can be stated simply
and with clarity, the Commission should merely note that, on
the issue involved, the law is unsettled.
The United States Government further observes that the
draft articles would have greater application than appears to
have been contemplated. The report' of the International Law
Commission states that the draft articles are expressly confined to permanent diplomatic missions, thereby excluding the
general subject of international organizations. However, acceptance by the United States of the draft articles would also
have an effect on the treatment accorded representatives to
certain international organizations and members of their
staffs. For instance, section 15 of the Agreement between the
United States and the United Nations regarding the Headquarters of the United Nations, signed on 26 June 1947 (11
UNTS 11), provides that the privileges and immunities to
which various classes of individuals shall be entitled are those
which, subject to corresponding conditions and obligations,
members of diplomatic missions accredited to the United
States receive.
The United States Government further observes that the
draft articles appear to reflect inadequate consideration of the
principle of reciprocity, which presently underlies much of
the practice of Governments in respect to diplomatic privileges and immunities. While certain rules of conduct should
be observed by all Governments without discrimination, other
rules need apply only on a basis of reciprocity.
The United States Government therefore recommends that
the International Law Commission not undertake to revise
the draft articles in the form of a convention but, rather,
undertake to prepare a codification of existing principles of
international law on the subject of diplomatic intercourse and
immunities. Such a codification should restate those principles
of international law and rules of practice which have become
so clearly established and so well recognized that common
observance by all Governments may be expected.
In addition to the observations of Governments regarding
the draft articles, the replies to the Secretary-General's request
dated 12 October 1955 for information regarding the laws,
regulations and practice of States concerning diplomatic intercourse and immunities should be useful in determining those
areas in which the particular principle of international law
involved is so well settled that it may be codified. The fact
that the practice of some Governments may be at variance with
a particular rule may indicate only that such Governments are
not presently honouring the international obligations which
devolve on them as members of the family of States.
Observations on individual articles
Article 1
This article, which states that the establishment of diplomatic relations and of permanent diplomatic missions takes
place by mutual consent between States, confirms the general
practice. An additional paragraph might well be added dealing
with situations where the-head of a mission and perhaps other
officials of the mission are accredited also to one or more
other States. In that case, the sending State should first obtain
the consent of each receiving State to such dual or multiple
accreditation.
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Article 2
There would appear to be general agreement that a diplomatic mission may perform the functions enumerated in paragraphs (a) to (d) of article 2. However, the functions listed
are obvious, and admittedly not exhaustive. The United States
Government therefore considers that it is probably not practical
to define the precise functions which a diplomatic mission
may perform.
Article 3
It is the general practice of States, including the United
States, to obtain the agrement of the receiving State for the
appointment of a new chief of mission.
Article 4
Article 4 provides that, subject to the provisions of articles
5, 6, and 7, the sending State may freely appoint other members of the staff of the mission.
The intent and probable effect of this article are uncertain,
both because the draft articles do not define with sufficient
clarity the various categories of persons which compose the
staff of the mission, and because the commentary following
articles 5-7 is in some respects inconsistent with the provisions
of the articles. In any event, the United States Government
is of the view that this article should be revised to recognize
the right of every State to refuse to receive in its territory
any member of the staff of a diplomatic mission whom it considers unacceptable. This is true, even though the right is
exercised only infrequently and under special circumstances.
Under United States immigration laws, some form of acceptance by the United States Government is a condition precedent
to the visa applicant's classification as a foreign government
official or employee (see sections 101 (a) (15) (A) (i) and
(ii) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 66 Stat. 167, 8
U.S.C. 1101). A courteous refusal by the receiving State to
issue appropriate entry documents to a particular individual
would seem preferable to the receipt, by the mission immediately upon arrival of a new member thereof, of an unanticipated notification that such individual is persona non grata
or not acceptable to the receiving State. See paragraph 3 of
observations on article 6.
Article 5
Article 5 provides that members of the diplomatic staff of
a mission may be appointed from nationals of the receiving
State only with express consent of that State. It would appear that this article might provide instead that they could
be appointed except in cases where the receiving State expressly objected.
The United States of America declines to recognize one of
its own nationals as a diplomatic officer of an embassy or legation in Washington, but ordinarily has no objection to the
inclusion in the mission staff of American citizens employed
in other capacities.
Article 6
Paragraph 1 of article 6 provides that the receiving State
may at any time declare a member of the staff persona non
grata or not acceptable, and that the sending State shall recall such person or terminate his functions. The second paragraph provides that if the sending State refuses or fails within
a reasonable time to recall or terminate the functions of such
person, the receiving State may refuse to recognize the person
concerned as a member of the mission.
This Government agrees that a person declared persona non
grata or whose recall is demanded is entitled to a reasonable
time to depart, during which time he continues to enjoy the
immunities attaching to his previous position at the mission.
However, in aggravated circumstances, or where national security is involved, the receiving State may demand his immediate departure, and refuse to recognize him thereafter as
a member of the mission for the performance of official
functions.
To assist Governments in determining the import and probable effect of article 4 and certain subsequent articles, a new
article might be added which would set forth precisely what
personnel compose the diplomatic, administrative, technical
and service staff of a mission. Clear distinctions should be

made between officer and subordinate staff personnel, and between nationals of the sending State vis-a-vis nationals of the
receiving State and of third countries employed by the sending
State. Such an article should also make reference to military,
naval and air attaches and their staffs. For instance, paragraph (6) of the commentary following article 6 states that
the practice of appointing nationals of the receiving State as
members of the diplomatic staff has now become fairly rare.
This is true if the diplomatic staff is deemed to include only
officer personnel. The staffs of diplomatic missions of the
United States Government, just as those of many other Governments, include many nationals of the receiving State, employed to perform various subordinate functions.
Paragraph (6) of the commentary following article 6 states
that one of the exceptions arising out of article 5 of the draft
is where the sending State wishes to choose as a member of
its diplomatic staff a person who is a national of both the
receiving State and the sending State. The Commission takes
the view that this should only be done with the express consent of the receiving State. In this connexion it should be
noted that Governments sometimes differ on the question of
who has and who does not have dual nationality. The United
States Government is of the view that once a receiving State
has validated for entry purposes as a member of the mission
a passport issued by the sending State to a person considered
by the sending State to be one of its nationals whether native-born or naturalized, the receiving State is precluded from
thereafter attempting, prior to termination of such person's
appointment and expiration of a reasonable time for his departure, to assert jurisdiction over such person on the ground
that he is a national of the receiving State. This situation
differs, of course, from the case of an individual possessing
dual nationality but residing in the receiving State and subject to its jurisdiction at the time of his appointment to the
staff of the mission. The United States Government suggests
that the problem of exercise of jurisdiction, solely on the
basis of nationality, by the receiving State over dual nationals
who are members of a diplomatic mission should be dealt
with in a separate article.
Article 7
The first paragraph of article 7 provides that the receiving
State may limit the size of a mission to what is reasonable
and customary, having regard to circumstances and conditions
in the receiving State, and to the needs of the particular
mission.
As a restatement of a general principle the language used
is, perhaps, as much as Governments will agree upon. However, the article is silent as to how to determine what is
"reasonable and customary" under the circumstances and what
are the "needs" of the mission. Accordingly, its application
will solve neither the problem of inordinate increase to a size
palpably unnecessary for the performance of the announced
functions of the mission, or the problem of arbitrary demands
by the receiving State that the diplomatic and administrative
personnel of a mission be reduced to a size which the sending
State believes will make performance of necessary and proper
functions almost impossible.
In the absence of agreement among Governments as to a
criterion by which these questions are to be determined in
particular cases, the United States Government considers it
impractical to frame a rule on the subject.
The second paragraph of article 7 provides that a State may
also, within similar bounds and on a non-discriminatory basis,
refuse to accept officials of a particular category and may decline to accept any persons as military, naval or air attaches
without previous agrement.
The United States Government therefore strongly opposes
the adoption of this paragraph, which appears objectionable
for a number of reasons. It goes beyond existing principles of
international law and, in some respects, would seem to sanction present practices of certain countries against which the
United States and other Governments have protested. It not
only fails to mention the principle of reciprocity, but apparently contemplates that the receiving State must treat all
foreign missions alike, without regard to how the sending
State treats representatives of the receiving State. Again, the
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United States Government would not object to a provision
that the receiving State is entitled to decline to receive a
particular category of officials to perform a function which
may be performed only as a matter of privilege and not as a
matter of right. However, once the sending State is granted
the right of legation, such State is entitled to staff its mission
with all categories of persons necessary to the performance
of those functions implicit in the right of legation. Also, the
sending State and the receiving State concerned alone are in
a position to determine the circumstances and conditions which
may affect the size and composition of their respective missions in the territory of the other.
As noted in the observations regarding article 4, although
the authority is exercised with restraint, any State may deny
entry to any foreign national, including service attaches. The
United States Government does not require agrements for
military, naval, or air attaches except on the basis of reciprocity. Since the Governments of Hungary, Italy, the Philippines, Romania and Spain require agrements for the top service officers only, this Government reciprocates and requires
a similar agrement. Even those Governments do not require
agrements for assistant military, air or naval attaches. In the
event these Governments would eliminate the requirement for
any such agrements the United States Government would
reciprocate.
Article 8
Article 8 lays down a rule as to the time when the head of
a mission is entitled to take up his functions in relation to the
receiving State. This is largely a matter of protocol or local
custom. In the United States of America, ambassadors and
ministers are received by the President, but a new head of
mission first presents to the Secretary of State copies of his
letters of credence, the letters of recall of his predecessor, and
a copy of the remarks he proposes to make when received
by the President. After this presentation to the Secretary of
State he may perform all the functions of his office.
Article 9
This provides that if the post of head of mission is vacant,
or if the head of mission is unable to perform his functions,
the affairs of the mission shall be handled by a charge d'affaires ad interim, whose name shall be notified to the Government of the receiving State. The article further provides that
in the absence of such notification, the member whose name
appears next on the mission's diplomatic list is presumed to
be in charge.
The United States Government finds this article unacceptable. In each instance the United States Government would
require appropriate notification before recognizing any member of the mission as charge d'affaires ad interim. This is true
whether the post is vacant, or whether the head of mission
is temporarily away from the capital or is ill. The United
States Government would not "presume" that a certain official
was empowered to speak for his Government in the capacity
of charge d'affaires ad interim. Moreover, it would be particularly objectionable to require States to make such a presumption on the basis of the order in which names might
appear on a diplomatic list. Some Governments do not publish
such a list and, if they do, the published list may be out of
date. Also, it should be noted that the diplomatic list is not
intended to be used for the purpose of determining which officer shall be charge d'affaires ad interim. Some Governments,
for instance, customarily list, after the name of the head of
mission, the name of the highest ranking military, naval or
air attache.
Article 10
This article divides heads of mission into three classes. It
is suggested that this article might begin with the words
"For purposes of precedence and etiquette . . .".
Article 11
This article restates the general practice of States, which is
to agree on the class to which the heads of their missions are
to be assigned. The United States Government observes, however, that the receiving and sending States concerned need not
be represented by heads of mission of the same rank. One
State may be represented by an ambassador, for instance,
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while the other prefers to be represented by a minister or a
charge d'affaires.
Article 12
The rules of precedence of heads of missions prescribed in
article 12 deal with matters of practice and protocol in the
receiving State, rather than with principles of international
law suitable for codification. See, also, observations on article
8 above.
Article 13
The United States Government agrees with the provisions
of article 13, which would require each State to establish a
uniform mode for the reception of heads of mission of each
class.
It is suggested that the article further provide that such
uniform mode of reception should be applied without discrimination. See, also, comment on article 8, above.
Article 14
The United States Government agrees that, except as concerns precedence and etiquette, there should be no differentiation between heads of mission by reason of their class.
Article 15
The United States Government agrees with the apparent
intent of article 15, that it is the duty of the receiving State
to ensure that the sending State has adequate accommodations,
but that the receiving State is under no duty to make exceptions from its laws relating to title to or ownership of real
property. The United States believes, however, that for added
clarity the article should be revised to read somewhat as
follows:
"The receiving State shall either permit the sending State
to acquire in its territory the premises necessary for its
mission, or, in some other way, ensure accommodations, including housing and other facilities, for members of the
mission."
Article 16
The United States Government agrees that the premises
of a diplomatic mission shall be regarded as inviolable and
may not be entered by local authorities except with the consent of the head of the mission. However, such consent will
be presumed when immediate entry is necessary to protect
life and property, as in the case of fire endangering adjacent
buildings.
Paragraph 3 of the article, considered in the light of the
commentary thereon, presents special problems. This paragraph provides that the premises and furnishings of the mission shall be immune from search, requisition, attachment or
execution. It would appear that paragraph 1 of the article
covers "search" of a mission, as used in paragraph 3. If there
is agreement to this, then the word "search" should be deleted
from paragraph 3. If not, the United States Government would
appreciate an explanation of what sort of search is intended.
Second, while fortunately Governments have rarely been forced
to requisition property used for foreign diplomatic missions,
the United States Government is of the view that international
law does not absolutely preclude the requisition of such property or its taking by exercise of right of eminent domain.
This right, of course, could only be exercised under very
limited circumstances, such as the happening of a disaster
of great magnitude, or the necessity of making important improvements to the city which require the taking of all or some
of the land on which the premises of the mission are located.
In such case, the receiving State is obligated to make prompt
and adequate compensation for the property taken and, if necessary, to use its good offices to assist the sending State in,
obtaining other suitable accommodations. Last, as to attachments and executions, in the case of rented or leased property
international law requires only that the premises of the mission not be invaded to enforce an order of the court. The
situation is different, of course, where the property is owned
by the foreign Government and used for diplomatic purposes.
In such case, the claim of sovereign immunity would preclude
attachment or execution.
The United States Government does not agree with the
last sentence of paragraph (2) of the commentary. It is not.
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clear what sort of judicial notices are'referred to. The United
States Government agrees that a process server may not serve
a summons or process on the premises of the mission. However, this Government does not agree that judicial notices of
any nature whatsoever need be delivered through the Minister
for Foreign Affairs of the receiving State. If the person to
whom the subpoena or process is addressed does not enjoy
diplomatic immunity, the document should be served on him
at his home or other appropriate place away from the premises of the mission. If the person concerned enjoys diplomatic
immunity, he is not subject to the jurisdiction of the local
courts in the absence of a waiver by his Government. The
Foreign Office need become involved only where such a document has been erroneously served, and the head of mission requests the Foreign Office to return the process to the court
with an appropriate suggestion of immunity.
The United States Government could not approve the language used in paragraph (4) of the commentary. It is suggested that the substance of this paragraph be restated as a
rule of international law worded somewhat as follows:
"Notwithstanding the inviolability of the premises of the
mission, real property is subject to the laws of the country
in which it is situated. The sending State is obligated to
permit the land on which the premises of the mission are
situated to be used for carrying out public works, such as
the widening of a road, for example. The receiving State,
for its part, is obliged to provide prompt and adequate
compensation and, if necessary, to place other appropriate
premises at the disposal of the sending State."
Article 17
The United States Government agrees with thh article, if
it is intended to grant an exemption from taxes in respect of
the premises of a diplomatic mission for which the foreign
Government concerned would be liable either as owner or lessee.
This Government does not agree, however, if the article is
intended to grant an exemption from taxes levied against
rented or leased property for which the landlord, rather than
the sending State, is liable, or for taxes due with respect to
real property owned by the head of the mission personally.
Moreover, the article fails to clarify the particular categories
of property which shall be considered as constituting the
premises of the mission. The article might be revised to read
as follows:
"The sending State shall be exempt from all national or
local dues or taxes in respect of the premises of the mission
owned by or on behalf of the sending State and used for legation purposes, other than, on a basis of reciprocity, such
charges as represent payment for services actually rendered.
For the purposes of this article, property used for legation
purposes shall be deemed to include the land and buildings
used for the embassy or legation, the chancery and all annexes thereto, and residence for officers and employees of
the mission."
The commentary might explain that property used for legation purposes should be deemed to include the land on which
the buildings are situated, including gardens, parking lots
and vacant or unimproved land, provided such lands are adjacent to the land on which the buildings are situated.
Article 18
The United States Government agrees that the archives of
the mission are inviolable, but suggests that the words "and
documents" should be omitted, as the phrase is confusing and
unnecessary.
The United States Government cannot agree with the statement in the commentary that the inviolability applies to "archives and documents, regardless of the premises in which they
may be". The inviolability which properly attaches to the
archives of the mission presupposes that archival material will
be on the premises of the mission, in ordinary transit by
courier or sealed pouch, or in the personal custody of duly
authorized officers of the mission for use in the performance
of their functions.
Article 19
The United States Government agrees that the receiving
State should accord appropriate facilities for the performance

of the mission's functions. However, there should be some
indication as to the meaning and scope of the words "full
facilities".
Article 20
Article 20 is so broadly phrased as to sanction the present
practice of certain Governments of restricting so extensively
the travel of members of a diplomatic mission as to render
the right of freedom and movement illusory. The latter part
of the article would require that travel controls be applied
without discrimination to diplomatic representatives of all
States, including those which do not restrict the movements of
representatives of the receiving State. The principle of reciprocity, however, is an integral factor in matters of this nature.
It is believed that it would be preferable to have no article
on the subject, rather than one so subject to arbitrary abuse.
Article 21
The United States Government concurs generally with paragraphs 1 and 3 of article 21. This Government recommends,
however, that a new sentence be added to paragraph 2 of
article 21, which would read as follows:
"Any article which is radio-active may not be considered
as an article intended for official use of a diplomatic mission, and any diplomatic bag containing such an article may
be rejected."
The United States Government further suggests that paragraph 4 be revised to read as follows:
"The diplomatic courier shall be protected while in transit
in the receiving State or in the territory of a third State
which he entered with proper documentation."
This Government is of the view that in a number of respects
the commentary on this article does not reflect existing rules
of international law.
Article 22
This provides that the persons of diplomatic agents, denned
as the head of the mission, and members of the diplomatic
staff of the mission, shall be inviolable, and that they shall
not be subject to arrest or detention, be it administrative or
judicial. As stated in the observations regarding article 4,
above, the composition of the diplomatic staff requires more
precise definition.
Article 23
The United States Government agrees with paragraph 1 of
article 23, to the effect that the private residence of a diplomatic agent is inviolable. However, this Government is of the
opinion that paragraph 2 requires further consideration. For
instance, no inviolability would attach to the property, papers,
and correspondence of a diplomatic agent pertaining to a commercial venture in the receiving State.
Article 24
This article undertakes to lay down a new rule of international law. While providing complete immunity from criminal jurisdiction, the article would make the exemption from
civil jurisdiction subject to certain exceptions not presently
recognized under international law. Moreover, paragraph 4
of the article undertakes to prescribe which court in the sending State is competent to exercise jurisdiction over its own
diplomatic agents.
The United States Government is of the opinion that the
article should be revised to restate existing principles of international law on the subject. This, it is submitted, requires complete exemption of persons entitled to diplomatic immunity
from criminal and civil process, in the absence of a waiver
by the sending State, except with respect to real property
owned by such person in his private capacity. In the latter
case, court proceedings are usually in rem rather than in
personam. The United States Government also suggests that
the last sentence of paragraph 4 of the article be deleted.
Article 25
The United States Government agrees with the principles
expressed in paragraphs 1 and 2 of article 25, which provide
that the immunity of diplomatic agents may be waived by the
sending State, and that in criminal proceedings, the waiver
must always be expressly made by the Government.
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Paragraphs .3 and 4, however, recognize implied waivers of
jimmunity ;in certain civil proceedings. This is inconsistent with
the .accepted theory that the immunity is for the benefit of
the Government concerned, not the individual. For various
reasons, the sending State may object to one of the members
of its .mission becoming involved in judicial proceedings in
the receiving State. Accordingly, the United States Government is of the opinion that, in each case, there should be an
express waiver of immunity by the sending State.
Article 26
Article 26 cannot be considered as a statement of the tax
exemptions to which diplomatic agents are presently entitled
under existing principles of international law. While some
of the provisions thereof may conform with requirements of
international law, others do not.
Article 27
Paragraph 1 of the article provides that customs duties
shall not be levied on articles for the use of the mission or .for
the personal use of a diplomatic agent or members of his
family belonging to his household. Assuming that the term
"diplomatic agent" refers only to an individual recognized in
an officer status, this paragraph conforms with United States
practice in the matter.
Paragraph 2 of -the article further provides that -the personal baggage of a diplomatic agent may not be inspected
except under limited circumstances and in ,the presence of
such agent or his authorized representative. It is the view of
the United States Government that the customary exemption
from inspection by .customs authorities of the personal baggage
of a diplomatic officer is accorded as a matter of courtesy,
and not because it is a requirement of international law.
Article 28
This article provides that, in addition to diplomatic agents,
.the privileges and immunities "mentioned in articles 22 to 27
shall also be enjoyed by members of the family >of the diplomatic agent, and likewise the "administrative and technical
staff" of the mission, and their families, provided such persons
are not nationals of the receiving State. Members of the
"service staff", however, are to enjoy immunity only in respect of acts performed in the course of their duties and, if
not nationals of the receiving State, are to be exempt only
from dues and taxes on their salaries. The last two paragraphs
of the article apply .to private servants.
The United States Government considers that a careful and
precise statement by the International Law Commission as to
,the privileges, immunities and exemptions to which the various
categories of officers and employees of a mission should be
considered entitled would materially contribute to the betterment of relations between Governments.
It is well known that few Governments are as generous as
the United States Government in extending privileges and
immunities to all members of the staff of a diplomatic mission.
The United States, just as most Governments, does not extend
immunity to families of employees of diplomatic missions in
Washington whose names are not included in the Diplomatic
List. Also, except on first arrival and for a reasonable period
thereafter, such employees and their families do not, in the
absence of reciprocal arrangements, enjoy free importation
privileges and certain other tax exemptions enjoyed by officer
personnel. Also, the United States Government, on request,
suggests to American courts the immunity from jurisdiction
of all officers and employees of a diplomatic mission in Washington, regardless of nationality, who have been duly notified
to and accepted by the United States in such capacity, as well
as the immunity of families of officers included on the Diplomatic List.
Other Governments may be of the opinion that the granting
of diplomatic immunities to subordinate employees of a mission for other than official acts is not required under international law. The United States Government is hopeful that the
International Law Commission will be able to restate the
international law rule on the subject with sufficient clarity
that it will serve as a firm guide to what immunities Governments must accord to members of foreign diplomatic missions.
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Article 29
This article provides that, as regards the acquisition of nationality of the receiving State, no person enjoying diplomatic
privileges and immunities in that State, other than the .child
of one of its nationals, shall be subject to the laws of the
receiving State. This represents existing .United States law
on the subject and is in conformity with international law
as the United States Government interprets it.
Article 30
This, article provides that a diplomatic agent who is a national of the receiving State shall enjoy immunity from the
jurisdiction only in respect of official acts performed by him
in the exercise of his functions. The last paragraph of the
commentary states that the proposed rule implies that members
of the administrative and service staff of a mission who are
•nationals of the receiving State shall enjoy only such privileges
and immunities as may be granted them by the receiving State.
The United States Government is of the opinion that all
officers and employees of a diplomatic mission, regardless of
nationality, should enjoy immunity from jurisdiction in respect
•of official acts. Such immunity is for the benefit of the Government, and not the individual (see observations regarding
articles 6.and 28, .above).
Article 31
The United States Government agrees with the provisions
of article 31 specifying that entitlement of an individual to
diplomatic privileges and immunities commences on ,the moment of his entry into the territory to take up his post, and
continues until his departure on expiry pf his appointment or
a reasonable time thereafter in which to depart and have his
.effects removed. The United States Government .submits, however, that where the person is already in the territory of the
receiving State, his privileges and immunities begin only
when his appointment is notified to and accepted by the Ministry for Foreign Affairs.
Article 32
The United States Government agrees with article 32, if it
is intended to apply only to the duties of a third State with
respect to a diplomatic agent passing through or in its territory in immediate and continuous transit proceeding on official
business to or from a post to which he is regularly assigned.
However, a third State is not obligated to accord inviolability
to a diplomatic agent while in transit for other purposes or
.during a sojourn in such third State. The United States Government further observes that this article should be revised to
cover other members of the staff of the mission.
It is of course a condition precedent to the claiming of any
rights by persons in transit through a third State, whether as
a diplomatic courier, a diplomatic agent, or any other person
connected with a diplomatic mission, that the individual concerned be properly documented, and that the third State has
authorized his transit, or that his presence in the third State is
inadvertent and unplanned, being due to a unforeseen circumstance, as in the case of shipwreck or forced landing of an
airplane.
Article 33
The United States Government agrees with the statement
that persons entitled to diplomatic immunity should nonetheless respect the laws and regulations of the (receiving State,
and should refrain from interfering in the internal affairs of
that State. Also, the United States Government further agrees
that, in the absence of special agreement, the mission should
conduct its business through the Foreign Office, and that the
premises of the mission should not be used for purposes incompatible with the functions of the mission. However, see
United States observations on article 2, regarding the functions
of a mission.
Article 34
This article appears correctly to describe, inter alia, the
various modes of termination of appointment, except that
paragraph (c) should be reworded. A notification that an individual has become persona non grata, or a request that he be
recalled, is customarily given by the receiving State to the
head of the mission concerned, rather than to the individual.
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Such notifications normally also provide that such person's appointment will be considered terminated as of a certain date.
Article 35
This appears to reflect existing practice regarding the duty
of the receiving State to grant facilities for departure, even in
case of armed conflict.
Article 36
This appears to reflect existing practice regarding the duty
of the receiving State to respect and protect the premises,
property and archives if diplomatic relations are broken off OF
if a mission is withdrawn or discontinued, and to permit the
sending State's interests to be represented by a third State
acceptable to the receiving State.
Article 37
This Article should be deleted if the draft articles are not
prepared in the form of a convention.
21.

YUGOSLAVIA

Transmitted by a letter dated 19 May 1958 from the Permanent Representative of Yugoslavia to the United Nations
[Original: English]

General comments
1. The present text of the draft rules concerning diplomatic
intercourse and immunities of permanent diplomatic missions,
elaborated by the International Law Commission at its ninth
session, may be considered in principle as acceptable and
could, subject to some smaller alterations, serve as a final
proposal for the codification of the matter.
2. The United Nations Charter, which represents the basic
source of contemporary international law, should provide the
basis for this codification. However, in implementing this
stand, concrete necessities should be borne in mind and compromise solutions should be adopted with regard to questions
where differences between the new requirements of the Charter
and earlier practices may occur, or where the provisions of the
Charter do not affect directly the corresponding rules of the
draft. Generally speaking, as far as diplomatic privileges and
immunities and the protection of diplomatic persons are concerned, special guarantees are needed. Such guarantees were
not provided by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
which should be considered as the guiding principle of international law and which guarantees only a minimum of rights
to each individual.
3. The Commission has acted properly when it extended
its work to the field of the codification of rules concerning
ad hoc diplomacy and the representation of States in international organizations. The Secretariat of State for Foreign
Affairs considers that much more extensive and comprehensive
studies will have to be carried out before taking up the codification of rules concerning ad hoc diplomacy and the representation of States in international organizations. The Commission has embarked on the best possible road when it has
taken up the codification of rules regulating the status of diplomatic missions first. The Secretariat of State for Foreign
Affairs considers that section I of the rules on permanent diplomatic missions could be implemented independently of other
sections, and that the conclusion of an international convention
would provide the most appropriate form for the implementation of such rules.
II
Specific comments
Article 2
The question of defining the functions of a diplomatic mission constitutes one of the most complex problems pertaining
to this field. Contemporary practice is pointing to an ever
increasing extension of these functions, so that classical rules
do not appear to be satisfactory any more.
It is believed that the Commission should once more consider the formulation adopted at the ninth session, which is

based on classical principles but fails to exhaust all the functions of a diplomatic mission. It would be useful to consider
the possibility of drafting a more detailed formulation, which
would cover the functions more extensively, including the elements already embodied in the present formulation. The possibility of inserting these functions in a different part of the
draft should be also taken into consideration, bearing in mind
the elaboration either of a negative or of a positive formulation
of these functions.
Article 4
The Secretariat of State for Foreign Affairs considers that
it should be ascertained whether this provision applies only
to the appointment of diplomatic personnel alone or to the
whole staff of a diplomatic mission, both diplomatic and nondiplomatic. It should be also made clear what is meant by the
expression "other members of the staff of the mission".
Article 5
As regards article 5, the Secretariat of State for Foreign
Affairs wishes to underline that it is, in principle, opposed to
the institution of members of the diplomatic staff of a mission
appointed from among the nationals of the receiving State, as
it considers that this institution constitutes an historic anachronism with regard to diplomatic agents and the diplomatic
staff of missions. Nevertheless, if the Commission finally
adopts this institution, care should be taken that the privileges
and immunities necessary for the independent carrying out of
functions should be guaranteed to such persons also.
It would be useful if the Commission also considered in the
course of its further work the question of diplomatic agents
and diplomatic staff who are nationals of third States.
Article 8
Bearing in mind the reasons by which the Commission was
prompted when formulating the first alternative, namely, that
"the head of the mission is entitled to take up his functions in
relation to the receiving State when he has notified his arrival
and presented the true copy of his credentials to the Ministry
for Foreign Affairs of the receiving State", the Secretariat
of State for Foreign Affairs admits the possibility of a discussion concerning its adoption. However, it wishes to emphasize
that the second alternative, namely "when he has presented his
letters of credence", is more in line with actual practice and
offers a greater legal security, as the very act of presentation
of letters of credence to the head of State is, in addition to its
more solemn character, of a greater legal significance.
Article 10
As modern practice is developing intensively in the direction
of the abolition of the class of ministers plenipotentiary, it
would be useful if the Commission reconsidered this article
with a view to the possible abolition of the class of ministers
plenipotentiary. If the Vienna classification into three classes
were maintained, it could be pointed out, at least in the
commentary, that this classification is not in contradiction with
the recognition of the sovereignty and equality of States in
accordance with the United States Charter, as it does not
deprive the States of the right to exchange those classes of
diplomatic agents to which they have agreed. This is all the
more desirable as the differentiation of diplomatic agents results in a definite inequality as regards protocol, and sometimes also in an inequality of substance if too much importance
is attached to the provisions of protocol.
Article 17
As far as this article is concerned, it is necessary to give a
precise definition of the expression "for services actually rendered", as a number of disputes have arisen in actual practice
with regard to this matter.
Article 28
The basic remark with regard to this article is concerned
with the granting of diplomatic privileges and immunities to
the administrative and technical staff of a mission. On the basis
of the general rules of international law, which exist today and
are applied in the majority of States, the administrative and
technical staff of a mission enjoy only the privileges and immunities they need for the unhindered carrying out of their
functions, and which cannot be identified with the functions of
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the diplomatic staff. It would be desirable to explain precisely
what is meant by the expression "members of the family of a
diplomatic agent forming part of his household", in order to
define precisely the circle of persons enjoying diplomatic
privileges and immunities.
The same applies to paragraph 2 of this article. It would be
useful to clarify the meaning of the sentence "members of the
service staff of the mission shall enjoy immunity in respect
of acts performed in the course of their duties", in order to
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ascertain the basis upon which they are granted diplomatic
privileges and immunities.
The Secretariat of State for Foreign Affairs, on its part,
wishes to emphasize that, in its opinion, articles 33, 34, 35
and 36 of the present draft should be reconsidered and elaborated in more detail, in view of the fact that they have been
formulated in a rather incomplete manner and that they require
an as comprehensive analysis as possible.

