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Rothstein (Hutchinson & Co., 1945), at 37). For Russia’s active role during
the Cold War, see, for example, Sellars, supranote 6, at 119–126, 130–138,
and Bruha, supra note 8, at 150–154. The ‘1999 Proposal of the Russian
Federation’ (repr. in Barriga and Kreß, supra note 9, at 339) is as succinct
as it has been incapable of securing a consensus in its insistence on both
the old Nuremberg and Tokyo language of ‘war of aggression’ and the idea
of a Security Council monopoly. Yet, it is as noteworthy as it is promising,
that the two distinguished Russian diplomats Gennady Kuzmin and Igor
Panin state (in ‘Russia’, in Kreß and Barriga, supra note 1, at 1264), that
‘Russia is satisfied with the outcome of the Review Conference with regard
to the definition of the crime of aggression’.
59 The identical Turkish letters addressed to the Secretary-General and to
the President of the Security Council (S/2018/53) makes reference to the
right of self-defence as recognized in Art. 51 UN Charter, but does almost
nothing to present facts in order to substantiate this legal claim. Instead, the
letters make a dangerously vague reference to the ‘responsibility attributed
to Member States in the fight against terrorism’ as if such a ‘responsibility’
could serve as a legal basis for a use of force on foreign territory without the
consent of the territorial state and absent a Security Council mandate.

