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Ikision o/ IX June I!154 (67lllr nwfing): Rejection of sildr for suCI1 oulr:igc3 and acts of :iggrrssion and to 
fhe drfllf rrsolr~fion sr~hniillrd hg Ihr’ rrprfwrMior 01 “th policy of cwircling an11 l)oyc~olting” (;11:1teInala, 
‘I’hnilfld which li:i(l Iwcri pursuccl “t~y l’riitc~l Slales Iwdrrs”. 

Al t 11~1 673rtl rnrcbt ing on 16 .JIIIIV I!)5 1, t IIC wprww It \v:is ftirthcsr sl:ilc~l 11131 III(~ f:~csls cail(vl in 111~ (;II:L~P- 

tativc of ‘i‘h:1il:rntl*. who ws invilctl hy 111~ I’rc5itlcnt 1ll:llall ;lp[lWl “c~lwrly lwo\‘c t Ii;11 ol1(~11 :1ggrc5sion II:IS 

(IJnitwl St:llc,s) IO t Iw (hunc*il 1:1l)l(b, suhiff(~(l :I tlwft 
hc*cbIl lwrlwl r-atwl by t tics (hvwrirncwts of 1 loridlir:is :intl 

rcsolutionJIH IO rqtlosl Lhc I+;IcY~ Olwrvat ion COIII- 
Nic;ir:igli:r :\I L Iw insl igal ion of c,cd:lii1 forcQI1 mono- 

mission lo (5l:iblisli :I xril)-~orilrriis~iorl of from t Iircc lo lwlic5 \vIiow iii tcwst s li:i\~(~ Iwc~ri ;ifToc~l~~l tby I Iw l)rogr(5- 

liw mcailwrs, wil II ;iul horily: (I) IO tlislxltc~li ohcrvws sivcx l)olic~y” of I IlV (;0\‘(‘1~11111(‘111 of (;lr:ll~W;ll:l. 

lo ‘hiihntl; (2) IO visit ‘I’hih~~tl if r\cuw:iry; (3) to ‘1‘11~~ c:iblc~gr:i1ii w:lb lbl:icc~l 011 I lit lw~vi5iori:il :igcnth 
m:lkr suc.11 rrll)orl s :111(1 rc~c~c~rllr~lc~r,tl;lt ions :IS it tlrc~11cd of IIIc~ (i7.‘,111 mooI irlg or, 20 .JIIII(~ I!).‘, 1. ‘1’1~ :igerid:1 
n(wss;iry t 0 tlicb Ih(~c 0lwrv;ition Commission antI w:1s :ltllJl’lcVl. ‘22 

t 0 111(% S(*c,irril y  Counc*il; and (1) if I Iic Sill)-(:oIIiIilissiori Xfltsr (11~ :1clol~LioII of 111~ :igc~ntl:i. 111~ I’rcsidcril irivitctl 
wcr(’ of t 11~ o~~iiiioii I1131 it c~niltl Iiot :itlqit;itc~ly :ic(‘om- t Iw rcqw(wIi1:il ivcs of (~11:11~~m:11:1. 1 Iondur:is :irttl Nica- 
Illi ils mission wit horit olbsc~rv:l1 ion or visit to SI:ilcs r:1gu:r I0 lb:irtic.il):ittt in t hc clisc~iission. lz3 
c~onti~uous to ‘I‘hailancl, to rt:l)ort to Lhc CoIr1II1issioI1 ‘1’11~ rc~lm5(~ril:11 ivck of (~11:1tc~m:1l;1* sl:rtcd 1h:11 (iun- 
or t 0 111~ Council for II10 ncr(5s:1ry insl rud ions. 

I c~Iri:rl~~ li;i(1 I)cacari iIiv:id(~tl by cbxl)(b(lit ioriary for05 form- 
Al I hc saI11~ rrI(*(sl iI1g, the I’rc~sitl(~nt, s[1(,;1kiIIg as the iI1g ll:lrl Of :1I, “unl:1*ful iiilcrn;il ion:rl agg~c5sion” 

rq1r(~s~~ntat ivt* of Ihca IJnitccl St;,lc*s, rc~clu(~stc~tl untl~~r which \v:is t IIC 0iIIc~orIic~ of :I v:rst iritc*rI1:11 ion:11 coIisl)iracy 
rulr 3X of t hc* l~rovisionnl rub of lbro(durc. t h:rt t Ire ;rg;iirIsl his counlry. ‘1’11(~ mat tcr h:itl l)c*(bn I1rought to 
clr:rfl resolution br put to tlic vote at the :ippropri;itc~ 
t imc. 1’S 

I Iir S(lc.urity (biincil so 1 Ii:11 t 110 Int tcbr might carry out 
its 1:14k of l)rtbv(tnting :I war which mighl sl1rc;td and of 

At the (i7dth meeting on 18 .Junca 19.5 1. Lhc draft rcso- l1rcsorviIig world I)eaccl untl socurily. OII hchalf of his 
Iution sul1rriittt~tl by t hr rq1rcsctIitalivc~ of ‘l’h:1il:ind was (;ovc~rnIIic~nl+ I lie rcl1r(!scII~:11 iv{’ of (;11:1l(ql:,l;1 II1:1& 
not atlol’trtl. ‘I’hrr~ w(xrc !b votrs in fnvour :111(l 1 against two rqii~s~s: l:irst, that “iin ohsc~rv:iliou commission 
(t Ii0 ncyp t iw vote bring 1 hat of :I lwrmancnt mcwiber) SI~OIIIII Iw srnt to Guntc~m:~ta to ask qucs1 ions. lo invrs- 
with 1 :il~stc~11tior1.120 tig;ll(n, :iIitl to 1istt.n to 1 ti(a dil1t~~III:1l ic corl)s”. It was 

‘l‘hr qu~5lion rcm:iinc~ti on the list of mottcrs of which (Ii(l tl~+irc~ of thr (~11:1tcrn:1t:1n (~ovc~rI1mc~nt that the 

the Security CouIicil is scizcd. Srcurily Council should in t hr first l11:1(~c sc~ntl :I w:irriing 
t 0 I hr i;ovr~rrinic~nts of IIontluras and Nic*;iragun, rnlling 

THE GUATEMALAN QUESTION upon them to ;Il1l1rehencl thtb cxil(9 anti In(lrctsn:1rifs 
who w(*r(a iuvacling Gu:itcm;il:i from hsrs of o[)(*rations 

INITIAL I’I1OCI<EI1IN(;S in (I1clir ic~rritorics. Sc~onclly, I hc Gu:ilcm;11:1n (bvcrn- 

Hy ral)lcgrnIn datctl I9 .Junc 1!)51. I*’ I hr Minister for 
Inrnt rqu~~stccl that an ohscxrv;it ion c~oniniissioI1 of the 

b:xtern:rl I<flations of (;unttmul:1 rt~clucstcd thr Presi- 
Srcurity Council should 11th conslitutccl in (;uatcmnla, 
:mtl iI o( hrr countries if ncctssnry, to verify through an 

dent of thr Security Cound urgrntly to convene a c~xaII1in:1l ion of the tlocumrnl;iry cvitlcncc, the fact 
meeting in orticr that the Council, in acc*ordnnce with 
Articles 31, 35 antI 39 of t h(, Chnrtrr, might take the 

t ha1 thr counlrirs ;ircusctl hy Gu:itc~mala htl connived 
:it the invasion. IX4 

measures nclcess:iry to l)rcsvc>nt t hr tlisrul1tioIi of l)eace 
;ind intcrnntionnt security in that l1art of CcbIi1 r;il America ‘I’hr rcl)rescntntivr of Guatcmnln stated that the Peace 

Committc~~~ of the Organization of lh(l American States and also to l1ut :I stop to the :1ggrtssion in progress 
against (;untc~m:rI:1. It was statrd in the rahtrgram h:itl nit.1 tlrcb l1rcvious tl;1y, 1,111 111~ (;u:rtcm:1tan Govcrn- 

that (;unt ~~:1la had madr rrl)r’s’ntations to thra (;ov- Imnt, iri caxc*rc%ca of its ol)t ion as :I mc~mbcr of that 

ernmcnt of I Iondurns, Iquesting it to rest rain :ind Org:iniz:il ion. had oflicinlly dectinrd lo allow the Orga- 

control exl1etlition:rry forces wtiic,h h:itl belbn l1rcl1:iring Iliz: ion of American States and the Pcacr Committee 

to invade (~u:1trn1al:1n tcrritory frorn I Iontturas. Not- to conccrri I hc~rnsctvcs with I hr situal ion. 125 

withstanding those quests. the exl1~~(lition:iry forcr5 The rc,l1r(~s(l”lntives of I ~onclurns* antI Nicaragua* 
had c:rl1turrd various (;u:1tcmalan I)osts on 17 June both stalctl I hat the matter should hc tlcnlt with by 
and had :rdvnncctl :111out liftcen kilometrcs inside Gua- the Org:1niz;rt ion of American States. 12e 
ternalan t(hrritory. On 1’3 June, aircraft coming from The Iqrcsc~n1:1tive of Hrazit, tlr;1wing attention I27 
the tlircctioI1 of 1 iontlur:1s and Nic:lragua had drol1ld to CtIaplc~r VI II of the Charter, :1nti particularly to 
bornhs on fuct stocks in thr l1ort of San .J&, and attack- Artictc 52 (3). introduced ~1 joint draft resolutionl~ 
rd Guatcw;ih (lily. ~tnd other towns, Iria~liinr-ClI1IiIiiIi~ 
Govcrnmc~nl ;rncl pv:itc I~uittlirlgs and bOIllbiIlg mititory 

sl1onsore(l by Brazil anti Colombia, to refer the corn- 

bases. ‘I’hr cahlogrmn 
ldaint of the Government of Guatemala to the Organiza- 

also rcftarrcd to “aggressor _ ~_ 
Governments and int cbrm1tionnt 11rovocatcurs” rcsljon- Ix2 ti75th rnt*ctillfl: p. 1. 
--___ I?3 li75th Inc*elitlg: para. 2. See chapter III, Case 6. 

‘I* S/322!), 673rtl rnccting: [li”ii. 10. With regard to parlici- ‘I4 ti75th rncclin~: ,xwus. 6, 10. 43-46. 
pation. bee chapter 111, (::Iw 5. For relations of the t:ouncil la1 (i7:ith meeting: pars. til). 

- with the I’e;~cr C)bserv;btion CoJJJmissioJJ, see chapter \‘I, (Zuse ti. I*’ 675th meeting: parus. 63, 85. 
l:or tliscussion rrlev:rnt to Article 34, hce chapter S, Case 5. lz7 li75th meeting: pura. 67. 

IiD (i73rtl nw2ting: pm. 57. ‘1” s/:xLjl;. 675th meeting: ~mra. 653. 1;or constitutional 

lzO 674th meetinN: para. 71. considerations advanced in connexion with this resolution, see 
IaL S/3232, O.R., 9111 yrcrr, Suppl. /or April-June 1954, pp. 1 t-13. chapter X, Cases 4, 6, 7, and chapter XII, Case 4. 
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126 ’ Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

tion of American States for urgent consideration, and 
to request the latter to inform the Council “as soon as 
possible, as appropriate, of the measures it has been 
able to take on the matter”. 

The representative of Colombia referred to the obli- 
gation under Article 33 of the Charter to resort to region- 
al agencies or arrangements. He pointed out that 
“this Article must be read in conjunction with Arti- 
cle 52. paragraph 2 of which says that every effort must 
be made to achieve pacific settlement of local disputes 
through such regional arrangements or agencies before 
referring them to the Security Council”. He stressed 
that the provisions of Article 52 (2) “impose on all 
members the duty to apply first to the regional organiza- 
tion”. This was not “a right which can be renounced 
because the States which signed the Charter undertook 
this obligation”. lau 

The representative of France proposed addition of a 
final paragraph to the Brazilian-Colombian joint draft 
resolution, to call, without prejudice to such measures 
as the Organization of American States might take, for 
the immediate termination of any action likely to cause 
further bloodshed and request all States Members of 
the United Nations to abstain in the spirit of the Charter 
from giving assistance to any such action. lso 

The representative of Icrance also stated that he had 
no particular country in mind in submitting this amend- 
ment. I31 

The amendment was accepted by both the sponsors 
of the joint draft resolution.lsZ 

The representative of Guatemala, after clarifying that 
he had not sought to impute connivance either to the 
people or to the Government of the United States,13* 
declared that Articles 33 and 52 were inapplicable since 
the case was not a dispute but “an outright act of aggres- 
sion”. The request of the Government of Guatemala 
was based on Articles 34, 35 and 39, which gave his 
country the “unrhallrngeahle right to appeal to the 
Srrurity Council”. Under thrsr Articles, the Council 
could not deny Guatrmala “its right of direct inter- 
vention by the Council, not intervention through a 
regional organization”, which was safeguarded by Arti- 
cle 52 (4).ls’ 

Decision 01 20 June 1954 (675lh meeling): Rejection 01 
the IIm~ilian-Colombian joint draft resolution 

At the 675th meeting on 20 June 1954, the Hrazilian- 
Colombian joint draft resolution as amended by the 
rrprcscntative of France was not adopted. There were 
10 votes in favour and one against 1~ (the negative vote 
being that of a permanent member). 

Decision of 20 June 1954 (675th meeting): Calling for the 
lerminalion o/ any action likely lo cause bloodshed and 
rrquesting all Alembers of lhe United Nations to abstain 
from rrndcring assistance lo any such acfion 

I** 6i5th mreting: paras. 72-73. 
1’0 6751h meeting: para. 77. 
1’1 675th meeting: para. 7X. 
“1 675th meeting: ,,a ‘as. 82, 84. 
11’ 675th meeting: para. 98. 
1” 675th meeting: parns. 101-104. 190. 
ICC 675th meetlng: para. 194. 

The representative of France re-introduced his amend- 
ment as a separate draft resolutionl” reading: 

“The Securify Council, 

“Hauing considered on an urgent basis the commu- 
nication of the Government of Guatemala to the Pres- 
ident of the Security Council (S/3232), 

“Calls for the immediate termination of any action 
likely to cause bloodshed and requests all Members 
of the United Nations to abstain, in the spirit of the 
Charter, from rendering assistance to any such 
action.” 
At the 675th meeting on 20 June 1954, the draft 

resolution submitted by the representative of France 
was adopted unanimously. Ia7 

Decision of 25 June 1954 (676th meefing): Rejection of 
the provisional agenda 

At the 676th meeting on 25 June 1954, the provisional 
agenda read: lse 

“1. Adoption of the agenda. 
“2. Cablegram dated 19 June 1954 from the 

Minister for External Relations of Guatemala addres- 
sed to the President of the Security Council and letter 
dated 22 June 1954 from the representative of Gua- 
temala addressed to the Secretary-General.” 
The President, (United States) drew attention to 

several communications, including a letter dated 22 June 
1954180 from the representative of GuBtemala request- 
ing an urgent meeting of the Council and stating that 
the resolution adopted on 20 June 1954 had not been 
complied with, and that due to the reasons therein 
specified, the Organization of American States could 
not take action on the question which was under the 
“full jurisdiction” of the Security Council. 

The Council also had before it a cablegram dated 
23 June 1954lm from the Chairman of the Inter- 
American Peace Committee of the Organization of 
American States, informing the Council that the Com- 
mittee had received a Nicaraguan proposal to establish 
a committee of inquiry to proceed to Guatemala, Hon- 
duras and Nicaragua, and that by unanimous decision 
Guatemala had been so informed and asked to agree 
to the proposed procedure. 

In response to a proposal that the representative of 
Guatemala be invited to the Council table, the President 
ruled that it would not be in order to invite the repre- 
sentative of Guatemala, IIondurns and Nicaragua until 
after the adoption of the agenda. The ruling of the 
President was maintained by the Council, a challenge 
having been rejected.“’ 

Ia* 675th meeting: pam. 200. 
1” 675th meeting: para. 203. 
1” 675th meeting: p. 1. For discussion on the adoption of the 

agenda, see chapter II, Case 22. 
1” S/:YL41, O.R., 9th year, Suppl. /or April-June 1954, 1’~. 14-15. 
140 S/3245, O.H., 9th year, Strppl. /or April-June 1954, p. 16. 
M* 676th meeting: paras. 31-63. For conslderatlon of Inclusion 

of the questlon in the agenda, see chapter II, Case 20; for pro- 
ceedings regarding the retention and deletion of the Item from 
the agenda, see chapter II, Case 21; for consideration 01 the invi- 
tation to the representatives of Guatemala, Honduras and Nica- 
ragua, see chapter III. Cases 20, 25. 



Part Xl 

In the discussion on the adoption of the agenda, the 
representatives of Brazil and Colombia, with the support 
of the President, in his capacity as representative of the 
United States, after referring to the inter-American 
system in which they participated. contended that since 
the Organization of American Stales had already taken 
the question under consideration. and sinrr the Inter- 
American Peace Committee of that regional organization 
was proposing to send a fact-finding committee to the 
scene of the conflict, the Security Council should not 
adopt the provisional agenda and shoult! rather wait 
until it received the report of the fact-finding com- 
mittee.ld2 ‘I’hc~ representative of the IJSSR, in oppos- 
ing these views, referred to the Guatcmalan assertion 
that the decision of the Council calling for a halt to 
aggression had not been complied with, and stated that 
the Council was in duty bound to adopt further mrasures 
to ensure the fulfilment of that tlrcision. He also 
stated that since the representative of Guatemala had 
objected to having the Organization of American States 
deal with the question, the Council could not, under the 
provisions of the Charter, impose a procedure for sett- 
lcment to which one of the parties involved objected. 143 

At the same meeting, the provisional agenda was 
rejected by a vote of 4 in favour and 5 against, with 
2 ahstcntions. I44 

The question remained on the list of matters of which 
the Security Council is scized.148 

QUESTION OF ALLEGED INCIDENT OF ATTACK 
ON A UNITED STATES NAVY AIRCRAFT 

INITIAL PIWCWDINGS 

By letter dated 8 September 1954, *4Blherepresentative 
of the United States informed the Security Council that 
on 4 Seplcmber a United States Navy aircraft, on a 
peaceful mission ovc’r high seas, had hcc*n attacked 
without warning by two MIG-type aircraft with Soviet 
markings. The plane kitI tmri destroyed and not all 
survivors had been recovered. The Unitctl States 
Government had protested to the Government of the 
USSR and reserved al1 rights to claim damages. Heliev- 

L1* (i7tith meeting parns. 1 l-27, WX3, 165-181. 
1.1 676th meeting: paras. 13X-151, 155-102. 
1~ 670th meeting: para. I!G. i:or rm~siderntion of the invl- 

tation to the representative of (~untcm:il:i ;It the 676th meeting, 
see chapter I I I. t:ase 23. 

1~ ijy letter tlnted 27 June 1954 fS/325ti), the t:hairmun of the 
inter-American i’c~;lce (:ommittee transmitted to the Sccretary- 
General copies of various notes and inlorm:dion conrerning the 
Committee’s itlner;iry to Gu;~ternalr~. 1 ionduras rind Nicaragua; 
by rnble((ram d;~tetl 5 July 1!)54 (S/3262) the Chairman of the 
inter-Amcrirnn i’eace Committee notilled the Secretary-Ckneral 
that (Guatemala. I ionrlurus antI Nicaragua had informed the Com- 
mittee that the clisi~ute between them hnd ceased to exist: by 
cablegram dated 9 .July l!M (S/32(X). the Minister of I:xtern:il 
i<elatIons of tiuatem;~l:r informed the i’resillent of the Security 
Council that peace nntl order hut1 been restored in his country ant1 
the Junta de C;ohirmo of (;uatcm;lla ww no reason why the (;ua- 
ternalan question should remain on the ;~g!rntln of the Security 
Council; by letter dated X .July 195 I (S/:i267) the t:hairman of 
the inter-American i’eace t:ommittre trunsmittetl to the Sccrctury- 
General u copy of a report of the (:ommittre on the dispute he- 
tween Guatemulu, iiontluras und Nicar;iguu. and copies of ull 
communications exchunged between the Committee and the 
parties conrernetl. 

I’* S/3287, 0.R.. Bfh year, Suppl. /or July-Sept. 1954, p. 35. 

ing that the incident was of a type which might endanger 
international peace and security, the United States 
requested an early meeting of the Council to consider 
the mat t cr. 

After inclusion of the question on the agenda 147 at 
the 679th meeting on 10 Septcmbcr 1954, the represen- 
tativc of the United States, aftttr recounting the cir- 
cumstances of this and earlit~r attacks by Soviet air- 
craft on United States planes, statrd that, while, in the 
absence of a nc~gotiatctl st*tt lemrnt, his government 
brlirvcd cases of this kintt could 1~ best resolved by the 
judicial process of thr Intt~rmrtional (:ourt of .Justice. 
the refusal of the Soviet Government to respond to that 
reasonable proposal had made it cssrntial to Iay the 
problem before the Security Council in order hy discus- 
sion there to prevent a repetition of such incidents.‘@ 

The representative of the IJSSR contested the account 
of these incidents given hy the representative of the 
linitetl States, and asserted that in carh case there had 
hrrn violnt ion hy linited States aircraft of rules and 
standards of international law, such as violations of 
Soviet air spac’r. 11~ attributed t hc incidents to the 
policy pursuttd by the 1Tnitcd State++ military authorities 
ant1 t hcb Static l)cpart mrnt, a policy which had nothing 
in COITIIIIOII with the pt~arrful assuranc(*s made by the 
rcprcsrnlat ivr of the IJni( (%(I Statcbs. Ia9 

At thr 680th meeting on 10 Scptcmhrr 1954. the Pros- 
ident. spraking as t hr rrl)r”s“I~l:ltive of Colombia, 
stated that hr would hnvc favourtltl, as one of the means 
of solution, an invest igntion of t hcb incitlcnt in acrortlancc 
with Article 34 of the Chartc~r. Iso 

The rcl’rcsrntntive of t hc USSIt remarked thal he 
could not see how Chapter VI of I hc Charter, and Arti- 
clr 31 in particular, could have any bcbaring on the inci- 
dent brought to the attcnt ion of t hr Council. Such an 
incidrnl would not srriously hc consitlcrc3l, in his opinion, 
as cnpablr of rreating a threat to intclrnational peace 
and securily. ITc \vould. t Iirrc~forc~. rrjcct any proposals 
hasrcl on I hcl I)rcmisc that the* inc~idrnt fell within the 
jurisdirl inn of thr Security Council. Is* 

At the close of I he 6801 h mccbtin& the I’resident 
statccll”2 that I hex list of spc*akrrs was t~xhausted and 
that the> Council would hc rc~c’orivc~nrtl if and when any 
delegation so requested. ls3 

QUESTION OF HOSTILITIES IN THE AREA OF 
CERTAIN ISLANDS OFF THE COAST OF CHINA 

INITIAL I’ItO(:I~I‘I)INGS 

13y letter dated 28 January 1955.154 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative 

Ia7 ti7!lth meeting: pura. 25. On the inclusion of the question 
in the :~gentln. see chapter Ii, Case 10. 

Id* ti79th mcheting: paras, 38-39. 
I(* 079th mc*rtitlg: pura. 70. 
ltm tiXI)th mcetitlg: pnra. Kl. 

IL) ‘i’he Security Council subsequently received the texts of 
diplomatic~ notes exchanged between the Governments of the 
llnitetl States ant1 the ITSSit on various incidents referred to in 
the Counril’s discussion (S/328X, 10 September 1954; S/3295. 
27 September 1!)54; S/3304, 12 October 1!954; S/3308, 25 October 
1954; and S/3301. 13 April 1955). 

1~ S/3354, O.R., 10th year, SuppI. /or Jan.-March 1955, p. 27. 


