were contamed in thls convent:on dlﬁicultles have resulted The ﬁrst Assembly
. of the IMCO, then in session in London requested the Secretary-General of the
8 United Nations to circulate India’s instrument, together with its declaration, to
e member states for their views. Canada did not raise objections ‘to India’s decla- E
ration, but at least two other countnes did. India thereupon decided to request
the mclus1on ofa supplementary item on the fourteenth session’s agenda on this
questlon. In an explanatory memorandum of August 16, 1959,® the Permanent
‘Representative of India stated that this Government had been informed by the
Secretary-General in a letter dated February 6, 1959, that if “no objection to the
declaration from a. state party to the IMCO Conventions” was received, India
would be listed as a party to the Convention.® The Indian Government did
not agree with this procedure, and requested to have the question discussed by
the General Assembly. In opening the debate in the Sixth (Legal) Committee,
on October 19, 1959, the representative of India stated clearly that the declaration
attached to the Indian acceptance was merely ““a declaration of policy”, not a
reservation®. This was considered by most delegates as constituting a satisfactory
explanatxon of the nature of India’s declaratlon and since most of them were
anxious to see India participate in IMCO as a full member, this soon created a
situation that made it possible for the Committee to adopt® a satisfactory |
resolutxon(l'» expressing the hope “that in the light' of the above-mentioned
statement of India an appropriate solution to regularize the position of India may -
be reached in IMCO at an early date”. Canada was a co-sponsor of thls reso-
lution, which the representatlve of India considered as “a very good example of
‘ 1ntemat10na1 concxhatlon and co-operatlon . T

The Broader Question of Reservations

Independent of the question of India’s partncnpatlon in IMCO, this item of the
agenda specifically - requested that the General Assembly “should pronounce
itself clearly on the principle and procedure to be followed™ in the controversial

j matter of admissibility of reservatlons to multilateral conventions in generaltb,
The debate lasted nearly three weeks and more than 40 speakers participated in
the discussion of this broader aspect of the problem. Although the discussion

g could possibly have provxded an opportunity to settle the substantive question

f of reservations, it soon became clear, in the course of the debate, that no general '
agreement could yet be reached on a uniform rule that would make it possible for

j the Secretary~General to dlschargc his functions as depositary without the present
uncertainties. = ;| o
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Most delegatxons realized that the unsatlsfactory situation resulting from
Resolution 598 (4%)) could not be clarlﬁed ‘unless the Internatnonal Law Commis-

e

(') %ﬁ-?or:p:\n/.“sihdstggw o R Doc. A/423S, October 6, 1
by the retary-General see 4 T .
mg&"ob‘::“z“ll l;g; Provnslon:ly summary record o/t October 19, 1959 " Doc. Provisional A/C.6/SR.614,
pp. 8-18. -
(U SO“"be 1, by a vote of 65 in favour (mcludmg Canada), one ngamst (Peru), with one abstention
AL, confirmed by the General Assembly by a vote on December 7 of 72 in favour (mcludmg
A (10) See anada), 1 against (Peru), with 2 abstentions (Portugal and the U.S.A)).
B See pod- A/C.6/L. 448 of October 27, 1959.
: oc. A/4188 of August 17, 1959. . - ,




