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ON THE PRINCIPLE OF UNITY OF INTERPRETATION
OF TREATY NORMS IN INTERNATIONAL LAW

The principle of unity of interpretation is one of the fundamental
but at the same time one of the ambiguous principles of interpreta-
tion of treaty norms in international law. Deviation from compliance
with this principle entails consequences in the form of a different
understanding and further application of the norms of international
law, which in turn creates the possibility of contradictory decisions
by international judicial and quasi-judicial bodies. The importance
of legal analysis of this issue is evidenced by the fact that the “ar-
bitrary” interpretation of the norms of international law casts doubt
on the effectiveness of the principles and rules of interpretation of
treaty norms enshrined in international law. Despite the fact that the
rules and basic principles of interpretation are regulated by the Vi-
enna Convention on the Law of Treaties, each interpreter can apply
them in a peculiar way. The purpose of this study is a comprehen-
sive analysis of the practice of interpreting the norms of interna-
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Introduction

The existing rules and principles of legal interpretation, although binding and established in
legal science, are often ineffective in practice. Specifically, the issue of adhering to the principle
of unity in interpretation remains unresolved. This in turn leads to varying understandings of
international law norms and their subsequent application, thereby increasing the possibility of
contradictory decisions by international judicial and quasi-judicial bodies.

Speaking of the facts indicating the lack of unity and the existence of different approaches to
interpretation, we can consider the legal understanding of the principle “Aut dedere aut judicare”
— “Extradite or Prosecute”, which has found its enshrinement in various universal international
documents. For instance in the case “Questions relating to the Obligation to Prosecute or Extra-
dite” (Belgium v. Senegal), the International Court of Justice of the United Nations (hereinafter
referred to as the ICJ) ruled that Senegal must either extradite Hisséne Habré, the former pres-
ident of the Republic of Chad, to Belgium or prosecute him domestically [1, p. 463]. However
the interpretation of this principle was somewhat different: the ICJ applied it as “Prosecute or
Extradite,” thereby altering the essence and primacy of existing obligations. Meanwhile, the prac-
tice of similar cases in the European Court of Human Rights prioritizes extradition based on the
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primary formulation “Extradite or Prosecute.” To ensure the proper observance of the principle
of unity and strengthen the existing system of interpreting international law norms, it is necessary
to develop and establish general recommended principles for their application.

Materials and Methods

To achieve the set goal of the research and realize the above-mentioned tasks, both general
scientific and specific scientific methods were applied, that commonly used in the study of social
relations and international law.

Comparative Legal Method: This method was utilized in the research by comparing existing
decisions of judicial and arbitration bodies on the same issues. The aim was to identify similar-
ities and differences in circumstances, thereby uncovering potential reasons for discrepancies.

Inductive Method: This method was applied to discern general trends in the interpretation of
legal issues. It involved examining individual judicial and arbitration decisions to derive overar-
ching tendencies and patterns.

Dialectical Method: This method was utilized to identify and explain the necessity of apply-
ing the principle of unity. It facilitated an exploration of the contradictions in certain legal issues,
and through analysis, the reasons for these contradictions could be explored.

These methods collectively contributed to a comprehensive understanding of the issues under
investigation, providing insights into the similarities, differences, and trends in the interpretation
of international legal principles by various judicial and arbitration bodies. The analysis aimed to
uncover the reasons behind divergent interpretations and contribute to the broader understanding
of the unity principle in international law.

Research Results
Unity in interpretation as the basic principle of the rules
of interpretation in international law

The rules for interpreting contractual provisions are regulated by the Vienna Convention on
the Law of Treaties of 1969. However, for a more profound understanding of these rules and
their adherence, it is advisable to conduct an analysis of the existing legal literature on interpre-
tation. Considering that the interpretation of provisions in an international treaty constitutes the
interpretation of legal norms, all known means of interpretation in legal doctrine and practice
should be applied to it, except for those means that cannot be applied to an international treaty
as a voluntary expression of sovereign entities [2, p. 83]. It is generally recognized that the basic
principles (rules) of treaty interpretation include the principle of good faith, the principle of unity
and the principle of effectiveness, which are in fact reflected in the provisions of the 1969 Vienna
Convention on the Law of Treaties. The wording of articles 31 and 32 of the Vienna Convention
defines the obligation to interpret a treaty in good faith, according to its object and purpose [3].
However, there is no explicit formulation of the principle of unity in the text, despite the implied
obligation of uniform interpretation in all cases and with respect to all subjects. In this regard,
M. Villiger in his Commentary on the 1969 Vienna Convention notes that paragraphs 2 and 3
of Article 31 provide for a uniform interpretation of the treaty by and for the parties, and in fact
provides ex hypothesi “correct” interpretation of the norm between the parties, as it predeter-
mines which of the meanings should be applied [4, p. 429]. This indicates that the principle of
unity of interpretation is the basis for determining the unified direction in which international
legal obligations arising from treaties are to be implemented. It is evident that the majority in the
modern doctrine of international law recognizes this fact. Similarly, Professor G. Warnke asserts
that in interpreting legal norms, the pursuit of unity is undoubtedly one of the appropriate guiding
principles, which constitutes a standard of legal interpretation [5, p. 409]. It is necessary to ac-
knowledge that adherence to the principle of unity in interpretation plays a significant role in the
overall understanding and application of norms in international law. Failure to adhere to it raises
questions about the legality of such divergent interpretations, which deviate from the established
common - singular meaning of legal norm interpretation.
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In turn Ronald Dworkin boldly proposes that the unity of interpretation is ensured by his
three-stage theory of interpretation: firstly, by individualizing the practice and distinguishing
between types of interpretation; secondly, by attributing a set of objectives to the type of interpre-
tation determined in the first stage; and finally, determining the best realization in a specific case
[6, p. 563], which serves as the basis for its subsequent application. This three-stage sequence
can argue in favor of the unity of interpretation because it provides a structural sequence of in-
terpretation and helps identify the best interpretation, which subsequently forms the basis for its
establishment as a uniform practice. However, there is an opposing view on this issue. Lawrence
B. Solum argues that this concept is not tenable because “an action is successful only when it
achieves its goal” and according to the formulation of the three-stage sequence the best interpre-
tation cannot always become the basis for establishing a uniform interpretation of the norm. B.
Solum believes that interpretation of the norm comes after determining the semantic content of
the legal text. That is interpretation defines the range of legal content and it is either constrained
by the text or too extensive, which in both cases leads to different practical legal consequences
[7, p- 565]. Thus, the existence of the principle of unity in law is not denied, moreover, there is its
development as one of the fundamental principles of international law. However, there are differ-
ent opinions on the binding nature of its observance. Taking into account the above the question
arises: how is it possible to establish a uniform interpretation of the norms of international law,
and what can lead to the evasion of its observance?

The basic concept of the principle of unity implies that rules of law must be interpreted
uniformly in all cases. That is, the same entity, in a particular case a judicial or quasi-judicial
body, cannot interpret a norm in one way in one case and in another way in a second case [8, p.
120]. Otherwise, the risks increase substantially: misunderstanding of international law norms,
non-compliance with treaty obligations by the parties, conflicting decisions by judicial and qua-
si-judicial bodies on similar issues, all of which compromise the traditional understanding of
international law. If, in fact, the legal community, in determining the importance of the role of
international law, seeks to enhance compliance with it, it must, in its interpretation and applica-
tion, through synthesis or deduction methods, reflect the legal vision, needs and aspirations of all
components of that community.

It is quite evident that without adherence to the rules of interpreting legal norms, there is no
proper understanding of the law, which subsequently leads to the impossibility of its applica-
tion. However, in this aspect, unity in interpretation allows for determining the original meaning
of the legal norm and establishes the conditions for its application, thereby limiting entities in
arbitrary interpretation and application of the law. It is important to note that compliance with
the fundamental principles of interpretation collectively enables the high-level interpretation of
international legal obligations; otherwise, problems arise in understanding and applying norms of
international law. Adhering to the principle of unity in interpretation enables international judicial
and quasi-judicial bodies to properly apply international legal norms for the fair and objective
resolution of legal disputes.

Discussion
Differences in the practice of applying the principle
of unity in the interpretation of international law

Currently, due to the disparate understanding and different approaches in the interpretation
of the same norms of international law, problems arise related to the issues of law enforcement
in order to ensure fair resolution of legal disputes. From a practical point of view, it is possible to
identify facts indicating the difficulties of such implementation, since the same rules and princi-
ples of law are interpreted and subsequently applied by each judicial and quasi-judicial body in
its own way. Unity of judicial practice implies uniform application and interpretation by courts of
norms of substantive and procedural law. It should be noted that when making a decision, judges
take into account judicial practice, and on the basis of judicial discretion make a final decision [9,
p. 31]. Thus, Korshunova P.V. emphasizes the need to determine a single vector in the legal un-
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derstanding of the norm of law, because it affects its law enforcement practice. In the current con-
ditions, the problem of maintaining unity is relevant and, therefore, requires proper regulation.
The reason is the lack of a clearly developed mechanism for the implementation of the principle
of unity in interpretation and judicial practice.

The analysis is based on a comparison of the legal understanding and application of the prin-
ciple “Aut dedere aut judicare” — “Extradite or Prosecute” by various judicial and quasi-judicial
bodies. This principle is enshrined in various universal instruments in the field of international
peace and security and is an obligation for States. The principle of “extradite or prosecute” de-
fines the common goal of States in the fight against crime, and sets out the alternatives for the
requested State, upon receiving a request for extradition of a person present in its territory: either
to surrender the person concerned to the requesting State or to try the case in its own courts [10,
p. 47, 49]. Nevertheless, practice shows that extradition issues are paramount in this matter. For
example, the Council of Europe Convention on the Prevention of Terrorism, articles 17 and 18,
stipulate that all States parties to the Convention are obliged to extradite or prosecute the persons
concerned if they have jurisdiction over the offences concerned [11]. Article 8 of the Convention
against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment also establishes
the obligation to extradite persons who have committed an offence and, where this is not possible,
the obligation to establish the jurisdiction of the State in which the person is located for further le-
gal proceedings [12]. That is, under the provisions of the above-mentioned treaties, the obligation
to extradite individuals is a primary duty, and only in cases where extradition is not possible does
the obligation to prosecute under the domestic laws of the state arise. The interpretation of the
“Extradite or Prosecute” principle, as noted by researchers, depends on the circumstances of the
case and may signify either a priority of extradition or prosecution, or be understood as imposing
both obligations equally on the state [13, p. 21]. However, several questions arise: how to fairly
assess the priority of one obligation over another, to what extent such an approach to interpreta-
tion is legitimate, and whether it violates fundamental principles and rules of interpreting norms
of international law. For instance, in its judgment in the case of “Ahorugeze v. Sweden”, the Eu-
ropean Court of Human Rights ruled that the extradition of the applicant to Rwanda was lawful
and upheld the Decision of the Swedish authorities dated July 7, 2009, according to which the
applicant should be extradited to Rwanda to face trial on charges of genocide and crimes against
humanity [14]. This decision is justified by Articles 1 and 4 of the Swedish Criminal Extradition
Act, since “a person who is suspected or accused in a foreign state or found guilty of acts punish-
able there, may be extradited to that state by decision of the authorities” [15]. Similarly, the Oslo
Court of First Instance in Norway on July 11, 2011 granted the request for extradition to Rwanda
of Charles Bandora; the European Court of Human Rights in its Rulings in the cases of Mama-
daliev v. Russian Federation, Soering v. United Kingdom, Tadjibaev v. Russian Federation and
others, indicated the priority of the obligation to extradite persons suspected of having committed
a crime, provided that there is no real threat of persecution against life or liberty.

The analysis of the practice of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (hereinafter —
ICTR) in the decision on extradition cases of perpetrators also has a place in this paper, because
according to 11 bis of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence of the ICTR and case law, the Cham-
ber of the Court may order the transfer of the case to a state that has jurisdiction over the crime
and is willing and ready to accept the case [14]. Thus, in the Uwinkindi Transfer Case, the ICTR
for the first time ordered the transfer of a genocide suspect for trial in Rwanda who had been
indicted. On similar grounds, the cases of V. Munyeshyaka and L. Busyibaruta were transferred
to French national courts; the cases of B. Munyagishari and L. Ntaganzwa were transferred to
Rwanda. Summarizing the above-mentioned practice, it should be concluded that the European
Court of Human Rights and the International Tribunal for Rwanda, in interpreting the principle
of “extradite or prosecute”, have adhered to the principle of unity in its interpretation, indicating
in their decisions the priority of extradition to the requested State of persons suspected or accused
of having committed a crime.
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However, the ICJ decision on Questions relating to the Obligation to Prosecute or Extra-
dite (Belgium v. Senegal) was sensational, as the Court interpreted the principle of “extradite or
prosecute” in the formulation “prosecute or extradite”, without taking into account the existing
practice of the Committee against Torture and other quasi-judicial bodies on similar issues. In the
original definition, “Aut dedere aut judicare” establishes the duty to extradite as the primary and
fundamental obligation of States under international law, and the duty to judge arises as an alter-
native in the event that extradition is refused. In this case, the ICJ seemingly altered the priority of
obligations by stating in its decision that a state is obligated to prosecute a suspect located within
its territory first and only extradite them if prosecution is not feasible [16], thereby leading to a
reinterpretation of the traditionally established understanding of the international law principle
“Aut dedere aut judicare”. Until this moment, extradition was one of the international legal obli-
gations of states, but now, in view of this ICJ decision, which changes the priority of obligations,
the issues of bringing the domestic policy of states in terms of criminal justice in accordance with
the norms of international law are of paramount importance, and may create new obstacles to
the implementation of the rule of law. Moreover, based on this decision, it becomes impossible
for States to grant discretionary political asylum to individuals, as suspects could be charged
with violating international law and brought to trial in any country wherever they are hiding.
This could then constitute an infringement of State sovereignty and therefore violates one of the
basic principles of international law — the principle of non-interference in the internal affairs of
another State. The above-mentioned circumstances lay the foundation for the global application
of universal jurisdiction.

Taking into account the existing problems arising from the different approaches to interpret-
ing legal norms, the following recommendations are proposed to affirm the application of the
principle of unity in interpreting contractual norms in international law:

Firstly, given the heightened need for interpreting Articles 31 and 32 of the Vienna Conven-
tion on the Law of Treaties, it is suggested to request an assessment from the International Law
Commission on the role and significance of the principle of unity in interpretation. Secondly, in
light of the absence of an international legal document consolidating all rules and principles of
interpretation, and based on existing practice and the arguments put forth by the Commission,
it is recommended to codify the rules of interpreting contractual norms in international law. By
adopting these recommendations, it is envisaged that a more consistent and harmonized approach
to interpreting contractual norms will be established, thereby promoting greater coherence and
effectiveness in the application of international law.

Conclusion

The conducted research allows us to conclude that at present, the lack of sufficient regulation
of compliance with the rules of interpretation creates problems of legal understanding and further
enforcement of international law norms. The principle of unity in interpretation plays a key role
and serves as a basis for preventing different interpretation of the same norms by different bod-
ies. Having analyzed the practice of interpretation and application of the principle “Aut dedere
aut judicare” — “Extradite or judge” — by various judicial and quasi-judicial bodies, it should be
concluded that in some cases there are deviations from the established practice of understanding
this principle.

In order to properly adhere to the principle of unity in interpretation and strengthen the ex-
isting system of interpreting legal norms, it is necessary to develop and consolidate a generally
recommendatory framework. Proposals formulated during the analysis of existing practices of
interpreting norms in international law can be among the possible ways to address this issue.

A.K. UcneprenoBa, KyKbIK Korapsl MekTeOiHiH Maructpantel Maqsut Narikbayev

University (Acrana k., Kazakcran PecnyOimkacer): XaabIKapaJblK KYKBIKTAFBI INAPTTHIK
HOpMaJIapAbl TYCIHAIpYAiH OipJiri KaruaaTel TypaJbl.
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Tycinaipy Oipiiri KaFuaaThl XalbIKapallblK KYKBIKTaFb! INAPTTHIK HOpMaIapasl TYCIHAIPYAiH
HeTi3ri, 0ipaK COHBIMEH Oipre eKiyIUThl KaFMAATTapbIHbIH Oipi Oonbin Tadbutaabl. Ockl Karuaa-
HBI CAKTayJaH aybITKY XaJbIKAPATIbIK KYKBIK HOPMATAPBIH op TYPJIi TYCIHY JKOHE OJlaH opi KOJ-
JIaHy TYPIHAETI caimapFa OKem COFajbl, OYII 63 Ke3eTiHAe XaabIKapallblK COT JKOHE KBa3H-COT
OpTaHIapbIHBIH KapamMa-KalIllbl emiMaep Kadbuiaay bIKTHUMAaJIBIFBIH TYABIPa bl byl MoceneHi
KYKBIKTBIK TaJIJay/IblH MaHbI3IbUIBIFBIH XaJIbIKAPaIbIK KYKBIK HOPMaJIAPbIH “€piKTi” TYCIHAIPY
XaIIbIKapablK KYKbIKTA OCKITUINCH LIAPTTHIK HOpMaap/bl TYCIHIIPY KaFuJalapbl MCH epeske-
JIePiHIH THIMUIINIHE KYMOH KeNTipeTiHairi gonenaeii. TyCIHAIpyAiH epexenepi MEH Herisri
Karuaarrapbl XalublKapaiblK KeliciMInapTrap KyKbiFbl Typanbl Bena KoneHumsceiMEH per-
TEJNTeHIHEe KapaMacTaH, 9p TYCIHIK OepyIii oapbl ©31HIK epeKie TypJe KoiaHa anausl. by
3ePTTEYAiH MaKCaTbl XaJbIKapallblK COT JKOHE KBA3H-COT OPraHAApbIHBIH XaJbIKAPAIbIK KYKBIK
HOPMaJIapblH TYCIHIPY NPAKTHKACHIH KELICH/I Ty XKoHe OIpaeli KYKbIK HopMalapblH TYCiH-
JUpYAiH SPTYpIIL TOCLIAEPIHIH ceOenTepin aHbIKTay Ooibi Tabbulansl. by Makcarka 2 xoaMeH
KOJI )KETKi3yre Gonazpl: Oipiiik KaFMAaThIHbIH KYKBIKTBIK TAOMFATBIH JKOHE OHBIH KYKBIK KOJIIAHY
TOXKIpHOECIH Tanmaay apKeUIbL. byt Makana TOPEIIiK COTTap/bIH TYCIHIPyiHAeri Oipiik Karuia-
THIHBIH CaKTaIybIH TaJIJIaMaiIbl, OUTKECHI OYJT )KEKe 3epTTeY/Il KAKET €TeTiH MIcelle.

Tyuinoi ce3dep: bipnix Kazuoamoi, mycinoipy epedxceepi, KYKblKmulK MyCity, KYKblK KOA0d-
HY, XAIbIKAPANBIK KYKbIK HOPMAAPHI.

AJK. Hcneprenoa, marucrtpanT Bbeicmreli mkoanl mpaBa Maqsut Narikbayev
University (r. Actana, Pecnyoiimka Kazaxcran): O npuHIune eJMHCTBA TOJKOBAHUSA [10T0-
BOPHBIX HOPM B ME:KIYHAPOIHOM IIpaBe.

[IpuHIMTT eTUHCTBA TONKOBAHUS SBJSETCS OJHIM M3 OCHOBOIIONATAIOIINX, HO B TO JK€ BpeMs
OJTHUM W3 HEOJAHO3HAUYHBIX IIPHUHIIUIIOB TOJIKOBAHUS JOTOBOPHBIX HOPM B MEXIYyHApOJHOM Ipa-
Be. OTCTymiieHne OT COOMIOACHHUS TAHHOTO MIPUHIIMIIA BICYET 3a OO0 MOCIeICTBHS B BUIE Pa3-
JIMYHOTO NTOHMMAaHMS U JadbHEUIIET0 MPUMEHEHHUSI HOPM MEXAyHapOJHOTO MpaBa, 9YTo B CBOIO
odyepenb MOPOXKAAECT BEPOSITHOCTh NMPHUHATHA NPOTHBOPEUYMBBIX PEIIEHUN MEXAyHapOIHBIMU
CyaeOHBIMH M KBa3UCyneOHbIMH opraHamu. O Ba)KHOCTH IIPAaBOBOIO aHAIM3a JAHHOTO BOIPO-
ca CBHIETENIbCTBYET TOT (DaKT, UTO «CBOEBOJILHOE)» TOJKOBAHHE HOPM MEXAYHApOIHOTO MpaBa
CTaBHT I0J] COMHEHHE YP(PEKTUBHOCTh 3aKPEIJICHHBIX B MEKIYHAPOTHOM NpaBe MPUHIIMIIOB U
MIpaBUJI TOJIKOBAHMS JAOTOBOPHBIX HOpM. HecMoTps Ha To, 4TO MpaBuia U OCHOBHBIE MPUHIIUIIBI
TOJIKOBaHUA periaMeHTHpoBaHbl BeHckoll KoHBeHIMel o mpaBe MeKAyHapOIHBIX JOTOBOPOB,
Ka)JIbIi TOJIKOBATEJIb MOYKET IPUMEHUTH UX CBOE0Opa3Ho. Llenpio JaHHOTO UCCIeI0BaHusl SBIIS-
€TCsl KOMIUIEKCHBIM aHaJIW3 MPAaKTUKHA TOJIKOBAaHUS HOPM MEKIYHAapOIHOTIO MpaBa MEKIYHAPO-
HBIMH CyIeOHBIMU U KBa3UCYA€OHBIMU OPTaHaMU, U ONpeesieHHe IPUIHUH Pa3InIHOTO TTOAX0/a
TOJIKOBAHUSI OHON M TOW K€ HOPMBI mpaBa. [[aHHAs 1eNnb MOCTUTAThCA 2 CIOCO0aMU: IMyTeM
aHaJIM3a MPaBOBOW MPHUPOABI MPUHIUIA €AUHCTBA, U €€ IPaBONPUMEHUTENBHON MpakTUKH. JlaH-
Has CTaThsl HE aHAJIM3UPYET COOMIONeHNE MPUHIIMIIA €IMHCTBA B TOJIKOBAaHUH apOUTpPaKHBIMU
CyaMH, IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO BOIPOC, TPEOYIOLIN OTAEIBHOIO UCCIEIOBAHMS.

Kniouesvie cnosa: npunyun eouncmea, npaguia moako8anus, npasonoHumManue, npagonpu-
MeHeHue, HOPMbl MENCOYHAPOOHO20 NPasa.

References:

1. Questions relating to the Obligation to Prosecute or Extradite (Belgium v. Senegal), Judg-
ment, 1.C.J. Reports 2012, p. 463. URL: https://www.icj-cij.org/sites/default/files/case-relat-
ed/144/144-20120720-JUD-01-00-EN.pdf

2. Malenkova, V. S. Interpretation of international treaties. Eurasian Union of Scientists,
2015. 10-6 (19). P. 82-83.

3. Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (Vienna, 23 May 1969). URL: https://legal.
un.org/ilc/texts/instruments/english/conventions/1 1 1969.pdf

4. Villiger, M. E. Commentary on the 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. Brill.
2009

Mpago v rocyaapcTso, Ne 1(102), 2024 53



TPUBYHA MOJI0JbIX YHEHBIX

5. Warnke, G. Justice and interpretation. MIT Press; Greenawalt, K. (1997). Interpretation
and judgment. Yale JL & Human., 9, 1997. 415 p.

6. Ronald Dworkin, Response to Panel II: Interpretation at Justice for Hedgehogs: A Con-
ference on Ronald Dworkin’s Forthcoming Book (Sept. 25-26, 2009) (transcript on file with the
Boston University Law Review) — supra note 5, at 4.

7. Solum, L. B. The unity of interpretation. BUL Rev., 2010. Vol. 90, 551 p.

8. Darda, A. V. General principles and rules of judicial interpretation of universally recog-
nized principles and norms of international law. Bulletin of the Peoples’ Friendship University of
Russia. Series: Legal Sciences, 2004. (1). P. 117-123.

9. Korshunova, P. V. Unity of judicial practice and legal means to ensure it. University pro-
ceedings Volga region. Social Sciences, 2019. Vol. 2 (50). P. 25-35.

10. The universal legal framework against terrorism. United Nations Office on Drugs and
Crime. UNODC. (2010) URL: https://www.unodc.org/documents/terrorism/Publications/Train-
ing_Curriculum_Module2/English.pdf

11. Council of Europe Convention on the Prevention of Terrorism (Warsaw, 16 May 2005).
URL: https://rm.coe.int/16808c355

12. Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Pun-
ishment (by General Assembly resolution 39/46, 10 December 1984). URL: https://www.ohchr.
org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/convention-against-torture-and-other-cruel-inhu-
man-or-degrading

13. Nollkaemper A. Wither Aut Dedere? The Obligation to Extradite or Prosecute after the
ICJ’s Judgment in Belgium v Senegal. Journal of International Dispute Settlement. 2013. T. 4.
Ne. 3. C. 501-519.

14. Solveig A. Business Issues relating to the obligation to prosecute or exceed (Belgium v.
Senegal). Significance of the judgment rendered by the UN International Court on 20 July 2012.
International Justice. 2014. Ne. 1 (9). P. 11-23.

15. Judgment of the European Court of Human Rights of October 27, 2011. The case
of Ahorugeze v. Sweden (N 37075/09). URL: http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng#{%?22item-
1d%22:[%22002-335%22]}

16. Swedish Act on The Extradition for Criminal Offences 1957 r. (Lag om utlimning for
brott, 1957:668). URL: https://sherloc.unodc.org/cld/en/legislation/swe/the extradition for
criminal offences act 1957668/section 1-13/section 1-13.html

17. Meziaev, A. B. The Hissen Habré case: “Judge or extradite”. 2012. URL: https://www.
fondsk.ru/news/2012/07/22/delo-hissena-habre-sudi-libo-vydaj-15640.html

Aast nuTupoBanus u 6ubanorpadun: Ispergenova A. On the Principle of Unity of Interpretation of Treaty
Norms in International Law // IlpaBo u rocyaapcrso. Ne 1(102), 2024. — C. 48-54. DOI: 10.51634/2307-
5201 2024 1 48

Marepuaa noctynua B peaaxnuro 24.01.2024

54 Kykbik xxaHe memnekeT, Ne 1(102), 2024



