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Jordan welcomes ¢h convening of the sixth
committee to exchange views on the draft articles
on Prevention and Punishment of crimes against
humanity and thanks the ILC for all its efforts in

producing the draft articles.
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form of a convention or other legally binding
Instrument.

This meeting is an important opportunity to close
the gap on the different points of view and prove
and pave the way to reach consensus on the
substantive issues involved.

Before going into specific comments on the draft
articles, we wish to reaffirmour view that the
convention if adopted, will neither infringe on
States sovereignty northeir immunities under
International law. On the other hand, it strengghen

State's ability to exercise judicial jurisdiction over
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the crimes against humanitgnd faciliite inter
State cooperationin preventing the crime and
punishing its perpetrators.

Furthermore, nothing in the draft articles infringes
on the jurisdiction of the International Criminal
Court, and in fact, assists the court in exercising its

mandate

Jodan does not have any comments on Cluster
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Tokyo tribunak on crimes against humanity are
embodied in such a definitionlt is also
worthwhile to mention that the case law of the
ICC as well as that of other international and
national courts, and tribunals should be taken into
account when interpneig the context of this
definition.

We welcome the important safeguard contained in
paragraph three that ensures the definition in draft
article two does not limit the development of the
definition of crimes against humanity in general

International law. Tis Is intended to further the
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protection against such crimes. Nonetheless, for
the purposes of the draft articleStates obligations
are measured against the definition contained in
Article Two.

On draft article three, Jordan is of the view that
paragraph one is not necessary, anthct may be
counterintuitive. It is individuals - not states
which commit crimes against humanity. And
while the paragraph seeks wvoid giving the
Impression of f&tes committing international
crimes, the language used provides the same

outcome.

Pager of 11



Therefore, we suggestleleting this paragraph
which is inconsistent with the core of the draft
articles as a law enforcement instrument against
the individual perpetrators of the crimes. We do
not want to ben a situation whergudges in a
national courtor a prosecutorbring charges
again$ a foreign $ate on the basis of the draft
articles.

On the other hand, we aref the view that
paragraph two encapsulates the general obligations
on each state.a. to prevent and punish crimes

against humanity in all aspects. The assertion In

Pages of 11



the paragraph that crimes against humaiaitg
crimes against international law reflects the
customary international law characterization of the
crimes which produces legal conseques arising
from their prohibition being preemptory norm of

general international law
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Intergovernmental  organization, and  other
organizations. The draft articles si@ be more
clear on this aspect, otherwise it will besource
of contention between t&es and such

organizations.

Thank you.

Pagell of 11



