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DAY 1: 27th October, 2015 

I. CRIMINAL TRIALS: INQUISITORIAL AND ADVERSERIAL SYSTEMS  

- Mr. Harsh Prabhakar 

Day 1 kicked off with a lecture by Mr. Harsh Prabhakar on the types of criminal trials. 

There are three major types of criminal trials: Adverserial, Inquisitorial, Sui Generis/ 

Hybrid. 

1. ADVERSERIAL  

This type of criminal trial is mostly followed in common law countries. Judges adopt a 

passive role and act as impartial referees between the two litigants. The outcome 

depends on the result of a duel between two rivals. Thus, it is “litigant centric” in nature. 

The problems faced by this model are as follows: 

i. The rival litigant may attempt to suppress the truth in an attempt to obtain a 

favourable result. 

ii. There may be a difference in status of the two litigants. This may lead to a 

lopsided outcome. 

 

2. INQUISITORIAL 

This type of criminal trial is mostly followed in continental Europe that is Belgium, 

France etc. This model includes a greater degree of judicial intervention and the judge is 

actively involved in the investigation of the facts of the case. Thus, it is “judge centric” in 

nature. 

There are three primitive forms of adjudication which are based on the philosophy of 

‘divine intervention’ i.e. the involvement of God or a higher power. These are ‘Trial of 

battle’, ‘Wager of law’ and ‘Trial by Ordeal’. ‘Trial of battle’ was a judicially sanctioned 

duel wherein the winner was deemed to be right. In ‘wager of law’ the accused swore an 

oath and produced others who supported the oath taken by him. Finally, in ‘trial by 

ordeal’ the innocence of the accused was determined by subjecting him to unusual and 

dangerous tasks. His survival was deemed to be the proof of his innocence.  
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The Jury system in England replaced these primitive forms of adjudication. However, it 

was noticed that the jury could be swayed as it was comprised of laymen who allowed 

emotions to cloud their decisions on several occasions. This led to the creation of 

certain ‘exclusionary principles’ such as rule against the character of the accused. Later 

the Roman Canon Law was developed which included an active involvement in the 

collection of evidence and inquiry by the judge. 

The yardsticks used to highlight the difference between Adverserial and Inquisitorial 

model are as follows: 

i. In the Inquisitorial system, the role of judiciary in investigation and pre-trial 

procedures is very active and involves conducting interviews, collecting 

evidence, preparing a dossier. Whereas, in the Adverserial system there is no 

involvement of the judiciary. 

ii. There are strict exclusionary rules in the Adverserial system, which do not exist 

in the Inquisitorial system. 

iii. Extensive reliance is placed on precedents in the Adverserial system. 

iv. The plea of guilt and plea bargaining are not common in the Inquisitorial system, 

unlike in the system and the accused may only plead for clemency. 

v. There is more control on the outcome in the Inquisitorial system as it an inquiry 

conducted by the judge and there is no jury. 

vi. In Adverserial system, traditionally there is no involvement of the victim, unlike 

in the Inquisitorial system. 

 

3. HYBRID/ SUI GENERIS 

Today, most legal systems are hybrid models which imbibe the practices of both the 

systems to suit their conditions. The Malimath Committee Report, 2010 stated that 

India is an Adverserial system. However, it has been noticed that India is not essentially 

Adverserial in nature as is reflected in the legal provisions in CrPC such as Sections 

156(3), 164, 176, 311, 313.  

 

II. BIRTH OF INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL LAW: INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL 

JUSTICE BEFORE AND AFTER NUREMBERG   
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– Nivedita S. 

The lecture by Ms. Nivedita highlighted the evolution of criminal law, tracing it from its 

first reference to the current situation. 

 1474- The trial of Peter Von Hagenbach, Duke of Burgundy was the first case 

involving a question of international criminal law. He was convicted by an ad-hoc 

tribunal constituting 28 judges and the defence of ‘superior orders’ was rejected. 

 1815- The Declaration relative to the Universal Abolition of Slavery was signed. 

 1856- Paris Declaration Respecting Maritime Law. 

 1863- After the US Civil war, the Leiber Code was drafted which codified the law 

relating to protection of civilians who are not participating in hostilities. 

 1864- The First Geneva Convention, for the Amelioration of the Condition of the 

Wounded in Armies in the Field was adopted. 

 1868- The Declaration of Saint Petersburg was adopted and was the first formal 

agreement prohibiting the use of certain weapons in war. 

 1899 & 1907- The Hague Conventions. 

 1915- Allied Joint Declaration regarding the Armenian Genocide. This saw the 

use of the phrase “Crimes against Humanity” for the first time. 

 1919- Treaty of Versailles. 

 1919- Turkish court martial of the perpetrators of the Armenian genocide. 

However, only low level officers were punished. 

 1919- Covenant of League of Nations. 

 1920- Treaty of Sèvres was signed. 

 1921- The Leipzig Trials were conducted to try alleged criminals of the First 

World War in the German courts under German law.  

 1928- Kellogg- Brain Pact was sponsored by France and the U.S.; the Pact 

renounced the use of war and called for the peaceful settlement of disputes. 

 1937- Convention for the Creation of ICC. 

 1943- The Moscow Declaration was signed establishing a War Crimes 

Commission which compiled a list of crimes. 

 1945- Yalta Conference. 

 1945- Formation of United Nations and ICJ. 
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 1945- London Agreement for Establishment of International Military Tribunal. 

 1945-46- IMT trials: Nuremberg. 

 1946-48- IMT for Far East: Tokyo Trials. 

 1946-47- Paris Congress and creation of International Law Commission. 

 1946-49- The subsequent Nuremberg trials were a series of twelve U.S. military 

tribunals for war crimes. 

 1948- Universal Declaration of Human Rights was adopted. 

 1948- Genocide Convention was adopted by the General Assembly. 

 1949- The four Geneva Conventions were adopted. 

 1949-54- ICC Statute drafted by ILC but the statute got tabled. 

 1950- Adoption of Nuremberg principles. 

i. Individual Criminal Responsibility. 

ii. The fact that internal law does not impose a penalty for an act which 

constitutes a crime under international law does not relieve the person 

who committed the act from responsibility under international law 

iii. Irrelevance of official capacity. 

iv. Superior authority. 

v. Any person charged with a crime under international law has the right to 

a fair trial on the facts and law. 

vi. The crimes hereinafter set out are punishable as crimes under 

international law: 

a) Crimes against peace 

b) War crimes 

c) Crimes against humanity. 

vii. Complicity. 

 ILC Draft Code of Offences against the Peace and Security of Mankind. 

 1961- Trial of Adolf Eichmann was the first time a major general was found 

guilty. 

 1973- Apartheid Conventions. 

 1974- UN General Assembly adopts resolution on aggression. 

 1977- Additional Protocols to the Geneva Conventions were adopted. 

 1984- Convention against Torture. 
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 1989- Trinidad and Tobago request statute for setting up a permanent ICC. 

 1993- International Criminal Tribunal for Yugoslavia (ICTY) was established. 

 1994- International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) was established and 

clarified law on Genocide. 

 1998- Rome Statute was drafted and signed. 

 1998- Universal Jurisdiction case of Augusto Pinochet. 

 2000- The Special Panels for Serious Crimes (SPSC) in East Timor were 

established. 

 2002- Establishment of a Special Court for Sierra Leone. 

 2002- Rome Statute came to force. 

 2003- ICC becomes operational. 

 2005- The Court of Bosnia and Herzegovina, a domestic court with several 

international judges was set up and the ICTY transferred several cases here. 

 2005-06- Saddam Hussein tried by Iraqi Special Tribunal (IST) for crimes against 

humanity. 

 2007- Special Tribunal for Lebanon. 

 2010- ICC Review Conference amends 1998 Rome Treaty as to include crimes of 

aggression. 

 2012- ICC’s first trial verdict held Thomas Lubanga guilty for war crimes and 

sentenced him to 14 years imprisonment. 

 2012- Liechtenstein became the first nation to ratify the Kampala amendment on 

aggression. 

 

III. JURISDICTION, TRIGGER MECHANISM, ADMISSIBILITY AT THE 

INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT  

 – Mr. Divyadeep Chaturvedi 

‘Legality’ means an attack on the tribunal itself, that the tribunal is not established by 

correct norms as happened in the case of Nuremberg and Tokyo.  

In the case of Prosecutor v. Dusan Tadic the doctrine of political question was cited. 

According to the doctrine, the court system only has authority to hear and decide a legal 

question, not a political question. Legal questions are deemed to be justiciable, while 



WORKSHOP ON INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL LAW 
SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS 

 7 

political questions are non justiciable. The trial chamber decided that the ICTY should 

not decide whether the court has jurisdiction as it was the decision of the Security 

Council, however, the Appeals chamber reversed the decision. “Kompetenz- 

Kompetenz” meaning that the court has competence to decide on its own jurisdiction.  

Seventeen years later the jurisdiction of the STL was challenged wherein the roles were 

reversed. The Trial chamber said “Kompetenz- Kompetenz” whereas the Appeals 

chamber said it did not have such a power. Jurisdiction can be exercised in three 

manners internationally: nationality, subject-matter and territorial.  

Trigger Mechanism means when a court can exercise its jurisdiction. This can be done in 

three cases: 

i. Referral by a state party. 

ii. Investigation proprio motu by ICC prosecutor.  

iii. Referral by the Security Council. 

The concept of admissibility applies to all cases that come to ICC but jurisdiction is only 

a matter to be considered in cases of state referral or a proprio motu investigation.  

Admissibility has three components which are as follows: 

1. COMPLEMENTARITY 

 The International Criminal Court (ICC) is a court of “last resort” and will step in where 

national jurisdictions are “unwilling or unable genuinely” to proceed (Article 17 of the 

Rome Statute).  Further paragraph 10 of the Preamble says “that the International 

Criminal Court established under this Statute shall be complementary to national 

criminal jurisdictions”  

In the case of Prosecutor v. Germain Katanga (Para 79-80) the court stated that if the 

state itself is referring a matter to the ICC there is no sense in returning the matter since 

this principle is designed to protect the sovereign rights of countries and exercise 

jurisdiction in good faith. 

2. GRAVITY THRESHOLD 

According to Art. 17(1) (d) this principle arises in four cases: 
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a) When the prosecutor seeks to investigate on his own accord. 

b) State party or UNSC referral. 

c) Once the prosecutor brings the case. 

d) At the time of sentencing. 

In the case of The Prosecutor v. Thomas Lubanga Dyilo the court said that all crimes 

within the jurisdiction of the court are serious and grave in nature. The pre-trial 

chamber stated that focus must be on the highest ranking perpetrators or those most 

responsible and that “social alarm” is a criterion for judging the gravity of the case. The 

Appeals chamber refuted this yet did not mention what qualifies as a criterion to 

determine the gravity. 

In the case of The Prosecutor v. Bahr Idriss Abu Garda defined the criteria as two fold; 

quantitative and qualitative. The quality was to be adjudged in accordance with the 

Rules of Procedure (RPEs) evaluating the damage to the victims and their families.  

Thus there are two determinants of the gravity threshold: 

a) Quantity and quality 

b) Must investigate not just the most responsible. 

 

3. NON BIS IN IDEM 

This phrase signifies that no one shall be twice tried for the same offence. 
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DAY 2: 28th October, 2015 

I. WAR CRIMES  

– Ms. Molly Martin 

This lecture dealt with War Crimes, their definition, components and evolution. War 

Crimes are serious violations of international law giving rise to individual criminal 

responsibility. Grave breaches are serious violations of the Geneva Conventions and 

their Protocols which gives rise to special obligations of State parties to enforce their 

prohibition and prosecute their occurrence. 

In ICTY statute, Art. 2 defines grave breaches and Art. 3 deals with prosecution of 

persons violating customs of war. 

The case of Prosecutor v. Dusan Tadic (para 94) set a criteria for when a crime would 

become a War Crime. It is as follows: 

i. Violation must infringe the rule of International Humanitarian Law. 

ii. Rule must be one of custom or treaty. 

iii. Violation must be ‘serious’ i.e. breach of important values and involve grave 

consequences for the victims. 

iv. Invokes individual criminal responsibility. 

There must also be an existence of armed conflict and the crime must have a nexus with 

the conflict. The Kunarac Appeal (para 56) defined an armed conflict. 

In case of Tribunals, a War Crime has three essentials: 

i. Armed conflict. 

ii. Nexus of crime with the conflict. 

iii. Mens rea or knowledge. 

Art. 8 of the Rome Statute defines War crimes. Elements of Crimes, an additional 

document gives two elements of War crimes. Further the elements were discussed in 

the case of Prosecutor v. Germain Katanga (Para 1173, 1174, and 1176): 
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i. Commission of crime took place in context of and was associated with an 

international armed conflict (This shows the ‘nexus’ requirement in case of 

Tribunals). 

ii. The perpetrators were aware of the crime. (This shows the ‘knowledge’ 

requirement in case of Tribunals). (Naletilić Appeal 2006, Para 118,119) 

The discussion also centred on whether terrorism is or should be included as a war 

crime. Since there is no legally admissible definition of the same till date, this 

remains a situation difficult to resolve. 

 

II. CRIMES AGAINST HUMANITY 

 – Mr. Divyadeep Chaturvedi 

The first mention of the term “Crimes against Humanity” was made after the Armenian 

Genocide. In the Nuremberg Charter, 1945, “murder, extermination, enslavement...” 

were included as crimes with the jurisdiction of the Tribunal as per Art. 6(c). It was 

stated that there must be a nexus between the crimes and an armed conflict, thus 

leading to the inference that such cries could not be committed during times of peace. 

In the Tadic Appeals judgment it was held that the requirement of a nexus between the 

crime and an armed conflict is peculiar to the Nuremberg Charter and it was 

disregarded. Further, it was stated that the attacks have to be “widespread or 

systematic” to be qualified as Crimes against Humanity. Later, the case of Germain 

Katanga added two new requirements of “thoroughly organised” and “use of substantial 

resources”. 

Art. 7 of the Rome Statute defines Crimes against Humanity. For an attack to be 

widespread the number of casualties must be high, but there is no judicial precedent or 

guidelines as to define what number would be called a high casualty attack. Further, for 

an attack to systematic it must be planned or must be carried out as a part of a policy.  

The discussion pertained to the framing of Art. 7 of the Rome Statute and whether the 

attack had to be both widespread and systematic or only one of the two. The drafting 

causes the question to remain unanswered and only application of the Article would 

lead to a solution. 
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III. GENOCIDE 

-Mr. Divyadeep Chaturvedi 

The term ‘Genocide’ was coined Raphael Lemkin wherein ‘geno’ means race or tribe and 

‘cide’ means killing. In 1946 the first session of UN General Assembly took place where 

the first draft resolution was presented by Cuba, Panama and India and later the UNGA 

Resolution 96(1) was adopted. In the case of Prosecutor v.Kambanda genocide was 

defined as “the crime of crimes”. 

Art. 6 of the Rome Statute defines genocide. Dolus Specialis or specific “intent to 

destroy” depicts the mental element of genocide thereby distinguishing it from other 

crimes. Three kinds of destruction were discussed at the time of framing of Art. 6 which 

included physical, biological and cultural destruction but cultural genocide was left out 

of the definition. Evidence of cultural genocide may still be relevant to prove physical or 

biological genocide. 

In the case of Croatia v. Serbia (2015) it was held that causing serious mental harm to 

members of a group, even if it did not cause physical or biological harm, may be 

considered genocide if the intent was to cause physical or biological harm. 

In Prosecutor v. Jelisić (Para 82) the Trial Chamber held that the intent to destroy may 

manifest in two forms: 

i. Extermination of a large number of the group of people. 

ii. Desired destruction of a group where their destruction would impact the 

survival of the larger group. 

To determine if genocide has been committed the group needs to be identified. In 

Prosecutor v. Semanza (Para 317) it was said groups are defined according to those who 

persecute them. It can be divided into the ‘Protected group’ and the ‘Targeted group’. 

There are four types of protected groups, they are: 

i. National  

ii. Ethnical 

iii. Racial 
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iv. Religious 

DAY 3 

I. CRIME OF AGGRESSION  

-Ms. Nivedita S. and Ms. Molly Martin. 

The 3rd day of the conference was kicked off by a lecture on Crime of Aggression by Ms. 

Nivedita S. and Ms. Molly Martin. 

The lecture started with a discussion about the rules of war which are: 

 Jus ad belum - rules of going to war 

 Jus in bello–rules of conduct in a war 

The discussion about jus ad belum and jus in bello was followed by a brief discussion on 

rules of war mentioned in historic Indian legal texts like Manusmriti, with inputs from 

the participants as well. 

This was followed by the tracing the evolution of the Crime of Aggression as a crime 

under the International Criminal: 

 Art. 2(4) of the U.N. Charter:  Prohibits the use of force: “refrain from threat or 

use of war” 

 Hague Conventions of 1899& 1907: also mentioned Crime of Aggression as an 

International Crime. 

 Kellogg-Brian Pact (1928) or General Treaty for Renunciation of War as an 

Instrument of National Policy: Signatory states promised not to use war to 

resolve disputes or conflicts of whatever origin or nature they may be. 

Crime of Aggression post World War II 

 Crime of Aggression found a mention in the International Military Tribunal 

Statutes: 

1. Nuremberg –Art. 6(a) 
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2. Tokyo – Art. 5(a) 

 Definition of Crime of Aggression under the IMTs: “Planning, initiating, 

preparation, waging war in violation of International Laws or Treaties, 

participation of any conspiracy.” 

 Application of Article 6 at Nuremberg established that Kellogg: Brian pact was a 

part of the International Criminal Law. 

 1974 General Assembly resolution 3314 formally defined Aggression: “Use of an 

armed force by a state against the sovereignty, territorial integrity or political 

independence of another state in any manner inconsistent with the charter of 

U.N.” 

 Thus in customary law Crime of Aggression has, by judicial precedent, become a 

‘law with sanction’ 

 It has been affirmed by ICJ, ICTY, and ECHR. 

 Nuremberg Principles regarding Crime of Aggression were unanimously 

affirmed by a General Assembly resolution. 

Kampala Conference 

 It began in 2010 and is a 7 year review of the International Criminal Court. 

 Using Art. 121 amendment procedures a new article was added to the Rome 

Statute, i.e., Art. 8 Bis. 

 Art. 8 Bis contains the definition of Crime of Aggression under the Rome Statute, 

which is identical to the 1974 General Assembly resolution 3314 definition. 

II. MODES OF LIABILITY 

-Mr. Luca Ferro 

In this lecture Mr. Luca Ferro discussed modes of liability in the following cases: 

1. Perpetration 

2. Aiding and abetting 
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3. Command/ superior responsibility 

1. Perpetration 

Perpetration can be defined as an act to bring about or carry out a crime or deception 

and the person who commits the crime is called perpetrator. Perpetration can be 

broken down into the following: 

i. Joint criminal enterprise (JCE) 

The first traces of joint criminal enterprise doctrine are identified in the post World 

war cases. This doctrine considers each member of an organized group individually 

responsible for crimes committed by group within the common plan or purpose. 

Following are the three types of joint criminal enterprise: 

 JCE l  - Basic Form  

 JCE ll - Extended Form 

 JCE lll- Extended Form 

The basic form consists of intent of the perpetrator to commit the crime. The extended 

form i.e. JCE ll adds knowledge of the crime with the intention to commit the crime. The 

third type i.e. JCE lll consists of crime within purpose, which means intention to 

participate and further the purpose, and crime outside purpose under which either 

foreseeable crime maybe perpetrated or willingness to take the risk. 

ii. (Co) perpetration 

(Co) perpetration is also known as horizontal perpetration. It is given under Article 

25(3) (a) of ICC Statute. Under co-perpetration exists a common plan and direct 

contribution of perpetrator(s).  

iii. Indirect perpetration  

Art. 25(3) (a) of ICC Statute deals with indirect perpetration. The concept of indirect 

perpetration applies when a deliberate crime is committed through a person which is 

not liable under criminal law for the act (e.g. minor or mentally incompetent person). 
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Actus Reus here is the control over the will of the innocent agent or the functional 

domination over the group.  

iv. Indirect co-perpetration 

Indirect co-perpetration is a combination of joint criminal enterprise and co 

perpetration.  

2. Aiding and abetting 

Aiding and abetting is inscribed in Article 25 (3) (c) of Rome Statute. The three elements 

of aiding and abetting are specific direction, substantial effect and knowledge. The aider 

must provide assistance in a particular manner which is like providing assistance in the 

physical act.  

3. Command/superior responsibility  

Command/superior responsibility (Article 7 (3) of the ICTY) is a form of responsibility 

for omission to act: a superior maybe held criminally responsible under the doctrine 

where, despite his awareness of the crimes of subordinates, he culpably fails to fulfill his 

duties to prevent and punish these crimes.  

 

III. SENTENCING AT INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL TRIBUNALS 

                                                                                                   -Mr. Luca Ferro 

The last lecture of the workshop was conducted by Mr. Luca Ferro on sentencing at 

ICTs. It can be divided into: 

1. Sentencing  

“Nullum crimen, ulla poena sine pravia lege ponali” means that there can be no crime 

committed, and no punishment meted out, without a violation of penal law as it existed 

at the moment the alleged offence occurred. In other words a person cannot be held 

liable for a conduct which at the time was not deemed as criminal.  

Abolition of death penalty since Nuremberg Trials: 



WORKSHOP ON INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL LAW 
SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS 

 16 

a. International Military Tribunal under Article 27 and 28 stated that the Tribunal 

shall have the right to impose death and deprivation of property upon the 

convict. 

b. International Criminal Tribunal for Yugoslavia under Article 24 provided only for 

imprisonment. Unlike International Military Tribunal ICTY did not impose death 

on any convicted person.  

c. Rome Statute under Article 77 provided for maximum of 30 years of 

imprisonment, fine and forfeiture. It excluded any death sentence. 

Objectives of Sentencing: 

i. Retribution: Punishment inflicted on someone as revenge for a criminal act. 

Penalty imposed is a necessary consequence of a crime and should be calculated 

based on the gravity of the wrong done. In other words punishment must be to 

fit the crime. 

ii. Deterrence: Focuses on prevention of the crime by making examples of the 

wrong doer. Deterrence is used as a mode of punishment to set an example or 

send a message in the society. Future benefits are kept in mind under deterrence.  

iii. Incapacitation: Incapacitation theory of punishment advocates that offenders 

should be prevented from committing future crimes either by their temporary or 

permanent removal from society or by some other method that restricts their 

physical ability to reoffend is some other way. 

iv. Rehabilitation: Rehabilitation means reformation of the offenders and re- 

integrating them into the society. Article 10(3) of ICCPR states that the treatment 

of the prisoners is an essential aim of which shall be their reformation and social 

rehabilitation. 

v. Denunciation/Education: It is a positive prevention theory to use the criminal 

justice system to teach people what are the correct social norms. Under 

Denunciation/Education international humanitarian laws have to be obeyed 

under all circumstances.  

Preliminary considerations while sentencing: 



WORKSHOP ON INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL LAW 
SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS 

 17 

i. Evidence and submissions: For the purpose of sentencing evidence and 

submission must be presented during trial.  

ii. Standard of proof: The level of certainty and the degree of evidence necessary to 

establish proof. The standard of proof is to prove guilt beyond a reasonable 

doubt. 

iii. Double counting- Double counting is prohibited.  

Concurrent v. Constructive Sentences 

Concurrent Sentences- When sentences run concurrently, Defendants serve all the 

sentences at the same time. For example a person is sentenced to imprisonment for 12 

years for the first offence and 13 years for the second offence. Therefore he will spend a 

total of 13 years in prison because his sentence is concurrent in nature.   

Constructive Sentences- When sentences run consecutively, defendants have to finish 

serving the sentence for one offence before they start serving the sentence for any other 

offence. For example a person is sentenced to imprisonment by constructive sentence 

for 12 years for the first offence and 13 years for the second offence. In this case the 

total time spent in the prison will be 25 years.  

2. Enforcement 

After a prisoner is sentenced by the ICC, State parties accept the convicts into their state 

prisons to complete their sentences.  

Art. 110(3) of the Rome Statue deals with the principle of early release.  A prisoner may 

apply for release if he has completed 2/3rd of the sentence or has completed 25 years in 

the prison. Art. 110(4) (c) enumerates other factors that may be considered. 

Once the prisoner has been granted early release, it is unconditional. There is no 

surveillance and no restrictions as to the kind of job a person may take.  Thus, these 

criminals may and do take up positions of power once again. 

‘Double counting’ is prohibited in the cases of early release, i.e. if good behavior was 

considered while awarding a reduced sentence, then it cannot be cited again at the time 
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of applying for early release. Thus, in the case of Thomas Lubanga, early release was 

denied wherein good behavior was cited while applying for early release. 

 

If you have any query for the authors or the speakers, kindly send us a mail at 

icl.sril@gmail.com. We will respond to you with the answers within reasonable time.  

 

 

 

 

SRIL INTERNATIONAL LAW BLOG 

The Society for Research in Law [SRIL] is now accepting blogs on contemporary issue of 

International Law. The blogs will be accepted on a rolling basis. We also accept blog 

response to already published pieces on our blog. 

Submission Guidelines 

 The piece should be original and unpublished. 

 Make clear and precise arguments. 

 Submissions should not be more than 1600 words, exclusive of end notes. 

 Referencing: Sources should preferably be hyperlinked within the text. Alternatively, 

contributors may use endnotes. Footnotes are not to be used. 

 Send your entries to sril@gmail.com. Please write the Title of the piece and your 

name as the subject. 

 In case of any clarification, please drop a text to +91-8960505261 or send a mail at 

org.sril@gmail.com. 
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SRIL MEMBERSHIP 

For Students,  

1. Send us a mail at org.sril@gmail.com with your CV and a writing sample on 

International Law. Make sure to mention why you wish to join us. We will get 

back to you within 7 working days.  

2. We are also looking for a Programmer General (Unpaid) to manage our website 

and blog. Send us your application at org.sril@gmail.com.  

For Lawyers/Academicians 

3. Send us a mail at org.sril@gmail.com with your request. We will get back to you 

within 3 working days.   
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