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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The principles underlying the organization and pre- 
sentation of the material presented in chapters VIII-XII 
of this Supplement are the same as for the previous 
volumes of the Repertoire. Those volumes should be 
consulted for a full statement of such principles. 

Chapter VIII indicates the chain of proceedings on 
the substance of each of the questions included in the 
Report of the Security Council to the General Assembly 
under the heading: “ Questions considered by the 
Security Council under its responsibility for the main- 
tcnancc of international peace and security “. The range 
of questions covers broadly those which may bc deemed 
to fall under Chapters VI and VII of the Charter. In 
chapters X. XI and XII of the Repertoire is presented 
ancillary material from the Official Records bearing on 
relevant Articles of the Charter. Rcfcrcnces to the 
ancillary matcri;ll arc given at the appropriate points 
in the entries for each question in this chapter. 

Chapter VIII, as an outline of the proceedings of the 
Council in respect of the questions included in its 
agenda, constitutes a framework within which the 
ancillary legal and constitutional discussion recorded in 
chapters X to XII may bc considered. The chapter is, 
therefore, an aid to the examination of the deliberations 

- of the Council expressly rclatcd to the provisions of 
the Charter within the context of the chain of pro- 
ceedings on the agenda item. 

The questions arc dealt with in the chronological 
order of their inclusion in the agenda of the Council’ 
and with regard to the Palestine question’ and the 
India-Pakistan question,’ which were included in the 
Council’s agenda before the period under rcvicw. in 
the order of resumption of their consideration by the 
Council. In respect of each question, there is given at the 
outset a summary of the case presented to the Council, 

1 For a tabulation of the data on submission, see chapter X, 
part. 111. 

f Repertoirr of the Practice of the Security Corrncil 1946- 
1951, pp. 325-344 : Rpprrfoirr of rhc Prorlicr of the Security 

Cor/nci/. Supplrmenf, IYSZ-1955, pp. 1 IO-1 18. 

3 Rrpcrtoirc of the Practiw of the Srcurifv Council. 1946- 
19.51. pp. 344-352 ; Repcsrtoirr of rhc Pracfice of the Seorrify 

Council, Supplement. 1952-1955, pp. 107-109. 

together with a summary of the contentions made in 
rebuttal. 

The framework of the material for each question is 
provided by the succession of affirmative and negative 
decisions within the purview of this chapter. Decisions 
related to the subject matter of chapters I-VI of the 
Repertoire arc, with certain exceptions, omitted as not 
relevant to the purpose of this chapter or of the ancillary 
chapters X-XII. The decisions are entered in uniform 
manner. Affirmative decisions are entered under a 
heading indicative of the content of the decision, and 
negative decisions arc entered under a heading indicative 
solely of the origin of the proposal or draft resolution. 
Affirmative decisions have been reproduced in full as 
constitutive of the practice of the Council, while negative 
decisions are indicated in summarized form. Where the 
ncgativc decision rclatcs to ;I draft resolution in con- 
ncxion with which discussion has taken place concerning 
the :lpplication of the Charter, the text of the relevant 
parts of the draft resolution will in most instances be 
found in chapters X-XII. 

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, an 
analytical table of measures adopted by the Council 
arranged broadly by types of measures has been included 
as part 1 of chapter VIII. This table should bc regarded 
as of the nature of an index to chapter VIII ; and no 
constitutional significance should bc attached to the 
headings adopted in the compilation of this table nor to 
the inclusion of particular measures under the indi- 
vidual headings. At the end of the table, under a new 
heading. have been added measures adopted by the 
Council, in three separate instances. to convene an 
cmcrgcncy special session of the General Assembly in 
accordance with General Assembly resolution 377 A 09. 

Much of the activity of the Council in connexion with 
Chapters VI and VII of the Charter has taken place 
through the instrumentality of subsidiary organs estab- 
lished to operate in the area of the dispute. As pre- 
viously, no attempt has been made to reproduce within 
the Repertoire material relating to the organization and 
procedures of such subsidiary bodies save where 
questions relating to their organization and procedure 
have constituted an aspect of the proceedings of the 
Council itself. 

Part I 

ANALYTICAL TABLE OF MEASURES ADOPTED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

H 
NOTE I. Preliminary meawres for the elucidation of fed 

The entries in this tabulation are restricted to a A. Hearing of interested governments and authorities. 
reference to the question, the date of the decision and the (For invitations extended to interested governments and 

serial number of the decision in the S/ series documents. authorities, see chapter III.) 
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Chapter VIII. Maintenance of internationul peace and security 
- 

IL Determination of the nature of the question 

A. Determination of the existence of a dispute or situation 
the continuance of which is likely to endanger the main- 
tenance of international peace and security. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3575), para. 1. 

III. lnj~ctions (0 governments and authorities involved In 
bosuUnea 

A. Precautionary action. 
(i) India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 2 December 1957 (S/3922), para. 1. 
(ii) Lebanon question : 

Decision : President’s statement of 22 July 1958. 

B. Establishment and maintenance of an armistice. 
Palestine question : 

Decision of 4 April 19.56 (S/3575), para. 4. 
Decision of 4 June 1956 (S/3605. para. 6. 
Decision of 22 January 1958 (S/3942), paras. 5-6. 

IV. Mcasure.s In conaexion with injunctions lo be taken by the 
governments and authodtles directly involved in hostiUtiea 

A. Withdrawal of fighting personnel. 
Palestine question : 

Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3575), para. 3a. 

B. Demilitarization of an area. 
India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 2 December 1957 (S/3922), preamble, 
para. 6. 

C. Freedom of movement and safe conduct of supervision 
personnel. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3575). para. 3b. 
Decision of 4 June 1956 (S/3605), para. 3. 

D. Co-operation in preventing infiltration and incidents. 
Palestine question : 

Decision of 19 January 1956 (S/3538), para. 2, 6. 

E. Exchange of military prisoners. 
Palestine question : 

Decision of I9 January 1956 (S/3538), para. 8. 

F. Establishment of local arrangements for the prevention of 
incidents and the prompt detection of any violation of the 
armistice agreements. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3575). para. 3c. 

G. Co-operation of the partics to prevent recurrences of inci- 
dents. 

Palestine question : 
Decision : President’s statement of I5 December 1958. 

**V. Measures in connexion with Injunctions to be taken by 
other governments and authorities 

VI. Measures for settlement 

A. Procedures of pacific settlement noted, advised or recom- 
mended. 
(i) Sudan question : 

Decision : President’s statement of 21 February 1958. 
(ii) Tunisian question (II) : 

Decision : President’s statement of 4 June 1958. 

B. Provisions bearing on issues of substance, including terms 
of settlement. 

1. Determination of accession of territory by plebiscite. 

India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 24 January 1957 (S/3779). para. 2. 
Decision of 2 Dccembcr 1957 (S’3922), preamble.. 
para. 4. 

2. Election of a constituent assembly. 
India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 24 January 1957 (S/3779), para. 3. 
3. Requirements to be met in any settlement. 

Situation created by the unilateral action of the 
Egyptian Government in bringing to an end the 
system of international operation of the Suez Canal, 
which was confirmed and completed by the Suez 
Canal Convention of 1888 : 

Decision of 13 October 1956 (S/3675), para. 2. 

VII. Measures to promote the implementation of resolutions of 
the Security Council 

A. Notice of possible consideration of further measures under 
the Charter. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 19 January 1956 (S/3538), para. 5. 

B. Establishment or employment of subsidiary organs. 
I. To make recommendations to the parties. 

India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 2 December 1957 (S/3922). paras. 2-3. 

2. To assure against illegal infiltration. 
Lebanon question : 

Decision of 11 June 1958 (S/4023), operative 
paras. 1-2. 

C. Intercession hy the President. 
India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 21 February 1957 (S/3793). para. I. 

D. Endorsement of decisions of subsidiary organs. 
Palestine question : 

Decision of 22 January 1958 (S/3942). para. 3. 

E. Reaffirmation of previous decisions. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 19 January 1956 (S/3538). preamble, 
para. I. 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3575), preamble, 
paras. l-2. 
Decision of 4 June 1956 (S/3605). preamble, para. I. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 24 January 1957 (S/3779), paras. 2-3. 
Decision of 21 February 1957 (S ‘3793). preamble. 
Decision of 2 December 1957 (S/3922), preamble, 
pnra. 7. 

F. Finding of a violation of a Security Council cease-fire 
injunction and of the obligation of a party. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 19 January 19S6 (S/3538), paras. 3-4. 

G. Call upon the parties to co-operate fully with subsidiary 
organs. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 19 January 1956 (S/3538). para. 9. 
Decision of 4 June 1956 (S’3605). para. 2. 

H. Request to the Secretary-General to undertake a survey of 
the various aspects of enforcement of and compliance with 
armistice agrecmcnts. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (S/3.(75), pare. 2. 

I. Expression of censure of relatiatory action and condem- 
nation of attack by armed forces. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of I9 January 1956 (S/3538), preamble, 
para. 4. operative paras. 1-4. 
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J. 
-c. 

K. 

L. 

M. 

N. 

0. 

P. 

Q. 
- 

R. 

s. 

Request to the Secretary-General to arrange with the par- 
ties for adoption of measures which would reduce existing 
tension along armistice lines. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (Sj3S7S). para. 3. 

Expression of concern over non-implementation of specific 
measures requested by the Security Council. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April 1956 (W3S75), preamble, para. 3. 
Ijecision of 4 June 1956 (S 360.5). preamble. para. 5. 

Noting assurances given by the parties unconditionally to 
observe cease fire. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 June 1956 (S/360.5), preamble, para. 3. 

Noting progress made toward the adoption of measures 
requested by the Security Council. 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 June lYS6 (S/3605). preamble. para. 4. 

Endorsement of views of the Secretary-General : 
Palestine question : 

Decision of 4 June 1956 (S 360s). para. 4. 

Invitation IO the p;lrties to co-operate with the Prcsidcnt in 
examination of proposals for the settlement. 

India-Pakistan question : 

Palestine question : 
Decision of 4 April lYS6 (S/3S75), pare. S. 
Decision of 4 June IYS6 (S/3605). para. 7. 

I)ecision of 21 Fchruary 19.57 (S, 3793). para. 2. 

Request to the Secretary-General and to the United Nations 
Representative for India and Pakistan to render to the 
Prcsidcnt such asgi\toncc as hc might rcqucst. 

India-Pakisran question : 
Decision of 21 February 19.57 (S/3793). para. 3. 

Directive 10 the C‘hief of Sraff of the IJnitcd Nations Truce 
Organization in Palestine to regulate activities within the 
zone hclwccn the ;irmirlice demarcation lines. 

Palestine question : IX. 
Decision of 22 January l9SX (S, 3942), para. 1. 

Directive to the Chief of Staff to conduct survey of pro- 
perty records. 

Palestine question : A. 
Decision of 22 January 1958 (Si3942), para. 2. 

Noting of the intention of the Secretary-General to take 
up the situ;ltion for consideration. 

Palestine question : 
Decision : President’s stalemcnt of 15 December 1958. 

2. From the subsidiary organs. 
(i) Palestine question : 

Decision of 1Y January 1956 (S/3538), para. 7. 
Decision of 4 June I956 (S/3605), para. 5. 
Decision : President’s statement of 28 May 1957. 
Decision : President’s statement of 6 September 
1957. 
Decision of 22 January lYS8 (S/3942), para. 7. 

(ii) India-Pakistan question : 
Decision of 2 December 19.57 (S/3922), para. 4. 

(iii) Lebanon question : 
Decision of II June 1958 (S/4023), operative 
para. 3. 

3. From the President. 
India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 21 February 1957 (S/3793). para. 1. 

B. Provision by express decision to consider the matter further. 
India-Pakistan question : 

Decision of 24 January 1957 (S;3779), para. 4. 

C. Statement by the President that the Council would remain 
seized of the question. 

VIII. Measures to ensure further considerstlon and to ascertdn 
complhmce 

A. Request for information on the progress of settlement. 
I. From the Secretary-General. 

SiIuation created by the unilateral action of the Egyptian 
Govcrnmcnt in bringing to an end the system of inter- 
national operation of the Suez Canal, which was con- 
firmed and completed by the Suez Canal Convention of 
1888 : 

Decision : President’s statement of 21 May 1957. 

Measures in connexion with the inability of the Security 
Council to exercise its responsibility for the maintenance of 
international peace and security 

Convocation of an emergency special session of the General 
Assembly under the provisions of General Assembly reso- 
lution 377 (V) of 3 November 1950. 

(i) I.etter dated 30 October lYS6 from the representative 
of Egypt addressed to the President of the Security 
Council (S/3712) : 

Decision of 31 October 1956 (S/3721). 

(ii) The situation in Hungary : 
Decision of 4 November 1956 (S/3733). 

(iii) Lebanon question : 
Decision of 7 August IYS8 (S,‘4083). 

Part II 

THE PALESTINE QUESTION (ii) Calling upon Isruel to comply with its obligations 

Decision of I9 Junuury 1956 (715th meeting): 
in the future, in defuult of which the Council 

(i) Condemning 1hc1 1rrtrrc.k oi I I December 1955 by 
would consider further measures under the 

Israel urmed forcxJ.s in the ureu east of Luke 
Charter to maintain or restore peace ; 

Tiheriu.s us u ~la~runt violulion of rhe ceu.se-fire (iii) Calling upon the purties to comply with their 
,. provisions of lhe Ser.rtrify (‘ouncil re.solution of obligations under the General Armistice Agree- 

15 July 194X, of the terms oj the Generul ment, and requesting the Chief of Staff to pursue 
Armistice Agreement het\c*een Israel und Syriu, his suggestions for improving the situation in the 
and of I.srtrel’,s obligution under the Churter ; area ; 
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(iv) Calling upon the parties to arrange with the 
Chief of Staff for an immediate exchange of all 
military prisoners, and to co-operate with the 
Chief of Staff in this and all other respects, to 
carry out the provisions of the General Armistice 
Agreement in good faith, and in particular to 
make full use of the Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission’s muchinery in the interpretation and 
applirution of its pr0vi.sion.s 

By letter L dated 13 Deccmbcr 1955, the permanent 
representative of Syria informed the President of the 
Security Council that, on the night of I I- 12 December 
1955, Israel armed forces had launched a concentrated 
large-scale attack along the whole area lying to the east 
of Lake Tibcrias. After a fierce fight, they had occupied 
four observation posts parallel to the eastern shores of 
Lake Tiberias and lying on Syrian territory. As a result 
of the planned attack, five officers, thirty-two soldiers, 
and twelve civilians, including three women, had been 
killed ; eight other soldiers had been wounded and thirty 
taken prisoner. In the course of the attack, a large 
number of houses belonging to Syrian villages had been 
destroyed and the occupants killed under the debris. 
The whole series of attacks constituted a most flagrant 
violation of the Syrian-Israel General Armistice Agree- 
ment and an act of open aggression and provocation. 
Accordingly, Syria requested the Security Council to 
meet as soon as possible to take the measures ncccssary 
to meet that serious situation. 

At the 707th meeting of the Security Council on 
16 December 1955, the provisional agenda t listed under 
the general heading, ” The Palestine question ” : 

“ Letter dated 13 December 1955 from the rcpre- 
sentative of Syria addressed to the President of the 
Security Council.” 
The agenda was adopted9 and the Security Council 

considered the question at its 707th. 709th, 710th, 
71 Ith, 712th. 713th, 714th and 715th meetings between 
16 December 1955 and 19 January 1956. The repre- 
sentatives of Israel and Syria were invited to take part 
in the discussions. 

At the 709th meeting on 22 December 1955, the 
Council had before it a report ( dated I5 December I955 
from the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization concerning the incidents in 
the area east of Lake Tibcrias. In a supplementary 
report& dated 30 December 1955, the Chief of Staff 
dealt with additional evidence regarding the Lake 
Tiberias incidents. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Syria sub- 
mitted a draft resolution B under which the Security 

1 S,l3SOS, O.R., 10th year, SuppI. /or Oct.-Dec. 1955, p. 21. 

* 707th meeting : preceding para. I. 
8 707th meeting : preceding para. I. 
4 S/3516, O.R., fOfh year, Sfcppl. for Ocf.-Dec. 1955, 

pp. 24-33. 

5 S/3516/Add.l, O.R., 10th yeur, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1955. 
pp. 33-36. 

6 S/3519, O.K., 10th year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1955, 
pp. 41-42. 

Council would have : (I) condemned Israel for the attack 
carried out by its military forces on 12 December 1955 ; 
(2) decided that this action was a violation of the reso. 
lution of 15 July 1948, the Syrian-Israel Armistice 
Agreement and Israel’s obligations under the Charter; 
(3) decided that the armed attack constituted an 
aggression under the provisions of Article 39 of the 
Charter; (4) called upon the Mcmbcrs of the United 
Nations to adopt the ncccssary measures for applying 
economic sanctions against lsracl ; (5) dccidcd to expel 
Israel from the United Nations under Article 6 of the 
Charter for persistent violation of the Charter ; (6) 
decided that Israel should pay adequate compensation 
for the loss of and damage to lift and property caused 
by the attack ; and (7) requested the Sccretnry-General 
to render to the Security Council progress reports on 
the implementation of this resolution. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel *, 
after referring to captured Syrian documents which 
Israel had communicated to the Council on 21 Decem- 
ber 1955,’ expressed the hope that the Council would 
include in its resolution on this question a clear in- 
juction to Syria to avoid interfering with Israel’s activity 
on Lake Tibcrias and Israel territory surrounding the 
Lake ; and also a clear statement forbidding Syria from 
exercising illegal control on Lake Tibcrias or its 
shorcs.n 

By letter@ dated 29 December 1955, the rcprc- 
sentative of Israel transmitted to the Council certain 
observations by the Government of Israel on the report 
of the Chief of Staff on the Lake Tiberias incidents. 

At the 710th meeting on 12 January 1956, the 
Council had before it a letter I” dated 9 January I956 
from the representative of the USSK to the President of 
the Council requesting that, in accordance with rule 38 
of the provisional rules of procedure, the Syrian draft 
resolution bc put to a vote, with an amendment pro- 
posed by the USSK. The amendment would have deleted 
operative paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of the Syrian draft 
resolution and rcplaccd them by two operative para- 
graps which would have : (I) called upon lsracl to take 
all ncccssary measures to prcvcnt such actions ; and 
(2) warned Israel that any future rccurrcncc of such 
actions would bring about a situation requiring the 
Council to consider the question of the application of 
Article 39 of the Charter. 

At the same meeting, the Council also had before it 
a joint draft resolution” which had been circulated on 
I1 January 1956 by France, the United Kingdom and 
the United States. 

7 S/3519, O.R., IO/h year, Slrppl. for. Oct.-Dec. 195.5, 
pp. 36-41. 

8 709th meeting : paras. 73-74. 

* S/3524, O.R., IOth year. SuppI. for Oct.-Dec. 195.5, 
pp. 42-47. 

‘0 S/3528, O.R.. 1 lth yeur, Suppl. jar Jun.-Mar. 1956, pp. 1-2. 

lL S/3530 and Corr.1, O.K., ll~h year, SuppI. for /cm.-Mar. 
1956, pp. 2-3. 



At the 7 I 1 th meeting on 12 January 1956, the repre- 
sentative of Iran introduced several amendments ‘* to 
the joint draft resolution. 

At the 713th meeting on 17 January 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom, on behalf of the three 
sponsoring Powers, introduced a revised text IS of the 
joint draft resolution. 

At the 7 14th meeting on 18 January 1956, the repre- 
sentative of Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution ‘* 
described as a compromise text which he hoped would 
render possible a unanimous decision.” 

At the same meeting, the representative of Iran 
replaced his original amendments by new ones.la The 
representatives of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States accepted some parts of the Iranian 
amendments to the joint draft resolution.” 

At the 715th meeting on 19 January 1956, after a 
brief discussion, the Council decided, by 8 votes in 
favour and 2 against, with 1 abstention, to vote first on 
the three-Power draft resolution, as revised on 
18 January 1956.‘” 

At the same meeting, the revised joint draft reso- 
lution ID was adopted unanimously.*o The resolution *’ 
read as follows: 

“ The Security Council, 

“ Recalling its resolutions of 15 July 1948, 
11 August 1949, 18 May 1951, 24 November 1953, 
and 29 March 1955, 

“ Taking into consideration the statements of the 
representatives of Syria and Israel and the reports of 
the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Super- 
vision Organization on the Syrian complaint that an 
attack was committed by Israel regular army forces 
against Syrian regular army forces on Syrian territory 
on 11 December 1955, 

“Noting the report of the Chief of Staff that this 
Israel action was a deliberate violation of the pro- 
visions of the General Armistice Agreement, including 
those relating to the demilitarized zone, which was 
crossed by the Israel forces which entered Syria, 

“Noting also, without prejudice to the ultimate 
rights, claims and positions of the parties, that 
according to the reports of the Chief of Staff there 
has been interference by the Syrian authorities with 
Israel activities on Lake Tiberias, in contravention 

I* S/3532, 71 Ith meeting: paras. 48-55. 

13 W3530Dtev.2, O.R., 11th yew, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1956. 
pp. 3-4. 

‘4 S/3536. O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for Jan-Mar. 1956, pp. 4-5. 

16 714th meeting : para. 29. 

I@ S/3537, O.R., Ilrh year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mm. 1956, pp. 5-6. 

17 714th meeting : paras. 70, 78-80, 85-87, 99, 102. 

18 715th meeting : para. 130. For the procedural discussion, 
see chapter 1. Case 23. 

19 S/3530/Rev.3, 715th meeting: paras. 108, 130, 141. 

*a 715th meeting: para. 141. 

11 S/3538, O.R.. I Irh year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1956. pp. 6-7. 

of the terms of the General Armistice Agreement 
between Israel and Syria, 

“ 1. Holds that this interference in no way justifies 
the Israel action; 

“ 2. Reminds the Government of Israel that the 
Council has already condemned military action in 
breach of the general armistice agreements, whether 
or not undertaken by way of retaliation, and has 
called upon Israel to take effective measures to 
prevent such action ; 

“ 3. C0rulemn.s the attack of 11 December 1955 
as a flagrant violation of the cease-fire provisions of 
its resolution of 15 July 1948, of the terms of the 
General Armistice Agreement between Israel and 
Syria, and of Israel’s obligations under the Charter ; 

“ 4. Expresses its gruve concern at the failure of 
the Government of lsrael to comply with its obli- 
gations ; 

“ 5. Cuffs upon the Government of Israel to do so 
in the future, in default of which the Council will 
have to consider what further measures under the 
Charter are required to maintain or restore the peace ; 

“ 6. Calls upon the parties to comply with their 
obligations under article V of the General Armistice 
Agreement to respect the armistice demarcation line 
and the demilitarized zone; 

“ 7. Requests the Chief of Staff to pursue his 
suggestions for improving the situation in the area of 
Lake Tiberias without prejudice to the rights, claims 
and positions of the parties and to report to the 
Council as appropriate on the success of his efforts ; 

“ 8. Calls upon the parties to arrange with the 
Chief of Staff for an immediate exchange of all 
military prisoners ; 

“ 9. Cul1.v upon both parties to co-operate with the 
Chief of Staff in this and all other respects, to carry 
out the provisions of the General Armistice Agree- 
ment in good faith, and in particular to make full 
USC of the Mixed Armistice Commission’s machinery 
in the interpretation and application of its pro- 
visions.” 

Decision of 4 April 1956 (722nd meeting): 

0) Considering that the situation prevailing between 
the parties is such that its continuance is likely 
to endanger the maintenance of international 
peace and security; 

(ii) Requesting the Secretary-General to survey, as 
u matter or urgency, the various aspects of 
enforcement of und compliance with the four 
Armistice Agreements und the Council’s reso- 
lution under reference, and to arrange for the 
adoption of measures which he considers would 
reduce the existing tensions along the Armistice 
Demurcation Lines 

BY letter ** dated 20 March 1956, the representative 
of the United States requested the President of the 

zl S/3561, O.R.. 11th yror, Suppi. for Jctn.-Mcrr. 1956. p. 20. 
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Security Council to call an early meeting of the Council 
to consider the following agenda item : 

“The Palestine question : status of compliance 
given to the general armistice agreements and the 
resolutions of the Security Council adopted during 
the past year.” 

The representative of the United States expressed his 
Government’s concern over recent developments in the 
Palestine area which might well endanger the main- 
tenance of international peace and security. Information 
relating to the build-up of armed forces on either side 
of the armistice demarcation lines had led the United 
States to believe that the parties might not be fully 
complying with the provisions of their armistice agree- 
ments. Despite the earnest efforts of the Chief of Staff 
of the Truce Supervision Organization, the parties had 
not agreed to the proposals which he had put forward 
to them on his own initiative, or as a result of the 
Security Council’s resolutions of 3 March and 8 Sep- 
tember 1955, and 19 January 1956. These resolutions 
had been adopted unanimously by the Council, and it 
should be a matter of concern to each of its members to 
ascertain the extent of compliance with them. 

At the 717th meeting on 26 March 1956, the Security 
Council includedzS the item in the agenda and con- 
sidered it at its 717th-722nd meetings, between 
26 March and 4 April 1956. The representatives of 
Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon and Syria were invited 
to participate in the discussion. 

At the 717th meeting on 26 March 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a draft reso- 
lution.” 

At the 7 18th and 7 19th meetings on 28 March and 
3 April 1956, the representatives of Egypt *, Lebanon * 
and Syria * raised questions and requested clarifications 
concerning paragraphs 2, 3 and 5 of the United States 
draft resolution.*5 

At the 719th meeting, the President, speaking as the 
representative of the United States, declared that his 
Government saw no way of preventing further dete- 
rioration of the situation except by providing for strict 
compliance with the General Armistice Agreements and 
the resolutions of the Security Council mentioned in the 
draft resolution. Paragraph 3 of the draft resolution 
envisaged that the Secretary-General should arrange, 
after discussion with the parties and the Chief of Staff, 
for measures which were entirely within the framework 
of the General Armistice Argeements and the relevant 
resolutions of the Council. Such measures would be 
applicable wherever the Secretary-General and the 
parties agreed that conditions warranted them. The 
demilitarized zones and defensive areas referred to in 
the draft resolution were those defined in the Armistice 
Agreements. The various aspects of compliance with 

*a 717th meeting: pata. 3. 

14 S/3562, O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1956. p. 21 ; 
717th meeting: para. 12. 

*s 718th meeting: paras. 23-28, 39-40: 719th meeting: 
paras. 25-26. 

the Armistice Agreements, which the Secretary-General 
was requested in paragraph 2 of the draft resolution to 
survey, referred only to measures which would come 
within the natural purview of the armistice machinery 
and the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization. 
The arrangements referred to in paragraph 3 (c) would 
be those agreed between the parties and the Secretary- 
General. In adopting the United States draft resolution, 
the Council would not of course relinquish its primary 
responsibility for the maintenance of international peace 
and security. The phrase “ in his discretion” in para- 
graph 5 of the draft resolution meant that the Secretary- 
General would, if he considered it dcsirablc, report 
sooner than one month from the date of the adoption 
of the draft resolution. He submitted a corrigendum’e 
to capitalize the initial letters of the words “Defensive 
Areas” in operative paragraph 3 (b).” 

At the 720th meeting on 3 April 1956, the reprc- 
sentative of the USSR, in introducing amendments I” to 
the United States draft resolution, observed that all 
measures adopted in the Palestine area to relieve the 
existing tensions should bc carried out only by agree- 
ment with the parties concerned and with due regard to 
their interests. The adoption of the first operative para- 
graph in the United States draft resolution would force 
the Council to decide prematurely that the situation 
prevailing bctwcen the parties was likely to endanger 
international peace and security. The Council should 
first hear the reports of the Secretary-General and 
the Chief of Staff before stating its conclusions with 
respect to the situation. The USSR amendments to the 
draft resolution were the following: (1) in the first 
paragraph of the preamble to add mention of the 
Security Council resolutions of 24 November 1953 and 
29 March 1953 ; (2) inoperative paragraph I to replace 
the words “such that its continuance is likely to 
endanger the maintenance of international peace and 
security” by the word “unsatisfactory” ; and (3) in 
operative paragraph 3 to replace the words “ after dis- 
cussion ” by the words “ after concordance ” and, in 
sub-paragraph 3 (b), to delete the words “and in the 
Defensive Areas “.*@ 

The sponsor of the draft resolution declared that he 
could not accept the USSR amendments3” 

At the 722nd meeting on 4 April 1956, the USSR 
amendments were rejected as follows: the amendment 
to paragraph 1 of the preamble by 1 vote in favour 
and 2 against, with 8 abstentions ; the amendment to 
operative paragraph I by 2 votes in favour and 
3 ilgainst, with 6 abstentions; the first part of the 
amendment to operative paragraph 3 by 1 vote in favour 
and 2 against, with 8 abstentions. The second part of 
the last amendment was not voted upon.“’ 
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The United States draft resolution was adopted 

unanimously.‘” The resolution ‘I:1 read as follows : 

” The Srcirrily C’ouncil. 

“ Kcculling its resolutions of 30 March 1955, 
8 Scptcmbcr 1955, and I9 January lY56, 

“ Ktadfing that in each of these resolutions the 
Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision 
Organization and the partics to the gcncral armistice 
agrcemcnts conccrncd were rcqucsted by the Council 
to undcrtakc certain specific steps for the purpose of 
ensuring that the tensions along the armistice dcmar- 
cation lines should bc reduced, 

“ Noting ,t-i~ll gruve concern that despite the efforts 
of the Chief of Staff the proposed steps have not been 
carried out, 

“ I. Considers that the situation now prevailing 
between the parties concerning the enforcement of 
the armistice agreements and the compliance given 
to the above-mentioned resolutions of the Council is 
such that its continuance is likely to cndangcr the 
maintcnancc of international peace and security ; 

“ 2. Keyurs~s the Sccrctary-Gcncral to undcrtnkc, 
as a matter of urgent concern. ;i survey of the various 
aspects of cnforccmcnt of and compliance with the 
four gcncral armistice agrccmcnts and the Council’s 
resolutions under rcfcrcncc ; 

“ 3. Ket~u~~.st.s the Sccrctary-Gcnernl to arrange 

A with the partics for the adoption of any measures 
which, after discussion with the parties and with the 
Chief of Staff, hc considers would reduce existing 
tensions along the amisticc demarcation lines, in- 
cluding the following points : 

“((I) Withdrawal of their forces from the armistice 
dcmarcation lines ; 

“ (h) I+‘ull freedom of movement for obscrvcrs along 
the armistice demaraction lines, in the demilitarized 
zones and in the defensive areas; 

“ (c) Establishment of local arrangcmcnts for the 
prevention of incidents and the prompt detection of 
any violations of the armistice agrccmcnts ; 

“ 4. C~4ll.s 14pcm the partics to the gcncral armistice 
agrccmcnts to co-operate with the Sccrctary-General 
in the implcmcntotion of this resolution ; 

“ 5. Hrquc~.st,s the Secretary-Gcncral to report to 
the Council in his discretion but not later than one 
month from this date on the implementation given to 
this resolution in order to assist the Council in con- 
sidering what further action may bc rcquircd.” 

Decision oj 4 J14ne I956 (728th meeting) : 

(i) Commentlin~ thf .Sec,rc~t~lry-(;encrul urld the pur- 
ties on thy progress ulrc~tuly uchievcd ; 

(ii) Deciuring thut the purties .sho14ld speedily curry 
oirt mcu.si4rc.s up& lrpon ,cith the Secrrtury- 

-I (ienerul, und .should co-oprrutr with him und the 

:I* 722nd meeting : para. 46. 
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(iii) 

(iv) 

On 

Chief of Stuff to ejjectuute further practicul 
propo.suls, pur.suunt to the rt~.solrttion oj 4 April 
19.~6, t4n~urri.s jr411 implr,~lPrrtution of thut reso- 
lution und full compliunce tcith urmisti1.e ugree- 
merits; (hut full jrecdom of movement of United 
Nations observers must be respected ; 

i:‘ndor.sing the Sc~c,rptnry-~;enerul’.s view that 
re-e.stubli.shmrnt of full cwrnplicr~lc~t~ rr’ith urmi.stice 
ugreements rcJprr>sentcd u .stugt> which bud to be 
pas.sd in o&r to mukc progress on muin isnces 
between the purties ; 

Requesting the Chirj of Stuff IO continue to curry 
out his observution of the ceusc-fire, und the 
Scpcretury-General to continue his pd offices 
,cvith the purties with u view to j1411 implemen- 
tution oj the rrsol14tion of 4 April 1956 and full 
compliuncc~ a,ith the urmi.stice ugreeni~W.s, und 
to rclport to the Co14ncil u.s crj)l)ropriute 

9 May lYS6, the Secretary-General submitted to 
the Security Council u rcport:‘I on the results of his 
mission to the Middle East undertaken pursuant to the 
Council’s resolution of 4 April 1956. The Council con- 
sidercd t hc report at its 723rd to 728th meetings, 
bctwccn 20 May and 4 June 1956. The rcprcsentatives 
of Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon and Syria were 
invited to pnrticipatc in the discussion. 

At the 723rd meeting on 25, May 1956, the repre- 
sentntivc of the United Kingdom submitted ;I revision” 
of ;L draft resolution:‘” which hc had circulated on 
25 May 1956. The discussions in the Council touched 
upon the following paragraphs of the draft resolution : 
prcambular paragraph 3, noting those passages of the 
Sccrctary-General’s report which referred to the 
assurances given to him by all the portics to the 
armistice ngrccments to unconditionally observe the 
cease-fire ; prcambular paragraph 6, expressing aware- 
ncss of the need to crcatc conditions in which a pcaccful 
scttlcmcnt of the dispute bctwccn the parties could be 
made on ;I mutually acceptable basis ; opcrativc para- 
graph 3, declaring that full freedom of movement of 
United Nations observers must be rcspcctcd in all areas 
along the armistice demarcation lines, in the demili- 
tarized zones and in the defensive areas as dcfincd in 
the armistice agrccnients ; operative paragraph 4, 
endorsing the Secretary-Gcncral’s view that the re- 
cstablishmcnt of full compliance with armistice agree- 
ments rcprescntcd ;I stage which had to bc passed in 
order to make progrcss possible on the main issues 
bctwccn the partics ; and operative paragraph 7, 
rcqucsting the Sccrctary-General to continue his good 
offices with the parties, and to report to the Security 
Council as appropriate. 

At the 725th meeting on 31 May 1956, the repre- 
sentativcs of Egypt *, Jordan *, Lebanon * and Syria * 

:I( Sj3506, O.K., Ifrfl ycwr, Slrppl. for Apr.-June 1956, 
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maintained that, although their Governments had 
accepted the Secretary-General’s original mandate as 
entirely within the scope of the General Armistice 
Agreements, the United Kingdom draft resolution would 
extend the mission of the Secretary-General beyond that 
SCOpe. In this connexion, they raised questions con- 
cerning preambular paragraphs 3 and 6, and operative 
paragraphs 3, 4 and 7 of the draft resolution.“’ 

operative paragraph 3 of the Security Council’s reso- 
lution of 4 April 1956, 

At the 726th meeting on 1 June 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom stated that, while his 
delegation could not agree to amend or omit para- 
graph 6 of the preamble, it was prepared to amend 
operative paragraphs 3 and 7 in line with the suggestions 
which had been made. He submitted revisions of those 
paragraphs.“” 

“Noting, tlolraever, that full compliance with the 
general armistice agreements and with the Council’s 
resolutions of 30 March 1955, 8 September 1955 and 
19 January 1956 is not yet effected, and that the 
measures called for in operative paragraph 3 of its 
resolution of 4 April 1956 have been neither com- 
pletely agreed upon nor put fully into effect, 

“ Uclievi,lg that further progress should now be 
made in consolidating the gains resulting from the 
Secretary-General’s mission and towards full imple- 
mentation by the parties of the armistice agreements, 

“ 1. Commends the Secretary-General and the 
parties on the progress already achieved ; 

The representative of Iran stated that the appre- 
hensions which the representatives of the Arab States 
had cxprcssed before the Council concerning certain 
paragraphs of the United Kingdom draft resolution 
were well founded. Hc considcrcd that the objective of 
paragraph 6 of the preamble would exceed the scope of 
the draft resolution which the Council ought to adopt on 
the question, and that the inclusion of the paragraph 
might compromise previous United Nations resolutions 
on the question. He moved an amendment Jy to delete 
the paragraph.“” 

“ 2. Dedures that the parties to the armistice 
agreements should speedily carry out the measures 
already agreed upon with the Sccrctary-General, and 
should co-operate with the Secretary-General and the 
Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision 
Organization to put into cffcct their further practical 
proposals, pursuant to the resolution of 4 April 1956, 
with a view to full implementation of that resolution 
and full compliance with the armistice agreements ; 

At the 728th meeting on 4 June 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the United Kingdom stated that, in the 
interest of unanimity, he would accept the amendment 
submitted by the rcprcsentative of Iran. He made a 
further conscqucntial revision in the seventh paragraph 
of the prcamble.41 At the same meeting, the United 
Kingdom draft resolution, as amended, was adopted 
unanimously. ** The resolution IS read as follows : 

” The Security Council, 

“ 3. Dedures that full freedom of movement of 
United Nations observers must bc respcctcd along the 
armistice demarcation lines, in the dcmilitarizcd zones 
and in the defensive arcas, ;Is defined in the armistice 
agreements, to enable them to fulfil their functions ; 

“ 4. Endorses the Secretary-General’s view that the 
rc-establishment of full compliance with the armistice 
agrccmcnts rcprescnts a stage which has to be passed 
in order to make progress possible on the main issues 
between the partics ; 

“ Reculfinl: its resolutions of 4 April 1956 [S/3575] 
and I 1 August 1949, 

“Having received the report of the Sccretary- 
General on his recent mission on behalf of the 
Security Council [S/3596], 

“ Noring those passages of the report (section 111 
and annexes l-4) which refer to the assurances given 
to the Secretary-General by ‘aI1 the parties to the 
general armistice agreements unconditionally to 
observe the cease-fire, 

“ 5. RcJquesrs the Chief of Staff to continue to 
carry out his observation of the cease-fire pursuant to 
the Security Council’s resolution of 11 August 1949 
and to report to the Council whenever any action 
undertaken by one party to an armistice agreement 
constitutes a serious violation of that agreement or 
of the cease-fire, which in his opinion requires im- 
mediate consideration by the Council ; 

“Noting ulso that progress has been made towards 
the adoption of the specific measures set out in 

- 
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“ 6. Calls upon the parties to the armistice agree- 
mcnt to take the steps necessary to carry out this 
resolution, thcrcby increasing confidence and demon- 
strating their wish for peaceful conditions; 

“ 7. Requests the Secretary-General to continue 
his good offices with the parties, with a view to full 
implementation of the Council’s resolution of 4 April 
1956 and full compliance with the armistice agree- 
mcnts, and to report to the Security Council as 
appropriate.” 

Hy lcttcr ” dated I5 October 1956. the representative 
of Jordan informed the President of the Security Council 

pp. 72-73. ‘4 S,‘3678. O.R.. 11th year, Stdppl. /or Oci-Dec. lY56, p. 53. 
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that on I1 October the Israel army had launched a 
- major military attack against the Jordanian villages of 

Qalqiliya, Sul’in, Hablah and Habi Ilyas. The Israel 
attacking force had used heavy arms and equipment 
including bombers. Twenty-five Jordanian soldiers and 
national guards had been killed and thirteen wounded. 
The police post of Oalqiliya had been demolished and 
the villages had been shelled. A similar attack had been 
launched on the night of 25-26 September against the 
Jordanian territory in the arca of Husan whcrc twcnty- 
five Jordanians had been killed and six others wounded. 
These acts of aggression were a flagrant violation of the 
Armistice Agrccmcnt bctwecn Jordan and lsrael and of 
the principles of the United Nations Charter, and con- 
stituted a threat to peace and security. He requested an 
early meeting of the Council to consider the situation. 

By letter’& dated 17 October 1956, the representative 
of Israel requested the President of the Security Council 
to include the following complaint against Jordan in the 
agenda of the Council for urgent consideration: 

“Persistent violations by Jordan of the General 
Armistice Agreement and of the cease-fire pledge 
made to the Secretary-General on 26 April 1956.” 

At the 744th meeting on 19 October 1956, the 
Security Council had bcforc it the provisional agenda 
which, under the general heading : “The Palestine 
question “, listed as sub-items (a) and (b) the complaints 
submitted by Jordan and Israel, rcspcctivcly.J” 

- The agenda was adopted,” and the Security Council 
considered the question at its 744th and 745th meetings, 
held on 19 and 25 October 1956, respectively. The 
rcprcscntatives of Israel and Jordan were invited to take 
part in the discussion. 

At the 744th meeting on 19 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of Jordan *, after outlining the events com- 
plained of, rcqucstcd the Council to apply the terms of 
Article 41 of the Charter against Israel in order to put 
an end to its aggression in Palestine.‘” 

At the 745th meeting on 25 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of Israel * stated that Israel would observe all 
the provisions of the Armistice Agreement, if all its 
provisions were carried out by the other side. In par- 
ticular, Israel would obscrvc the cease-fire so long as it 
was faithfully obscrvcd by Jordan.‘O 

The reprcscntative of Iran suggested that the Council 
should hear the views and suggestions of the Secretary- 
General who had been acting in previous months as 
mediator. Hc therefore proposed an adjournment for a 
few days.&” 

At the conclusion of the meeting, the President 
(France) stated : 

41 S/3682. OX., 11111 yeor, Suppl. /or Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 60. 
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“ I hope 1 am expressing the views of all my 
collcagucs when 1 recall that the role of the Security 
Council, as defined by the Charter, is not only to 
determine responsibilities but also to maintain or 
restore pcacc. Therefore. one of its most important 
tasks in the prcscnt crisis is to try to prevent what 
it should be powerless to cure, to strive constructively 
towards a solution of the problem of maintaining 
peace along the armistice demarcation lines in 
Palestine. 

1‘ . . . 

“ It has been suggested that the Sccrctary-General 
should ASO be asked to turn his attention to this 
problem. The other day, the Iranian representative 
outlined a programmc, which he mentioned again 
today and which seems to mc to have the tacit support 
of the Council . . .” 

After stating that he would leave the Council time for 
an exchange of views, the President. in the absence of 
objection, adjourned the meeting.“’ 

The Council has held no further meeting on these 
complaints. 

Decision of 30 October 1956 (749th meeting) : 
Kejection of the United States draft resolution 

In a lcttcr b* dated 29 October 1956 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the rcprcscntative of 
the United States of America stated that his Govern- 
ment had received information to the effect that, in 
violation of the Armistice Agreement between Israel 
and Egypt, the armed forces of Israel had penetrated 
deeply into Egyptian territory in a military action begun 
on 29 October which was continuing in the Sinai area. 
This situation made imperative a meeting of the Council 
as soon as possible to consider the following item : 

“The Palestine question : steps for the immediate 
cessation of the military action of Israel in Egypt.” 

At the 748th meeting on 30 October 1956, the item 
was includcds:’ in the agenda. It was discussed at the 
74&h, 749th and 750th meetings held on 30 October 
1956. The representatives of Egypt and Israel were 
invited to take part in the discussions. 

At the 748th meeting on 30 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the United States stated that it was impc- 
rativc that the Council act in the promptest manner to 
determine that a breach of the peace had occurred, to 
order that the military action undertaken by lsracl cease 
immediately and that the Israel armed forces should 
be immediately withdrawn behind the established 
armistice lines. He noted further that the Chief of Staff 
of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization 
in Palcstinc had already issued a cease-fire order on his 
own authority which Israel had so far ignored and that 
military observers of the United Nations Truce Super- 
-____ 
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vision Organization had been prevented by Israel 
authorities from performing their duties.6’ 

The Secretary-General informed the Council of the 
main points of certain messages received from the Chief 
of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Orga- 
nization in Palestine.“6 

At the 749th meeting on 30 October 1956, the 
representative of the United Kingdom quoted from the 
statement made that day in the House of Commons by 
the British Prime Minister after consultation with the 
Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister of France. 
The Prime Minister had informed the House of Com- 
mons that the United Kingdom and French Govern- 
ments had addrcsscd urgent communications to the Gov- 
crnmcnts of Egypt and Israel to stop all war-like action 
by land, SC;I and air forthwith and to withdraw their 
military forces a distance of ten miles from the Canal. 
Further, in order to separate the belligerents and to 
guarantee freedom of transit through the Canal by the 
ships of all nations, the Egyptian Government had been 
asked to agree that Anglo-l’rcnch forces should move 
temporarily into key positions at Port Said, Ismailia and 
Suez. The Govcrnmcnts of Egypt and Israel had been 
asked to answer the communication within twelve hours. 
It had been made clear to them that if at the expiration 
of that time one or both had not undertaken to comply 
with these requirements, British and French forces 
would intervene in whatever strength might be necessary 
to obtain compliance with the above-mentioned require- 
ments.58 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States submitted a draft rcsolutions7 according to which 
the Security Council would: (1) call upon Israel im- 
mediately to withdraw its armed forces behind the 
established armistice lines ; (2) call upon all Members 
(a) to refrain from the USC of force or threat of force 
in the area in any manner inconsistent with the purposes 
of the United Nations ; (6) to assist the United Nations 
in ensuring the integrity of the armistice agreements ; 
(c) to refrain from giving any military, economic or 
financial assistance to Israel so long as it had not com- 
plied with this resolution; and (3) request the Sccretary- 
General to keep the Security Council informed on 
compliance with this resolution and to make whatever 
recommendations he deemed appropriate for the main- 
tenance of international peace and security in the area 
by the implementation of this and prior resolutions. 

The representative of Egypt * drew the attention of 
the Council to the fact that he had submitted a request &” 
dated 30 October 1956 for the inclusion on the agenda 
of a new item concerning the ultimatum addressed to 
Egypt.” 
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The representative of the United States, in order to 
meet the suggestion made by several members of the 
Council, inserted in the draft resolution a new operative 
paragraph 1 calling upon Israel and Egypt to cease fire 
immediately.“O 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution, as 
amended, was put to the vote and failed of adoption. 
There were 7 votes in favour and 2 against, with 
2 abstentions, the negative votes being those of per- 
manent members of the Council.“’ 

Decision of 30 October 1956 (750th meeting) : Rejection 
of the USSR draft resolution 

At the 749th meeting on 30 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the USSK submitted a draft resolutiona’ 
consisting of the preamble and paragraph 2 of the 
operative part of the revised United States draft reso- 
lution.as 

Considering that a cease-fire and withdrawal of armed 
forces were inseparable, the representative of China 
submitted an amendment od to the USSK draft resolution 
calling upon lsrael and Egypt to ccasc fire immediately. 
The Soviet representative accepted this amendment and 
an Iranian amcndmcnt “J to include in the USSK text the 
last paragraph of the United States draft resolution. 

At the 750th meeting on 30 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR explained that paragraph 1 of the 
revised draft resolution “‘I introduced by his delegation 
had been reworded as a matter of drafting to read: 
“Calls upon all the partics concerned immediately to 
cease fire “. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR, 
in view of doubt expressed by four members of the 
Council concerning the new wording of operative para- 
graph 1 of the USSR draft resolution, reverted to the 
earlier version of that paragraph, which read: “Calls 
upon Israel and Egypt immediately to cease fire “. 

At the same meeting, the revised draft resolution, as 
amended, was put to the vote and not adopted. There 
were 7 votes in favour and 2 against, with 2 abstentions, 
the negative votes being those of permanent members of 
the CounciLa 

The Security Council then proceeded to the next item 
on its agenda, the letter dated 30 October 1956 from the 
representative of Egypt.@ 

O” 749th meeting: para. 125. 

O* 749th meeting: para. 186. 

a* S/3713, 749th meeting: para. 188. 

(3 S/3710. O.R., If!11 yecrr, Suppl. jor Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 110. 

+I’ 749th meeting : paras. 191-192. 

(6 749th meeting : para. 199. 

0’ Sl3713/Rev.l, O.R., 11th yew. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, 
p. 112, and 750th meeting : para. IS. 

(I7 750th meeting : para. 23. 

dn S/3712, OX., llrh yew. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, 
pp. I 1 I - 112 ; See in this chapter, p. I I 1. below. 
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Decision of 28 May 1957 (782nd meeting): Noting 
statement by the Secretary-General that he would 
request, in the light of Ihe Council’s discussion, the 
Acting Chief of Stuff of the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization in Palestine to present an 
additional report within a month 

By letter aD dated 13 May 1957, the representative of 
Syria requested the President of the Security Council to 
convene a meeting for the purpose of examining the 
question of the construction of a bridge by lsrael at the 
southern end of Lake Huleh in the demilitarized zone, 
which hc stated to be a violation of the Israel-Syrian 
General Armistice Agreement, likely to give the lsrael 
authorities a military advantage, and to constitute a 
threat to pcacc. Hc stated further that the Acting Chief 
of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Orga- 
nization in Palestine had been rcqucstcd by the Syrian 
delegation to the Israel-Syria Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission to order the dismantling of the bridge on the 
grounds that its construction constituted a military 
activity and was likely to give the lsracl authorities a 
military advantage. While the Syrian Government was 
able to subscribe to most of the statements in the 
report ‘O of the Acting Chief of Staff, particularly with 
regard to the powers of the Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission and the functions of United Nations Military 
Observers, it could not concur in his conclusions which 
were not in accordance with facts and did not rcprcscnt 
a strict application of the provisions of the Israel-Syrian 
General Armistice Agreement. In view of the fact that 
the retention of the bridge constituted a violation of the 
General Armistice Agrccmcnt and a threat to peace, 
the rcprescntativc of Syria requested a mcetinp of the 
Security Council to consider the question. 

At the 780th meeting on 23 May 1957, the Security 
Council had before it the following provisional agenda : 

“ The Palcstinc question 

“Letter dated 13 May 1957 from the permanent 
representative of Syria to the United Nations, 
addressed to the President of the Security Council 
concerning the construction of a bridge in the 
demilitarized zone established by the General 
Armistice Agreement between Israel and Syria 
(S/3827).” 

a* S/3827, O.R., 121h yeor. SuppI. /or Apr.-June 1957. 
pp. 19-20. 

‘0 In a report (S’3815) dated 20 April 19S7, the Acting Chief 
of Staff of the IJnitcd Nations Truce Supervision Organization 
in Palestine stated that although the hridgc could hc usctl for 
military purposes. he was ncvcrthelcss sntisficd that it had been 
ercctcd in connexion with the Hulch Kcclamation project. 
Accordingly. he did not think that hc would hc justified in 
asking for its removal since sllch a rcclrlcst would have to he 
based on the assumption that :I party would IIW the hridge for 
military purposes in violation of the armistice agrccmcnt, an 
assumption he wab not cntitlcd to consider. The Acting Chief 
of Staff also suggested that. in view of the difficllltics which had 

- occurred in the invcstication. it would hc :ldvisahle to rc-affirm 
the special powcrs of- the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice 
Commission and of the United Nations Military Ohservers in 
the demilitarized zone (O.R., SuppI. for Apr.-Jww lY57, 
pp. 4-7). 

- 
101 

The agenda was adopted,” and the Security Council 
considered the question at its 780th. 781st and 782nd 
meetings on 23 and 28 May 1957. The representatives 
of Israel and Syria were invited to take part in the 
discussion. 

At the 780th meeting on 23 May 1957, the repre- 
sentative of Syria * rcquestcd the Council to condemn 
lsrael for violations of the General Armistice Agreement 
and of the Security Council’s resolution of 18 May 
195 1, to order the removal of the bridge, to affirm the 
special powers of the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice 
Commission and United Nations Military Observers and 
to reaffirm the right of the United Nations observers to 
freedom of movement and access in all the sectors of 
the demilitarized zone.” 

The rcprcscntative of lsracl * stated that in 195 1 the 
Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision 
Organization in Palcstinc had cnteyorically declared 
that the invocation of military advantage was in- 
admissible under the armistice acrecment since the 
relationship between Israel and Syr%l. after the signing 
of this agreement, was no longer based on purely 
military considerations. Moreover, the bridsc in question 
had been constructed by Israel for the sole purpose of 
transporting earth-moving and drcd.cing machinery for 
the completion of the canal system to the Jordan river. 
Hc stated further that Israel had consistently refused to 
entertain Syrian complaints regardin: the demilitarized 
zone, and did not agree to invcstigntmns in the dcmili- 
tarized zone which had their basis in the Syrian com- 
plaints. No difficulty, however. had been encountered 
in the case of requests for investigations conducted by 
or on behalf of the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice 
Commission in pursuance of his functions under article V 
of the General Armistice Agrccmcnt.7S 

At the 782nd meeting on 28 May 1957. the President 
(United States), no draft resolution having been intro- 
duced, in summing up the proceeding of the Council. 
made the following statement : 

“All members of the Council nppcar to agree that 
the authority of the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supcr- 
vision Organization should bc respected and that the 
parties should co-opcratc with him. It was noted that 
in the instance before us hc was delayed in his in- 
spection of the bridge and in discharging other duties. 

“Some members of the Council made it clear that 
they did not agree with the decision of the Acting 
Chief of Staff on the right of Israel to build the bridge. 
However, the majority have pointed out that the Chief 
of Staff is the proper authority for ensuring full 
implementation of the provisions of article V of the 
Armistice Agreement and have supported his decision. 
The parties have been asked to co-operate fully with 
the Acting Chief of Staff and to assist in any practical 
arrangcmcnts that he might feel arc necessary in 
carrying out his responsibilities. 

71 7ROth meeting : preceding para. I. 

I* 780th meeting : para. 25. 

‘J 780th meeting: paras. 128, 141-142. 
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“Note has also been taken of references in the 
report by the Acting Chief of Staff to other problems 
in the demilitarized zone, and the majority of the 
members have suggested that the Acting Chief of 
Staff submit an additional report at the proper time 
concerning conditions in the zone, including his free- 
dom of access to the zone. Various inquiries have 
been made which might bc covered in such a report. 
In this case, it is clear that the achievement of better 
conditions in the Near East is the Council’s over- 
riding objective. The United Nations and its reprc- 
sentativcs can continue to make an important 
contribution to this end. To do so, it needs the full 
co-operation of the Govcrnmcnts concerned.” ” 

Following discussion of the question of time-limit for 
the supplementary report,‘” the Secretary-General stated 
that in the light of the discussion and without any 
formal decision, hc would rcqucst the Chief of Staff to 
present a report on the situation in the demilitarized 
zone and would indicate to him the desirability of 
presenting it within a month.‘O 

The President stated that there being no objections, 
the Council would proceed on this basis.” 

On 27 June 1957, the Acting Chief of Staff sub- 
mitted his additional report.‘” 

The Council has not held any further meetings on 
this question. 

Decision of 22 January 1958 (810th meeting): 

(9 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

Directing the Chief of Stuff of the United Nations 
Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine to 
regulate activities nnithin the zone between the 
armi.stice demarcation lines around the Govern- 
ment Ilouse area in Jerusulem, subject to certuin 
provisions and principles referred to in the reso- 
lution ; 

Directing the Chief of Stuff to conduct a survey 
of property records with a view to determining 
property ownership in the zone ; 

Endorsing the recommendations of the Acting 
Chief of Stuff to the effect that the parties should 
discuss thrortsh the Israel-Jordan Mixed 
A rmi.sticr Commission the .suspension of civilian 
activities in the zone while provisions are made 
to regulate .srrch activities, and that nGthin a 
period of IHYI months such discussions should he 
completed and their result udvised to the Secu- 
rity Council ; 

Culling upon the parties to co-operute with the 
Chief of Staff and in the Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission in carrying out the recommendations of 
the resolution and to observe the provisions of 
the General Armistic.e Agreement as regards pre- 

I4 7R2nd meeting : paras. 199-201. 

7s 782nd meeting : paras. 202-213. 

Ia 782nd meeting: paras. 214-215. 

I7 782nd meeting: para. 216. 

Ia S/3844, O.R., 12th yew, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1957. pp. 2-9. 

vention of military activities in the zone, and 
requesting the Chief of Stuff to report to the 
Council on the implementation of the resolution 

By letter 7D dated 4 September 1957, the permanent 
representative of Jordan informed the President of the 
Security Council that on 2 I July 1957 a number of 
Israel civilians, under the protection of Israel security 
forces, had begun certain activities in violation of the 
provisions of the Israel-Jordan General Armistice 
Agreement, in a sector of the no-man’s-land to the 
south of Jerusalem constituted by the Agreement and 
placed under the supervision and control of the United 
Nations. In spite of a protest and formal complaint 
lodged with the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice 
Commission and with the Chief of Staff of the United 
Nations Truce Supervision Organization respectively, 
the Israel civilians had refused to cease their activities. 
Jordan requested that the Security Council be convened 
in urgent meeting to consider the serious situation 
resulting from these violations of the General Armistice 
Agreement. 

By letterno dated 5 September 1957, the acting per- 
manent representative of Israel requested the President 
of the Security Council to place on the agenda the 
following complaint of Israel against Jordan: 

“Violations by Jordan of the provisions of the 
General Armistice Agreement, and in particular 
article VIII thereof.” 

He stated that articlc VIII of the General Armistice 
Agreement, under which a Special Committee composed 
of representatives of both parties was to meet for the 
purpose of formulating arrangements designed to enlarge 
the scope of the agreement, had not been implemented 
because of an obdurate refusal by Jordan to carry out 
this clear obligation. The only one of the specific 
requirements mentioned in paragraph 2 of such 
article VIII which had been put into cffcct had been 
the resumption of the operation of the railroad to 
Jerusalem. All the others had remained unimplemented 
due to the refusal on the part of Jordan to agree to the 
functioning of the Special Committee during the pre- 
vious eight years. As a result, rights which Israel con- 
sidered to be of cardinal religious. educational and 
practical importance had been gravely prejudiced. 
Jordan was also in standing violation of certain other 
provisions of the General Armistice Agreement. The 
Government of Israel could not agree to a selective 
interpretation and implementation of that agreement by 
Jordan. and accordingly turned to the Security Council 
for relief from the intolerable situation which had been 
created. 

At the 787th meeting on 6 September 1957, the 
Council had before it a provisional agenda which, under 
the general heading of “The Palestine question “, listed 
as sub-items 2(u) and 2 (h) the complaints submitted 
by Jordan and Israel, respcctivcly. 

‘0 S/3878, O.R.. 12th ymr, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1957, 
pp. 33-34. 

80 Sj3H83. O.R., 12th year, Suppl. for July-Sept. 19.57, 
pp. 3S-36. 



Part II 103 

Following adoption of the agenda,“’ the President 
invited the representatives of Jordan and Israel to the 
Security Council table. 

Following discussion of the question whether the 
sub-items should be dealt with successively or con- 
currently, the Council decided by 9 votes in favour and 
1 against, with 1 abstention. to hear the preliminary 
statements of the two interested parties first, and to 
postpone decision on the procedural question.“’ 

At the 788th meeting on 6 September 1957, after 
statements had been made by the reprcscntatives of 
Jordan * and lsrncl *. the representative of the Philip- 
pines, supported by the rcprescntativcs of the United 
Kingdom and the United States, proposed that the 
Council should quest from the Acting Chief of Staff 
of the Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine a 
report dealing with the complaint submitted by Jordan 
and a report on the complaint submitted by Israel. 
Pending receipt of thcsc reports. both parties should 
refrain from taking any action bctwccn the armistice 
demarcation lines that would tend to increase tension. 
A sugpcstion made by the reprcscntative of Iraq that 
the activities of Israel in the area between the lines in 
the Jerusalem sector should bc immcdintely stopped was 
not acted upon by the Council. After further suggestions 
made by the rcprescntntivcs of China and the United 
States. the President (Cuba) stated that the Council 
had decided. without objection. to rcqucst two reports 
from the Acting Chief of Staff in Palcstinc. one of 
which, dea1in.q with the Jordan complaint, should be 
submitted within two weeks ; and that copies of the 
record of the meetings should bc transmitted to Israel 
and Jordan so that their rcspcctive Govcrnmcnts might 
fully understand the views expressed by the members 
of the Security Council.“z 

8’ 7X7th meeting : pnra. 27. 

** 7R7th meeting : pam. 39 : for consideration of order of 
discussion of items on the agenda in relation to the scope of 
discussion, see chapter II, Case IS. 

83 788th meeting : pnra 132. For related discussion in con- 
nexion with rule 33 of the rules of procedure, see chapter 1. 
Case 34. 

In a report [S/3892. O.R., 12th yctrr. .Trcpp/. for Jrrlr-Sept. 
1957, pp. 3X-431 dated 23 Septemhcr 1957, the Acting Chief of 

Staff recommended to the Council that the parties should meet 
and discuss civilian activities in the zone through the Isracl- 
Jordan Mixed Armistice Commission, and that the Government 
of Israel should suspend its afforestation project within the zone 
pending the outcome of such discussions. which should he 
completed within a period of two months. On I6 Novemher 
1957, the Acting Chief of Staff rcportcd (S ‘3X92 ‘Add.2. O.R.. 
12th yrc~r. Slrppl. /or Orr.-Dw. 1957, p, 21 that the United 

Nations military ohservers had not ohserved any such work 
proceeding in the area in question since 8 Novcmhrr 1957. By 
letters (S ‘3907 and S ‘3914. 0.R.. 12//r ycwr, .Yupp/. /or OCI.- 
Dw. 1957. pp. 6-X and 17-1X] dated H and IX Novcmhcr 1957 
to the Secretary-General. the rcprcscntative of Jordan dcclarcd 
that further violations had hcen committed by Israel in the zone 
between the lines in Jcrusalcm. In a letter [S’3909, O.R., /21/r 
.venr, Slrppl. for Oct.-/)w. 1957. pp. X-1 11 dated I I Novemher 
19S7. the representative of Jordan transmitted to the Secretary- 

General certain comments on the report of the Acting Chief of 
Staff. Ry letter (S’3910. O.R.. I21lr yrrrr. Srcppl. for Ocf.-DCT. 
1957. pp. 10-l 11 dated 14 November 1957, the rcprcsentative of 
Israel informed the Council that the Jordanian letter of 
8 November contained serious misrepresentations designed to 
cast an unfavourahle light on the legitimate activities of his 
Government. 

At the 806th meeting on 22 November 1957, after 
the Council had adopted the agenda and the repre- 
sentatives of the parties concerned had been invited to 
the Council table, the President (Iraq) stated that dis- 
cussion would proceed on sub-item 2 ((1) of the agenda, 
dealing with the complaint submitted by Jordan. In 
response to a suggestion by the representative of Israel l 

that in accordance with previous practice the Council 
should deal simultaneously with both sub-items on the 
agenda, the President ruled without objection that all 
speakers should address themselves to sub-item 2 (a) of 
the agenda.* 

The Council continued consideration of the Jordanian 
complaint at the 809th and 810th meetings on 
22 January 1958. 

At the 809th meeting on 22 January 1958, the 
Council had before it a joint draft resolution”5 sub- 
mittcd by the rcprcsentativcs of the United Kingdom and 
the IJnitcd States. 

At the 10th meeting on 22 January 1958, after 
further statements by the parties concerned, including 
a statement by the representative of Tsrnct * that his 
Government. without prejudice to its legal rights and 
positions, had suspended since 8 Novcmbcr 1957 the 
activities which formed the substance of the Jordanian 
complaint.H6 the Council adopted the joint draft reso- 
lution unanimously.*’ 

The resolution*” rend as follows : 

“ Rectrllin,q its consideration on 6 September 1957, 
of the complaint of the Hnshcmite Kingdom of Jordan 
concernin? activities conducted by Israel in the zone 
between the armistice demarcation lines in the area 
of Government House at Jerusalem. 

“ Having considmvl the report relating to the zone 
dated 23 Scptcmbcr 1957. submitted in response to 
the Council’s request by the Actinc Chief of Staff of 
the United Nations Truce Supcr&nn Organization, 

“Norinq that the status of the zone is affected by 
the provisions of the General Armistice Agreement 
and that neither Israel nor Jordan enjoys sovcrei&mty 
over any part of the zone (the zone being beyond the 
respcclivc demarcation lines). 

“4 806th meeting : paras. 5-6. For the discussion of this point, 
see chapter Il. Case 1s. 

Tn compliance with the decision taken by the Council at its 
7XXth mcctinn. the Acting Chief of Staff submitted a renort 
[S’39lT. O.R, 12th ytwr. kcppl. for Ocf.-Drc. 19.57. pp. 12:16] 
dated 31 October 1957. relating to the Israel complaint against 
Jordan which specifically rcfcrrcd to the provisions of 
article VIII. articles I and II, and article XII of the General 
Armistice Aprecmcnt. The report dealt primarily with the more 
specific a$pccts of the complaint and made no attempt to 
evaluate the hroadcr political issues between the two countries. 
The Council has not held any meetings to consider the subject 
of this report. 

88 Si3940. O.R.. 13fh yrnr, Suppl. for Inn.-Mar. 1958, pp. 4-5. 

“” XlOth meeting : para 2X 

“7 810th meeting : para. 30 

*@ S/3942, O.R., 131lr y~nr, SuppI. for Jun.-Mor. 1958. pp. 4-5. 
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“Motivated by a desire to reduce tensions and 
avoid the creation of new incidents, 

“ 1. Directs the Chief of Staff of the United 
Nations Truce Supervision Organization to regulate 
activities within the zone subject to such arrange- 
ments as may bc made pursuant to the provisions of 
the General Armistice Agreement and pursuant to 
paragraph 3 below, bearing in mind ownership of 
property there, it being understood that unless other- 
wise mutually agreed, Israelis should not bc allowed 
to use Arab-owned properties and Arabs should not 
be allowed to use Israeli-owned properties ; 

“ 2. Directs the Chief of Staff to conduct a survey 
of property records with a view to determining pro- 
perty ownership in the zone ; 

“ 3. En&>rse.r the rccommcndations of the Acting 
Chief of Staff to the end that: 

“(a) The parties should discuss through the Mixed 
Armistice Commission civilian activities in the zone ; 

“(h) In order to create an atmosphere which 
would be more conducive to fruitful discussion, 
activities in the zone, such as those initiated by 
Israelis on 2 I July 1957. should be suspended until 
such time as the survey will have been completed and 
provisions made for the regulation of activities in the 
zone ; 

“(I.) Such discussions should be completed within 
a period of two months; 

“(d) The Security Council should be advised of 
the result of the discussions ; 

“ 4. Culls ripon the parties to the Israel-Jordan 
General Armistice Agreement to co-operate with the 
Chief of Staff and in the Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission in carrying out these recommendations 
pursuant to this resolution ; 

“ 5. Culls upon the parties to the Israel-Jordan 
General Armistice Agreement to observe article 3 of 
the Agrccmcnt and prcvcnt all forces referred to in 
articlc 3 of the Agrccmcnt from passing over the 
armistice demarcation lines and to remove or destroy 
all their rcspcctive military facilities and installations 
in the zone ; 

“ 6. Calls upon the parties to use the machinery 
provided for in the General Armistice Agreement for 
the implementation of the Provisions of that Agree- 
ment ; 

“ 7. Reqrcests the Chief of Staff to report on the 
inmplcmentation of this resolution.” 

Decision of IS December I958 (844th meeting): 
Stutemcw of the President expressing the conviction 
that the purties ~wtld prevent recurrences of incidents 

By lctterYV dated 4 Dcccmber 1958, the permanent 
representative of Israel requested the President of the 
Security Council to convene an urgent meeting of the 
___.. _ 

“’ S/4123. 

Council to consider “ a grave act of aggression” com- 
mitted on 3 December 1958 by the armed forces of 
the United Arab Republic against Israel territory in the 
tlulch area in north-cast Gnlilcc. At noon of that day the 
Syrian army post at Darbashiya had opcncd fire on five 
Israeli shepherds and had killed one of them. The fire 
had continued until 1600 hours when the Syrian (UAR) 
forces had opened a heavy artillery barrage on all 
Israeli villages in the border arca from Shamir to Gadot 
over a distance of 15 km. Three persons had been 
injured and scverc damage had been caused to property. 
A ccasc-fire arranged by the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization for 1700 hours had not been 
honoured by the Syrian forces and their fire had ceased 
only some time later. This act of :lggrcssion was but the 
most serious in a number of attacks recently pcrpctratcd 
by the Syrian forces against Israel. which had developed 
a character thrcatcning pcacc and security and con- 
stituted a serious breach of the Charter and of the Israel- 
Syrian General Armistice Agrecmcnt. The Govcrnmcnt 
of Israel accordingly turned to the Security Council to 
bring an immcdiatc end to these aggressions. 

On 8 Dcccmber 1958. the Secretary-General cir- 
culated for the information of the members of the 
Security Council a report go by the Chief of Staff of the 
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization in 
Palestine concerning the incident of 3 November 1958. 

At the 841st meeting on 8 Dcccmbcr 1958, the 
Security Council included the letter from the pcrmancnt 
rcprcsentative of Israel in the agenda,@’ and invited the 
representatives of Isr;lcl and the United Arab Republic 
to take part in the discussion. It continued consideration 
of the question at the 844th meeting on 15 December 
I958. 

At the 841st meeting, following an elaboration by the 
representative of Israel * of the contents of his letter 
concerning the events and actions complained of, the 
representative of the United Arab Republic * statedO* 
that on 3 December at I2 IO hours local time Israel 
shepherds had come up against the civilian Arab popu- 
lation and had exchanged shots with local police. After 
this an Israeli armed force had come to the rescue of the 
shepherds and had later withdrawn. The exchange of 
fire had ended at I SO8 hours ; IS minutes later, the 
Israeli armed post had opcncd artillery fire on the Syrian 
villages of Ain-Maamoun and Darbashiya. In legitimate 
defence, and only after the Isrncli artillery had opened 
fire, the Syrian artillery had rcplicd. The representative 
of the United Arab Republic cxprcssed surprise that the 
Security Council had been seized of this question before 
the Mixed Armistice Commission had had an oppor- 
tunity to examine it.@” 

At the 844th meeting on 15 Dcccmbcr 1958, the 
Secretary-General, after expressing dcepcst concern over 
the situation in the Huleh region. which was reflcctcd 

@O S/4124. For consideration of the question of legitimate 
self-defcnce, see chapter XI, par: IV. Case 3. 

0’ 84lst meeting (PV) : p. 6. 

** 841st meeting (PV) : pp. 6-21. 

*s 841~1 meeting (PV) : pp. 26-30. 



in the question before the Council, drew the attention 
of the Council to his plan to visit the countries con- 
ct.rled. It was his intention to take up the situation for 
mo:;t serious consideration by the authorities of Israel 
and the United Arab Republic in the hope of soliciting 
their full support for the efforts to attack the undcr- 
lying problems which were at the source of the tension. 
Hc further informed the Council of the request made 
by the Chief of Staff of the llnitcd Nations Truce Supcr- 
vision Organization in Palcstinc to Israel and Syria 
authorities on I I December 1958 that arrangements bc 
made for visits by United Nations Military Observers to 
the arcas within the north-eastern region. Positive replies 
had been reccivcd and inspections had begun that very 
morningg’ 

Bcforc the adjournment of the meeting. the President 
(Swcdcn) made the following statcmcnt : ofi 

“ I am certain the Council agrees that incidents of 
the nature WC have been discussing arc regrettable. 
but also that they r;m bc cffcctively dcnlt with by the 
Chief of Staff and his organization. 

“WC fully rccognizc the gravity of the action about 
which Israel had complained. The Council will. I feel 
confident, agree that the authority of the United 
Nations should bc respected and that the parties 
should continue their co-operation with the Chief of 
Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Orgil- 
nization in the spirit of tho Armistice Aereemcnt. 

“WC have listened to the statement by the Secrc- 
tary-General and taken note of his intention to visit 
the countries conccrncd, and thcrc to take up the 
present situation for most serious consideration by 
the authorities of Israel and the Ifnited Arab Rcpuh- 
lit, in the hope of breaking the prcscnt trend and 
soliciting their full support for our efforts to attack 
the undcrlyiny problems which arc at the source of 
the tension. 

“ I venture to express the hope that the incidents 
of which we have now heard arc of an isolated nature. 
I am convinced that the partics will do everything in 
their power to prcvcnr rccurrcnccs. which would tend 
to create new tensions in the Middle East.” 

SIIIJATION CREATED BY THE IINH.ATERAl. ACTION 

OF THE EGYPTIAN GOVERNMENT IN RRINGMG TO 

AN END THE SYSTEM OF INTERNATIONAL 

OPERATION OF THE StJEZ CANAI.. WHICH WAS 

CONFIRMED AND COMPI.ETEII RY THE SIJEZ 

CANAI. CONVENTION OF 1888 

By a joint letter Be dated 23 September 1956, the 
representatives of France and the United Kingdom 
requested the President of the Security Council to call a 
meeting of the Council on 26 September 1956 in order 
to consider the following question : 

p1 X44th meeting (PV) : pp. 2-6. 

05 844th meeting (PV) : p. 67. 

Qa S’3654, O.R.. I Irh ycwr. Slcppl. fur July-Sept. IY56, p. 47. 

“Situation created by the unilateral action of the 
Egyptian Government in bringing to an end the 
system of international operation of the Suez Canal, 
which was confirmed and completed by the Suez 
Canal Convention of 1888.” 

They stated that the general nature of this situation had 
been set out in their letter @’ of I2 September 1956 to 
the President of the Security Council. 

By letteron dated 24 September 1956, the represen- 
tative of Egypt. in view of further developments since 
his lcttcr OS dated I7 September 1956 to the President 
of the Security Council, requested that the Security 
Council be urgently convened to consider the following 
question : 

” Actions against Egypt by sonic powers, par- 
ticularly France and the United Kingdom, which 
constitute a danger to international peace and security 
and arc serious violations of the Charter of the 
United Nations.” 

The items submitted by France and the United Kingdom, 
and by Egypt appeared as items 2 and 3, respectively, 
of the provisional agenda of the 734th meeting on 
26 September 1956. The rcprcsentativc of Egypt was 
invited to participate in the discussion. At the 
742nd meeting on 13 October 1956, the representatives 
of Israel, Jordan. l,cbnnon. I,ibya, Saudi Arabia, Syria 
and Yemen were invited to submit written statements.‘@’ 

97 S ‘3645, O.R., I II/I ytwr, SuppI. fur July-Sept. 1956, 
pp. 2X-29. In this Icrter. Ihc rcprcscntativcs of France and the 
United Kingdom stated that the situation created by the action 
of the Govcrnmcnl of Enypc in attempting unilaterally lo hring 
to an end the system c;f ‘international $cration of the SIICZ 

Canal. confirmed and complctcd by the Suez Canal Convention. 
had crcatcd a situation which might endanger the fret and open 
p;~w;~ge of shipping through the Canal. A Confcrcncc had there- 
fore hcen called in I.ondon on I6 August 1956. which had hecn 
attended hy twenty-two Slates. llightcen of them. representing 
over 00 Dcr cent of the tlsers intcrcsiled in the Canal. had put 
forward proposals to the Government of Egypt relating to the 
fulurc operation of the Canal. The <iovcrnment of Egypt had 
rcfu\cd. howcvcr. (0 negotiate on the hasis of thcsc proposals, 
which in the opinion of the French and IJnitcd Kingdom 
Ciovcrnmcnts. oficred means for ;I just and equitable solution. 
‘[‘he two Govcrnmcnts considcrcd that this refusal was an 
aggravation of the siiuation. which if itllowcd to continue. would 
constitute a manifest danger to pe;~ce and security. 

pp. 3X-41. In this letter. the rcprcscntativc of Egypt declared 
that the act of nationalization of the Suez Canal Company had 
hcen taken by Egypt in the full cxcrcise of its sovereign rights 
and without challenge of infringement of the right of any 
nation. 11 had been met hy dcclararions hy France of mohi- 
lbation and movcmcnt of armed forces. by hnslilc economic 
mcaulrcs and hy incircment to the employecr and pilots working 
in the Canal to abandon their work in an attempt to sabotage 
the operalion of the Canal. Several offers by the Government 
of I<nvnt to enter into negotiations at il conference for reviewing 

. . I  .  

the Convention of IXHX had hecn made 10 no avail, and instead 
;I *’ IJscrs’ Association “. incompatihlc with the dignity and 
sovereignty of Egypt, hzld hcen ‘created hy eighteen Govcrn- 
merits. Wing dctermincd to hparc no effort to reach a peaceful 
solution of the SIIC’Z Canal question on the hasis of the 
recognition of the Icpitimate and sovereign rights of Egypt and 
in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations. Egypt 
considered it indispensahlc that an end hc put to acts such as 
those complained if, which wcrc a serious danger 10 the inter- 
national peace and security and were violations of the Charter. 

L0o See chapter 111, Case 23. 
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After the adoption of the agenda,l”* the Council 
rejected a Yugoslav proposal Ia* for simultaneous 
consideration of the two items. The President (Cuba) 
stated that the two items would be discussed scparatcly 
in the order in which they had been included in the 
agenda.los 

The Security Council considered the item submitted 
by France ;\nd the United Kingdom at its 735th to 
743rd meetings held between 5 and 13 October 1956,“” 
at its 776th and 777th meetings on 26 April 1957, and 
at its 778th and 779th meetings on 20 and 21 May 1957. 

At the 735th meeting on 5 October 1956, the repre- 
sentatives of Frnnce and the United Kingdom submitted 
a joint draft resolution’0J under which the Security 
Council was to : (1) re-affirm the principle of the frce- 
dom of navigation of the Suez Canal in accordance with 
the Suez Canal Convention of 1888 ; (2) consider that 
the rights which ;\I1 users of the Suez Canal enjoyed 
under the system upon which the Suez Canal Convention 
of 1888 was based should be s;\fcguardcd, and the 
necessary gl\arantees restored ; (3) endorse the pro- 
posals loa of the eighteen States as suit;\bly designed to 
bring about an adjustment and solution of the Suez 
Canal question by peaceful means and in conformity 
with justice; (4) recommend that the Government of 
Egypt should co-operate by negotiation in working out, 
on the basis of these proposals. a system of operation 
to be applied to the Suez Cnnal ; (5) recommend that 
the Government of Egypt should, pending the outcome 
of such negotiations, co-opernte with the Suez Canal 
Users’ Association. 

At the same meeting. the representative of the United 
Kingdom suggested that, ;\ftcr those who wished to state 
their views in public session had had a chance to do so, 
the Council should meet in private session so that the 
possihilitics for a penceful solution could bc explored as 
rapidly as possible. lo7 The 739th to 741 st meetings on 
9, 1 1 ;\nd 12 October were held in private.“‘!’ 

Decision of 13 Octohrr 1956 (743rd meeting) : Adoption 
of the reqrirements tiwt any settlement of the Suez 
question .rhorrld meet 

At the 742nd meeting on 13 October 1956, the 
representatives of France and the United Kingdom sub- 
mitted a joint draft resolution,‘“* under which the 
Securitv Council was to: (1) agree that any settlement 
of the Suez question should meet the following rcquire- 

101 For the adoption of the agenda, see chapter II, Case 6. 

1~ For the consideration of the Yugoslav proposal, see 
chapter II. Case 14. 

10~ 734th meeting : para. 134. 

104 739th-74lst meetings : official communiquks circulated in 
place of the verbatim records. 

106 S/3666. O.R., 11th ymr. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 19.56, p. 5. 

PM S/3665, O.R., 11th yrtrr. Suppi. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 2. 

107 735th meeting: para. 95. 

108 Sl3671, O.R.. 11th year, .Yuppl. for Oct.-Dec., 1956, pp. 5-6. 

IO@ See in chapter I, part IV, the note under rule 23 and in 
the same chapter, Case 12. 

ments: (i) there should be free and open transit through 
the Canal without discrimination, overt or covert ; (ii) the 
sovereignty of Egypt should be respected ; (iii) the 
operation of the C;\n:\l should be insulated from the 
politics of any country; (iv) the manner of fixing tolls 
and ch:\rges should be decided by agreement between 
E.gypt and the users ; (v) a fair proportion of the dues 
should be allotted to development ; and (vi) in case of 
disputes. unresolved affairs between the Suez Canal 
Company and the Government of Egypt should be 
settled by arbitration, with suitable terms of reference 
and suitable provisions for the payment of sums found 
to be due ; (2) consider that the proposals of the 
eighteen Powers correspond to the six requirements and 
wcrc suitably designed to bring ;\bout a settlement of 
the Suez Canal question by penceful means, in con- 
formity with justice; (3) note that the Govcmment of 
Egypt, while decl;\ring its rcadincss in the explanatory 
conversations to :\cccpt the principles of organized 
collnboration between an E,qptinn authority and the 
users. hnd not yet form;\lizcd sufficiently precise pro- 
posals to meet the six requirements : (4) invite the 
Governments of Egypt, France and the United Kingdom 
to continue their interchanr_cs and in this connexion 
invite the Govcrnmcnt of Ecypt to m:\kc known promptly 
its proposals for ;\ system meeting the six requirements 
and providing gunr;\ntees to the users not less effective 
than those souqht by the proposals of the eighteen 
Powers : nnd (5) consider that pending the conclusion 
of an a~:rccmcnt for the definitive settlement of the 
rccimc of the Suez Can;\1 on the b;\sis of the six require- 
ments, the Suez C;\nnl IJscrs’ Association, which had 
been qunlificd to rcccivc the dues payable by ships 
bclonrring to its mcmhers, and the competent E.cyptian 
:\uthoritics. should co-oper;\te to cns\\re the s;\tisfactory 
operation of the Cnnnl ;\nd free :\nd open transit through 
the Can:\1 in nccord;\ncc with the 1888 Convention. 

With rcrnrd to the carlicr dr:\ft resolution Ilo the 
rcpresentntive of the United Kingdom stntcd that its 
sponsors did not intend to :\sk the Council to consider 
it :\t that time. Thcv did not withdraw it and did not 
ask for ;\ vote upon.it.‘ll 

The rcpresent;\tivc of Iran submitted an amend- 
ment I’* to the second operative pnrnyraph of the joint 
draft resolution. 

At the 743rd meeting on I3 October 1956, the repre- 
sentative of Yugosl;\via stated that the second part of 
the joint dr;\ft resolution submitted by France and the 
United Kingdom was bnsed on the proposnls of the 
cichteen Powers which had already shown themselves 
to offer no basis for aerccment. and submitted a draft 
resolution I13 ;\ccordinc to which the Security Council 
would : (1) consider that a solution to be found must 
meet certain rcquircmcnts [idcntic;\l with the six require- 
ments set forth in the French-United Kingdom joint draft 
_. 

1’0 S/3666. O.R., 11th year. SuppI. for CA-r.-Dec. 1956, 
pp. 5-6. 

III 742nd meeting: para. 20. 

II* 742nd meeting : para. 60. 

1*a S/3672, O.R.. 11th yew. S~cppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, p. 20. 



resolution] ; (2) recommend that the negotiations be 
continued ; (3) request the Secretary-General to offer, 
if necessary. his assistance in subsequent stages of nego- 
tiations ; (4) call on all the parties concerned to abstain 
from taking any measures which might impair these 
negotiations.“’ 

The President (France) stated that the amendment’16 
submitted by the representative of Iran to the French- 
United Kingdom joint draft resolution had been accepted 
by the sponsors of the latter and would be incorporated 
in the joint draft resolution, which would be submitted 
to the vote in two parts. The first part would include 
the statement of the six principles, contained in operative 
paragraph 1, and the second part would begin with 
operiltivc paragraph 2. as amended by Iran, and con- 
tinuc to the end of the joint draft rcsolution.1’8 

The first part of the joint draft resolution submitted 
by France and the United Kingdom, up to the end of 
the first paragraph, was adopted unanimously.“’ 

The second part of the joint draft resolution, as 
amended, was not adopted. There were 9 votes in favour 
and 2 against (one of the negative votes being that of a 
permanent member).1’B 

The draft resolution was not put to a vote as a whole. 
The President declared without objection that by the 
Council’s tradition the whole was now identical with the 
first part. Since the first part had been unanimously 
adopted. it would bc considcrcd that the whole had also 
been adopted unanimously.1’g 

The Yugoslav delegation did not press for a vote on 
its own draft resolution.“’ 

The Council did not take up item 3 on its agenda, 
consideration of which was not pressed by the repre- 
scntativc of Egypt.“’ 

The resolution,‘** as adopted, read : 

114 743rd meeting : paras. 25-30. 

IlJ 742nd meeting : para. 60. 

110 743rd meeting: paras. 103-104. 

Ifi 733rd meeting: para. 106. 
IIn 743rd meeting: para. 106. 

LID 743rd meeting: para. 107. 

110 743rd meeting : para. 112. 

12’ See the letter IS ‘3679. O.H.. lltlr ytwr. Suppl. for Oct.- 
kc. 1956. pp. 53-551 dated I5 Octohcr 1956 to the President 
of the Sccuritv Council from the Minister for Forcian Affairs 
of Egypt. Fo; the cxchangc of correspondence hctwcen the 
Secretary-General and the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Egypt 
following adoption of the resolutions. see S/372X. O.H.. Ii/h 
year. Suppl. for U(.l.-l)rc‘. IY56, pp. 120-124. The document 

contains I ‘(a) Note ; (h) Letter dateh‘24 October 1956 from the 
Secretary-<kncral to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Egypt : 
(c) I.elter dated 2 Novcmhcr I956 from the rcprcwntative of 
Egypt transmitting a communicalion from the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Egypt to the Secretary-General. For pro- 
ceedings of the Security Council affecting the Suer. Canal 
hetwecn the 743rd and 779th meeting\, see in this chapter, 
under Palestine question. rlrr~i.vion of 30 Octoh~,r 1956 (749th 

- mc~~fin~), and under Ixtter dated 30 October 1956 from the 
representative of Egypt addressed to the President of the 
Security Council, dc~ision of 3 I Ocroher I956 (75 Isf mrr!inR). 

Lzz S/3675, U.R., Il~h ycrrr. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956. 
pp. 47-48. 

“ The Security Council, 

“Noting the declarations made before it and the 
accounts of the development of the exploratory con- 
versations on the Suez question given by the Secre- 
tary-General of the United Nations and the Foreign 
Ministers of Egypt, France and the United Kingdom, 

“Agrees that any scttlemcnt of the Suez question 
should meet the following requirements : 

“ I. There should bc free and open transit through 
the Canal without discrimination, overt or covert- 
this covers both political and technical aspects ; 

“ 2. The sovereignty of Egypt should bc respected ; 

“ 3. The operation of the Canal should be in- 
sulated from the politics of any country ; 

“ 4. The mnnncr of fixing tolls and charges should 
be decided by agrccmcnt bctwcen Egypt and the 
users ; 

“ 5. A fair proportion of the dues should be 
allotted to development ; 

“ 6. In case of disputes, unresolved affairs between 
the Universal Suez Maritime Canal Company and the 
Egyptian Government should be settled by arbitration 
with suititblc terms of rcfcrcnce and suitable pro- 
visions for the payment of sums found to be due.” 

Dtw’sion of -3 1 Mny 19.~7 (779th meeting) : Statement 
by the President .summarizin,g the debate and starting 
thcrt the Council wwuld remnin seized of the question 

By lcttcr I*J dntcd 24 April 1957, the representative 
of the llnitcd States rcquestcd the President of the 
Security Council to convene a meeting of the Council 
for the purpose of resuming the discussion of the item 
relating to the SUCZ Canal and taking note of the 
situation regarding passage through the Suez Canal. 

At the 776th meeting on 26 April 1957. the Security 
Council included the lcttcr submitted by the repre- 
scntativc of the United States in its agenda.” Following 
adoption of the agenda, the representative of Egypt was 
invited to take part in the discussion. 

The representative of the United States, explaining 
why his Govcrnmcnt had rcqucsted a meeting of the 
Council, rcc;lllcd (I) the unanimous adoption of the 
resolution ennumcrating six basic rcquircments to be met 
in any Suez C;mal scttlcment and the agreement that the 
Council should remain seized of the matter, and (2) the 
circulation to members of the Council and the regis- 
tration with the 1Jnitcd Nations of the Declaration lt6 
of the Egyptian Government on the Suez Canal. In the 

lls S!3817iRev.I. O.R., 12th year, SuppI. for Apr.-June 1957. 
p. 8. 

I*’ 776th meeting : para. 3. 

I*5 By letter [S/3818. O.R., 12th year. Suppl. /or Apr.-June 
1957, pp. R-121 dated 24 April 1957. addressed to the Sccretary- 

General, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Egypt announced 
that the Suez Canal was open for normal traffic. With the letter, 
a ” Declaration on the Suez Canal and arrangements for its 
operation ‘* was enclosed for registration by the Secretariat as 
an international instrument. 
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view of the United States, the Declaration did not meet 
fully the six requirements of the Security Council ; the 
fundamental difficulty was the absence of provision for 
” organized co-operation “. Perhaps no final judgment 
could be made regarding the regime proposed by Egypt 
until it had been tried out in practice. The Council 
should remain scizcd of the matter while the system 
proposed by Egypt was given a trial. 

Discussion of the adequacy and legal standing of the 
Declaration continued at the same meeting and at the 
777th meeting on 26 April 1957. There followed ex- 
prcssions of the view on the one hand that examination 
of the item by the Council would be completed only 
when an intcmational instrument had been framed 
following further negotiations and, on the other hand, 
that with publication of the Egyptian Government’s 
declaration, the Suez Canal problem was in fact settled. 

At the conclusion of the meeting, the President 
(United Kingdom) dcclarcd that, in accordance with the 

usual practice, arrangements for a further discussion 
of the question would bc made by the President of the 
Council in consultation with those concerned.1*8 

By letter lx7 dated I5 May 1957, the representative of 
France requested the President of the Security Council 
to call a meeting of the Council to resume consideration 
of the item relating to the Suez Canal. Enclosed with 

the lcttcr was a communiquC of the Council of Ministers 
of France dated IS May 1957 in which it was stated 
that the French Government had noted with regret the 
decision taken by those users of the Suez Canal who had 
accepted the direct payment of tolls to Egypt, without 

the latter having furnished them the minimum guarantees 
concerning free transit through the Canal and the 
equitnblc distribution of the monies collected. The 
French Government could not regard as acceptable, and 
still less as final, a solution of the Canal problem which 
was in flagrant contradiction with the six requirements 
unanimously approved by the Security Council in 
October 1956. 

At the 778th meeting on 20 May 1957, the Security 
Council decided by 10 votes in favour and none against, 
with I abstention, to include the letter of the repre- 
sentative of France in the agenda.“” 

At the 779th meeting on 21 May 1957, the President 
(United States), no draft resolution having been intro- 
duced in the Council, in summarizing the debate, stated : 

“The Council has now completed a further dis- 
cussion of the Suez Canal question. It is plain that a 
clear majority of the members of the Council arc 
acutely aware of the responsibilities of the United 
Nations with regard to this matter. This is shown by 
the fact that the Council on 13 October 1956 
adopted it resolution enumerating six requirements 
which should be met in any Suez Canal scttlemcnt 
and adopted them unanimously. There is the further 

- 

‘*a 777th meeting : para. 102. 

It7 S/3829, O.R.. 12111 yrcrr. Suppi. for Apr.-June 1957. 
pp. 20-21. 

I*” 778th meeting: para. 14. 

fact that the Council has discussed this problem 
several times, and that it has remained seized of the 
issue is further evidence of the Council’s interest and 
concern. 

“ It is of course clear that certain views have also 
been expressed to the effect that the Egyptian Dccla- 
ration and the present operation of the Suez Canal 
do adequately implement the six requirements of the 
Council. 

“But the majority of the members are of the 
opinion that these requirements have not yet been 
met, that there arc uncertainties that require clari- 
fication, and that, even as expressed by the Egyptian 
reprcsentutivc yesterday, the Egyptian position 
remains to be completed. 

“ . . . 

“These comments reflect continuing doubts on the 
part of a number of members regarding the Suez 
Canal system now put into effect by the Egyptian 
Government, and about which clarification by Egypt 
is desired. 

“ The Egyptian Government will presumably wish 
as soon as possible to examine these points carefully 
and to consider the concrctc steps it can take to 
remove the doubts which have arisen. Member 
Governments will undoubtedly be guided in their 
diplomatic actions and users will be guided in their 
practical actions by the views that have been ex- 
prcsscd hcrc today and by the Egyptian response to 
the questions which have been raised here. In the 
meantime the Council will remain seized of the 

question and will be in a position to meet again when 
the reprcsentativc of Ebg’pt has something further to 
communicate or when other developments make it 
desirable.” ltO 

The representative of the USSR observed that it was 
clear that the questions to which the President had 
referred in his summing up reflected only the opinions 
of individual delegations and not the collective opinion 
of the whole Security Council as an organ of the United 
Nations.lXO The President replied that his summary had 
been accurate and spoke for itself.ls’ 

The question remains on the list of matters of which 
the Security Council is scizcd.‘s* 

**e 779th meeting: paras. 116-118, 126-127. 

130 779th meeting : para. 13 I. 
131 779th meeting : para. 132. 

1~ Ry letter [S/3R39/Rev.I. O.R., 12/h yew, Suppl. for 
Apr.-June 1957, p. 241 dated 13 June 1957, addressed to the 
Secretary-Gcncrnl, the representative of France transmitted a 
communication from his Government in which it was stated 
that. having regard to the fact that the conclusions drawn hy 
the President of the Security Council indicated the provisional 
nature of the Egyptian memorandum of 24 April :Ind the need 
for complete implementation of the six requirements adopted hy 
the Council on-13 October 19.56, the French Government was 
making available lo French shipping companies and ship owners 
the means neccssarv to cnahle their shins to use the Canal. 
That action. it wns.stated, in no way afiected the conclusions 
referred to and could neither prejudice the rights of third parties 
nor modify in any way the point of view expressed by the 



THE SITUATION IN HUNGARY 

By letter Ia3 dated 27 October 1956, addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the permanent repre- 
sentatives of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States referred to: 

“ . . . the situation created by the action of foreign 
military forces in Hungary in violently repressing the 
rights of the Hungarian people which are secured by 
the Treaty of Peace to which the Governments of 
Hungary and the Allied and Associated Powers are 
partics.” 

Pursuant to the provisions of Article 34 of the 
Charter, they requested the inclusion of an item in the 
agenda of the Security Council cntitlcd : “The situation 
in Hungary “, and an urgent meeting of the Council to 
consider it. 

At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956, during 
the discussion concerning the adoption of the provi- 
sional agenda, the representative of the USSR, referring 
to the provisions of Articlc 2 (7) of the Charter, objected 
to the question being placed on the Council’s agenda. 
He also maintained that any situations arising inside a 
country and not affecting its relations with other States, 
as in the present instance, did not fall under Article 34.‘:” 

The provisional ngcnda was adopted by 9 votes in 
favour and 1 against, with 1 abstention.‘3u 

The Security Council considered the question at its 
746th and 752nd-754th meetings, between 28 October 
and 4 November 1956. The reprcscntativc of Hungary 
was invited to take part in the discussion.‘:‘6 

By letter 13’ dated 2 November 1956, the repre- 
sentatives of France. the United Kingdom and the 
United States requested the President of the Security 
Council to call an urgent meeting of the Council in view 
of the critical situation in Hungary, and noted that the 
Council was already seized of this matter under the 
item : “ The situation in Hungary “. 

At the 752nd meeting on 2 November 1956, the 
rcprescntativc of the United States referred to the cuble- 

representative of France at the meetings on 20 and 21 May 
IYS7. Hv letter [S/381X lAdd.1, O.K.. /2fl1 yc*rrr, Slrppl. for 
July-Sep;. IY.57, pp. l-21 dated 18 July 1957;the Mink for 
Foreign Affairs of Egypt transmitted to the Secretary-<ieneral a 
declaration of the Govcrnmcnt of Iigypt accepting as com- 
pulsory ipso ftrcfo the jurisdiction of the Intcrnntional Court of 
Justice in all disputes that might arise under paragraph 9 (H) of 
the Declaration dated 24 April 1957 on ” Suez Canal and the 
arrangements for its operation “, with effect as from that date. 

‘33 S/3690, O.K., I /,h ycwr. Suppl. for ocr.-DPc. IYM. p. 100. 

1.~4 746th meeting : naras. 12-13, 24. For discussion in relation 
to Ar!icle 2 (4). se; chapter XII, part I. Case 1 : for discussion 
in relation to Article 2 (7). see chapter XII. part I. Case 2 ; in 
relation to Article 34, see chapter X. part II. Case 6. 

~6 For consideration of the incluGon of the question in the 
agenda, see chapter II. part 111, Case 7. 

IJa 746th meeting : para. 35 ; see chapter III. part I. Case I3 ; 
for the subsequent discussion concerning the applicability of 
rules 14. I5 and 17 of the rules of procedure, see chapter 1, 
part II, Case 4. 

137 S/3723, OX.. llrh yenr, Suppl. for Oct.-DPC. 1956, p. 117. 

gram Is” dated 1 November 1956 from the President of 
the Council of Ministers of the Hungarian People’s 
Republic addressed to the Secretary-General requesting 
that the question of Hungary’s neutrality and the defcncc 
of that neutrality by the four Great Powers be put on 
the agenda of the forthcoming General Assembly, and 
stated that the Council’s next step should bc to “ asccr- 
tain the facts “.ls* 

The rcprcsentativc of Cuba “’ supported by the repre- 
scntativc of Peru lJ* expressed the view that a draft 
resolution must bc submitted as soon as possible and 
must embody at least three principles : (~1) an immcdiatc 
appeal to the Govcrnmcnt of the USSR to withdraw its 
troops from Hungarian territory ; (6) an express 
recognition of the right of the Hungarian people to 
dcterminc by free election the system of government 
under which it chose to live; and (c) the establishment 
of a commission of the Security Council to supervise 
and ensure the carrying out of measures proposed by the 
Security Council which would ensure the political in- 
dcpendcnce of Hungary. 

The representative of China stated that he would like 
to see the following four points incorporated in the 
resolution which the Security Council should adopt : 
((I) cxprcssion of sympathy by the Council to the Hun- 
garian pcoplc in this struggle for freedom ; (h) a clear 
stntcment by the Council that it opposed the military 
intcrvcntion of the Soviet Union; (1.) establishment of 
a United Nations Commission sent to observe the 
events on the spot and to report to the United Nations ; 
and (d) issuance of an appeal to “all the fret peoples 
of the world ” to give to the Hungarian people such 
help i\s they could.“’ 

At the same meeting, the text of a note Ids dated 
2 November 1956 from the permanent mission of the 
Hungarian People’s Republic addressed to the Secrctary- 
Gcncral, transmitting a letter of the same date from the 
President of the Council of Ministers and Acting 
Foreign Minister of the Hungarian People’s Republic, 
was circulated. This asked the Security Council to 
instruct the Governments of Hungary and the USSR to 
start negotiations immcdiatcly looking to the withdrawal 
of Soviet troops from Hungary. 

On 3 November 1956. the Chairman and Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of the Council of Ministers of the 
Hungarian People’s Republic, in a cablegram I“ 
addrcsscd to the Secretary-General, stated that his 
Govcrnmcnt confirmed that the communications sent to 
the Sccrctary-General cxpresscd the official standpoint 
of the “ whole Hungarian Government “. 

1:‘” N32.51, GA (ES II). Annexes a.i. S. p. I. 

1~ 7S2nd meeting : paras. S9. 61. 

~0 7S2nd meeting : para. 68. 

1.1 7S2nd meeting : para. 96. 

*(* 752nd meeting : para. 131. 

~3 S’3726, OX.. 11th yecrr. SuppI. {or Oct.-Dec. 19%. 
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~4 S/373 I. O.K., 11th year, S~cppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956, 
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Decision of 4 November 1956 (754th meeting) : 
Kejecring the re\i.sed druft resolution submitted by 
the represenrulive o/ the Utriled States 

At the 753rd meeting on 3 November 1956, the 
rcprcsentative of the United States submitted a draft 
resolution,“J according to which the Security Council 
would: (1) call upon the Government of the USSR to 
desist forthwith from any form of intervention, par- 
ticularly armed intervention, in the internal affairs of 
Hungary ; (2) express the earnest hope that the USSK 
would withdraw all Soviet forces from Hungary without 
delay ; (3) affirm the right of the Hungarian people to 
a government responsive to its national aspirations and 
dedicated to its indcpendcncc and well-being ; (4) request 
the Secretary-General in consultation with the heads of 
appropriate specialized agencies to explore on an urgent 
basis the need of the Hungarian people for food, 
medicine and other similar supplies, and to report to 
the Security Council as soon as possible ; and (5) 
request all Members of the United Nations and invite 
national and international humanitarian organizations 
to co-operate in making available such supplies as might 
be rcquircd by the Hungarian people. 

The representative of Peru suggested the following 
amendments ‘W to the United States draft resolution : in 
paragraph 2 rcplacc the words “expresses the earnest 
hope ” by the word “ understands ” ; in paragraph 3 
add, following the words “ Hungarian people “, the 
words “ to secure, through free elections,“. 

After a discussion, the Security Council dccidcd that 
the next meeting would be held on Monday, 5 Novem- 
ber.‘” 

At the urgently summoned 754th meeting held on 
Sunday, 4 November 1956, at 3.00 a.m., the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a revision of 
his draft resolution,‘“* opcrativc paragraph 2 of which 
would have c&d upon the USSR to ccasc the intro- 
duction of additional armed forces into Hungary and 
to withdraw all of its forces without delay from Hun- 
garian territory. 

The rcprcscntative of China submitted an amcnd- 
ment ’ ly to operative paragraph 1 of the revised draft 
resolution to call upon the Government of the USSR 
to desist forthwith from making war on the Govern- 
ment and pcoplc of Itungary, and from any form of 
intervention in the internal affairs of Hungary. 

At the request of the rcprescntative of the United 
States,‘ho the reprcscntativc of China agreed not to press 

1~ S/3730, S/3730/Rev.l, OX., llrh yerrr, Slrppl. for Oct.- 
Dec. 1956, pp. 125-126. 

L48 753rd meeting : paras. 118-l 19. 

147 753rd meeting : para. 50. For the consideration of the 
proposal for the adjournment of the meeting, see chapter I, 
part V, Case 33. 

1~ S!3730/Rev.I, O.K., llrh yew, Suppl. fur Oct.-llec. IY56, 
pp. 125-126. 

140 754th meeting : para. 32. 
151B 754th meeting : para. 57. 

for a vote on his amendment to the revised draft reso- 
lution.‘“’ 

At the 754th meeting on 4 November 1956, the 
United States revised draft resolution was not adopted. 
There were 9 votes in favour and 1 against, the negative 
vote being that of a permanent member of the Council.‘6* 
The representative of Yugoslavia did not participate in 
the voting ; ls9 at the 755th meeting on 5 November 
1956, he requested that his vote be recorded as an 
abstention.lM 

Decision of 4 November 1956 (754th meeting) : Deciding 
to ctdl un emergency speciul session of the General 
Assembly 

At the 754th meeting on 4 November 1956, after the 
voting on the United States rcviscd draft resolution, the 
rcprcscntativc of the United States submitted a draft 
resolution Is5 according to which the Security Council 
would decide to call an emergency special session of the 
General Assembly, as provided in General Assembly 
resolution 377 (V), in order to make appropriate recom- 
mendations concerning the situation in Hungary. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution submitted 
by the United States was adopted by 10 votes in favour 
and 1 against.‘&” 

The resolution I57 read : 

“ The Security Council, 

“ Considering that a grave situation has been created 
by the use of Soviet military forces to suppress the 
efforts of the Hungarian people to rcasscrt their rights, 

“ Tuking into uc~~~unt that because of a lack of 
unanimity among its permanent members the Security 
Council has been unable to exercise its primary 
responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, 

“Decides to call an emergency special session of 
the General Assembly, as provided in General 
Assembly resolution 377 A(V) of 3 November 1950, 
in order to make appropriate recommendations con- 
cerning the situation in Hungary.” 

The Secretary-General then stated that at the 75ls.t 
meeting on 3 1 October I956 he had made a declaration 
concerning the views he held on the duties of the Secre- 
tary-General and his understanding of the stands that 
he had to take. Hc wished to put on record that the 
observations he had made on that occasion obviously 
applied also to the present situation.‘” 

The question remains on the list of matters of which 
the Security Council is seized. 

*I* 754th meeting : para. 58. 
*s* 754th meeting : para. 68. 
*la 754th meeting : para. 63. 
‘6’ 755th meeting: para. 84. 
1~ 754th meeting : para. 70. 
168 754th meeting: para. 75. 
1~ S/3733. O.K.. III/I yerrr, Suppl. for Oct.-l)rc. 1956, p. 127. 
1~ 754th meeting : para. 76. For the declaration of the 

Secretary-General, see chapter I, part IV. Case 13. 



Part II 
- 

LE’lTER DATED 25 OCTOBER 1956 FROM THE 
REPRESENTATIVE OF FRANCE TO THE SECRETARY- 

(;I;.stcRAI. wlTII coXlPI.AIsT C:oisClcHNIS<; : MILI- 

TARY ASSETANCE RENDERED BY TIIE EGYPTIAN 

GOVERNMENT TO THE RKUEIS IN ALGERIA 

INITIAL I’HOCEEDINtiS 

By letter w dated 25 October 1956 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of France requested 
that the following item bc placed on the agenda of a 
forthcoming meeting of the Security Council : “ Military 
assistance rcndcred by the Egyptian Government to the 
rebels in Algeria “. In an accompanying memorandum it 
was stated that on I6 October I9SO a vessel bearing the 
name Suint-Briuvrls, but previously named n I/IOS, flying 
no flag, had been examined by a French warship. It had 
been discovcrcd that the Athos had no shipping papers 
and was loaded with arms and ammunition. According 
to statements of six clandestine passengers abroad, the 
ship had been loaded in a “ prohibited area ” in Alcxan- 
dria on the night of 3-4 October. 159 Egyptian military 
personnel in uniform taking part in the loading 
operations. The arms were to have been dclivcrcd to the 
chief of the ~nuyuis of Turcnne. It had been also dis- 
covered that the owner of the Arhos had worked in 
Egyptian intclligcnce services, had been in charge of 
arms shipments to the Algerian muyuis and kept in 
continuous contact with the Egyptian military authorities. 
These facts provided irrefutable cvidcncc of the direct 
responsibility of Egypt in the rebellion in Algeria and of 

- its attack on French sovereignty in flagrant violation of 
the fundamental rules of international law. 

At the 747th meeting on 29 October 1956, the 
Security Council decided, without a vote, to include the 
item in the agcnda.180 

The President (France) stated that all members of the 
Council would agree that the rcprescntativc of Egypt 
should be invited to take part in the debate. Hc therc- 
fore thought it advisable to adjourn the meeting in order 
to give him time to make his preparations.“” 

The Council has not considcrcd the matter since that 
time.‘BL 

I~EITER DATED 30 OCTOBER 1956 FROM THE 

REPRESENTATIVE OF EGYPT ADDRESSED TO TllE 

PRESIDENT OF THE SECllRITY COUNCH, 

By letter Ia3 dated 30 October 1956. the represcntativc 
of Egypt transmitted to the Prcsidcnt of the Security 
Council a lcttcr from the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of Egypt in which it was stated that the Egyptian 

‘59 S/3689, O.K.. llrh yeur. SuppI. for Ocr.-L)Ec. 1956, 
pp. 98-100. 

160 747th meeting : para. 0. 
161 747th meeting : para. I I ; See chapter III, part I, Case 14. 

Ia* On 4 February 19.57. the representative of France 
addressed a further communication to the President of the 
Security Council (S,3783. O.K., IZr/l ycur. S~ppl. /or Jan.-Mm. 
IY57, pp. S-7) concerning this matter. 
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Ambassador in London had been handed a note by the 
Government of the United Kingdom containing an 
ultimatum to the Government of Egypt to: ((0 stop all 
warlike actions by land, sea and air; (b) withdraw au 
Egyptian military forces ten miles from the Suez Canal ; 
and (c) accept occupation by British and French forces 
of key positions at Port Said, lsmailia and Suez. Failing 
an answer by 6.30 a.m. Cairo time on 3 I October, the 
Govcrnmcnts of France and the United Kingdom would 
intervene in whatever strength they might deem necessary 
to sccurc compliance. The Govcrnmcnts of the United 
Kingdom and France were taking as a pretext for 
their actions the current fighting within Egyptian ter- 
ritory bctwccn the attacking armed forces from Israel 
and the defending forces of Egypt. It was stated further 
that this threat of force by the United Kingdom and 
French Governments and the imminent danger of United 
Kingdom and French armed forces occupying Egyptian 
territory within a few hours, in flagrant violation of the 
rights of Egypt and of the Charter of the United Nations, 
impelled the Government of Egypt to quest that the 
Security Council be convened immediately to consider 
this act of aggression by the United Kingdom and 
France. Until the Council had taken the necessary 
mcasurcs, Egypt had no choice but to defend itself and 
safeguard its rights against such aggression. 

At the 750th meeting on 30 October 1956, the pro- 
visional agenda included the following items: “ Letter 
dated 29 October 1956 from the rcprcsentative of the 
United States of America, addressed to the President 
of the Security Council, concerning: ‘The Palestine 
question: stops for the immcdiatc cessation of military 
action of Israel in Egypt’ ; Letter dated 30 October 
1956 from the rcprescntativc of Egpt addressed to the 
President of the Security Council.” Ia’ 

The Security Council decided to include the letter 
from the rcprcsentativc of Eb?Jpt as the second item in 
the agenda of that mccting.“‘5 

After the Security Council had completed the con- 
sideration of the first item, Ia0 it began the consideration 
of the item submitted by the Government of Egypt. 

The Council considered the question at the 750th and 
75 1 st meeting on 30 and 3 1 October 1956. The repre- 
sentativc of Egypt was invited to take part in the dis- 
cussion.‘a7 

Decision of 31 October I956 (75 1st meeting) : To call 
an camergency special session of ttw General Assembly 

At the 75 1st meeting on 3 I October 1956, the 
Secretary-General made a statement of his views on the 
duties of the Secretary-General in the instant case.“” 

~4 750th meeting : preceding para. I. 

166 7SOth meeting : para. 9. For the adoption of the agenda, 
set chapter II, Case 8. 

la0 See above, chapter VIII. ” The Palestine question “, p. 93. 

Iui 7SOth niccl~up : prccediny para. I I ; 7Slst meeting: 
preceding para. I. 

lw 751st meeting : paras. l-5. For the statement of the 
Secretary-General, set chapter 1. part IV. Case 12. 
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At the same meeting, the representative of Yugoslavia 
submitted a draft resolution ‘liy according to which the 
Security Council would dccidc to call an emergency 
special session of the General Assembly, as provided 
in General Assembly resolution 377 A(V) of 3 Novcm- 
ber 1950, in order to make appropriate recom- 
mendations. 

The reprcscntativc of the United Kingdom contended 
that the Yugosl;~v draft resolution was not in order and 
asked for ;L vote on his contcntion.‘;O 

The motion was rejected by 6 votes in favour and 
I against, with 1 abstention.‘;’ 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution submitted 
by the rcpresentativc of Yugoslavia was adopted by 
7 votes in fnvour and 2 ugainst, with 2 abstcntions.‘~’ 

The resolution IX read : 

“ Consitfcring that ;I grave situation has been 
crcatcd by action undcrtakcn against Egypt, 

“ Tuking irrto u~orrnt that the lack of unanimity of 
its pcrmnncnt mcmbcrs at the 749th and 750th 
meetings of the Security Council has prevented it 
from exercising its primary responsibility for the 
maintenance of international pcacc and security, 

“ fhc~idc~s to call an emcrgcncy special session of 
the General Assembly, as provided in Gcncral 
Assembly resolution 377 A(V) of 3 Novcmbcr 1950, 
in order to make appropriate recommendations.” 

The rcprcscntativc of the United Kingdom and the 
President, as the represcntntive of France, reserved the 
positions of their Governments concerning the legality 
of the resolution.‘;’ 

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

TllE INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION 

By letter ‘X dated 2 January 1957 to the President 
of the Security Council, the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of Pakistan stated that India had refused, on one pretext 
or another, to honour the. international commitments 
which it had accepted under the resolutions of the 
United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan 
dated I3 August 19.58 and 5 January lY4Y. The statc- 
mcnts of the Prime Minister of India and the steps taken 
by the so-called Constituent Assembly of Jammu and 
Kashmir in collusion with the Government of India in 

189 S/3719, 751~1 mecting : para. 71. For conklcration of this 
draft resolution, see chilpter VI. part I, Cit\e 2. 

‘70 75 1st meeting : para. 126. See also chapter I, part V, 
Case 22. 

‘71 751st meeting : para. 127. 

IT* 7Slst meeting : para. 147. 

I:= S’3721, O.K., 11th ycwr, Suppi. for Ocr.-Dec. 1956. 
pp. 116-l 17. 

Iis 75 I bt meeting : parns. 150- I5 I. 

L7b S/3767, O.K., 12rlr yeur, Suppl. for Jun.-Mtrr. 1957, 
pp. l-3. 

regard to the disposition of the State of Jammu and 
Kashmir had further forced Pakistan to the conclusion 
that continuance of direct negotiations between the two 
Govcrnmcnts held no prospect of settling the dispute, 
and had created an explosive situation which constituted 
a serious threat to peace in the ;Irc;l. It wils most 
csscntial that cilrly action should bc tnkcn to implement 
the two resolutions of the United Nations Commission 
for India and Piikistim which constituted an inter- 
national agrccmcnt bctwccn India and Pakistan that the 
question of the accession of the State of Jammu and 
Kashmir to India or Pakistan would bc decided by 
means of a free and imp;~rtial plcbiscitc under United 
Nations auspices. The Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
Pakistan thcrcforc rcqucstcd the President of the 
Security Council to call ;m citrly meeting of the Security 
Council. 

The question was considered by the Security Council 
iit the 76lst to 774th meetings held bctwccn I6 January 
and 21 February IYS7, at the 79 1st meeting on 24 Scp- 
tcmbcr 1957, and at the 7YSth to 805th. 807th and 
808th meetings held bctwcen Y October and 2 Dcccm- 
bcr 1057. The rcprcsentatives of India and Pakistan 
were invited to take port in the discussion. 

At the 76lst meeting on I6 January lY57, the rcprc- 
sentativc of Pakistan * stilted that “ all the processa for 
pcilceful scttlcment” of the dispute laid down in 
Article 33 of the United Nations Charter had been 
cxhaustcd. In view of this situation, the rcprcscntativc 
of Pakistan requcstcd ths Security Council : (I) to call 
upon India to refrain from accepting the change 
envisaged by the new constitution adopted by the so- 
called Constituent Assembly of Srinagar ; (2) under 
Article 37 (2) of the C’h;irtcr,‘~” to spell out the obli- 
gations of the partics, under the terms of “the intcr- 
national agrccmcnt for i1 plebiscite as cmbodicd in the 
United Nations resolutions “. The rcpresentntivc of 
Pakistan suggested further that the Security Council 
should : (1) call upon the partics to withdraw iill their 
troops from the Stiltc and :IISO ensure that the local 
forces which remained behind should be placed under 
the rcprcscntative of the Security Council iind suitiibly 
reduced, if not disbanded altogcthcr ; (2) entrust to ;L 
United Nations force, which should be introduced into 
the arca at once, the functions of protecting the State 
and ensuring internal security ; IiT (3) disband all other 
forces, Indian, Pakistani and local, and rc’movc all non- 
Kashmiri nationals. cvcn in the police force. from 
Kashmir ; (4) fix an early and firm date for the induction 
into office of the Plcbiscitc Administrator.“’ 

At the 762nd meeting on 23 January 1957, the reprc- 
scntativc of India * stated that the question which his 
Government had brought before the Security Council 

Ia For discuAon of the character of the de&ions of the 
Security <‘ouncil under Chapter VI of the Charter, see 
chapter X. part IV. Case 9. 

IIT 761~1 mecling : para. 112. 

Ii* For consideration of the proposal for the use of a 1Jnited 
Nations force in conncxion with the Security C‘ouncil’s decisions 
under Chapter VI of the Charter, see chapter X, part IV. 
Case IO. 
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by its letter lim of I January 1948 was a situation in- 
volving an Xt of aggression Iho against India and not a 
dispute ; this question was still pending bcforc the 
Security Council I” and called for immcdiotc action by 
the Security Council for avoiding a breach of inter- 
national peace. Moreover, part II of the resolution of 
the Commission for India and Pakistan of 13 August 
I948 relating to truce arrangements had not been carried 
out by Pakistan and part III relating to the holding of 
a plebiscite had thercforc never come into force. The 
resolution of the Commission for India and Pakistan of 
5 January 1949 which had been accepted by India con- 
cerned the implementation of part Ill of the carlicr 
resolution and like that part and for the same reasons 
had ncvcr come into force. The Indian Government, 
which had accepted the resolution of the Commission 
for India and Pakistan on conditions concurred in by 
the Commission, was bound by resolutions of the 
Security Council only to the extent that they flowed 
from the Commission’s rcsotutions and no further. The 
acts of the Constituent Asscmbty of the State of Jammu 
and Kashmir wcrc municipal and not international acts 
and, therefore, no concern of the Security Council. The 
act of accession of Jammu and Kashmir to India was 
an international act, the legality of which, however, was 
beyond challenge and not in question and which involved 
no issue of international peace and security. The only 
issue of the latter kind was the aggression committed 
by Pakistan. 

Decision of 24 January 1957 (765th meeting): 
Reminding the Governments und u1tthoritie.s con- 
cerned of the principle embodied in certain resolutions 
und re-uf firming the uf firmution in the resolution of 
30 March 1951 

At the 764th meeting on 24 January 1957, the 
Security Council had before it a joint draft resolution ‘“l 
submitted by the representatives of Australia, Colombia. 
Cuba, the United Kingdom and the United States. 

At the 765th meeting on 24 January 1957, the joint 
draft resolution was adopted by 10 votes in favour and 
none against, with 1 abstention.‘“:’ 

The resolution In4 read : 

“ The Security Council, 

“ Huving hcwrd statements from representatives of 
the Govcrnmcnts of India and Pakistan concerning 
the dispute over the State of Jammu and Kashmir, 

” Reminding the Govcrnmcnts and authorities 
concerned of the principle embodied in its resolutions 
of 2 I April 1948, 3 June 1948, I4 March I950 and 

- 

1~ S: 1100. Annex 28, O.R., S~rppl. for Nov. 1948, p. 139. 

*no For the question whether the Security Council has con- 
sidcred the item before it as a ” dispute ” or a ” situation “, see 
chapter X, part II, Case 5. 

1”’ 762nd meeting : para. Il. 
‘81 S/3778. 

InS 765th meeting : para. 150. 

UM S/3779, O.R., 12th year, Suppl. for Jun.-Mm. 1957, p. 4. 

30 March 195 I, and the United Nations Commission 
for India and Pakistan rcsotutions of I3 August 1948 
and 5 Jimuary 1949, that the final disposition of the 
State of Jammu and Kashmir wilt bc made in 
accordance with the will of the people cxprcssed 
through the democratic method of il fret and impartial 
plebiscite conducted under the auspices of the United 
Nations. 

“ 1. Reuffirms the affirmation in its resolution of 
30 March 195 1 and dcclarcs that the convening of a 
Constituent Assembly as rccommcnded by the 
Gencrat Council of the ‘All Jammu and Kashmir 
National Confcrcncc ’ and any action that Assembly 
may have taken or might attcnlpt to take to deter- 
mine the future shape and affiliation of the entire 
Stotc or any part thereof, or action by the parties 
concerned in support of any such action by the 
Asscmbty, would not constitute a disposition of the 
State in accordance with the above principle. 

“ 2. fkidc~,s to continue its consideration of the 
dispute.” 

Decision of 20 Februury I957 (773rd meeting): 
Rrjt~ction of the joint draft resolution submitted by 
the representutives of Austruliu, Cubu, the United 
Kingdom und the United Stutes 

At the 768th meeting on 15 January 1957, the reprc- 
sentativc of the United Kingdom introduced a draft 
resolution Ins jointly with the rcprcscntativcs of Australia, 
Cuba and the United States. In the joint draft resolution 
it was provided that the Security Council would : (I) 
request the President of the Security Council, the rcprc- 
sentativc of Swcdcn, to examine with the Governments 
of India and Pakistan proposals which, in his opinion, 
were likely to contribute to the achievement of dcmiti- 
tarization or to the cstablishmcnt of other conditions 
for progress toward the scttlcment of the dispute, having 
regard to the previous resolutions of the Security 
Council and of the United Nations Commission for 
India and Pakistan, and bearing in mind the statements 
of the representatives of the Governments of India and 
Pakistan and the proposal for the use of a temporary 
United Nations force ; (2) authorize him to visit the 
subcontinent for this purpose ; (3) request him to report 
to the Security Council as soon as possible but not later 
than IS April 1957 ; (4) invite the Governments of India 
and Pakistan to co-operate with him in the performance 
of thcsc functions ; (5) request the Sccrctary-Gcncral and 
the United Nations rcprcscntative for India and Pakistan 
to render such assistance to him i\s he might request. 

At the 770th meeting on 18 February 1957, the 
reprcscntativc of the USSK submitted amcndmcnts INa 
to the joint draft resolution to : (1) rcpl;lcc the preamble 
by a different text ; (2) amend paragraph 1 of the 
operative part to provide that the Security Council 
would request the President of the Council, the repre- 
sentative of Sweden, to examine with the Governments 

Inb S/3787, O.R., 12th yew. SuppI. for Jon.-Mcrr. 1957, 
pp. 7-8. 
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of India and Pakistan the situation in respect of Jammu 
and Kashmir, and to consider the progress that could 
be made towards the settlement of the problem, bearing 
in mind the statements of the representatives of the 
Governments of lndia and Pakistan; and (3) delete in 
paragraph 3 of the opcrativc part the words “but not 
later than I5 April 1957 “. 

At the 77 1st meeting on 18 February 1957, the 
representative of Colombia submitted an amendment I”’ 
to the joint draft resolution to : (1) replace the preamble 
by a different text ; (2) amend paragraph 1 of the 
operative part to provide that the Security Council 
would request the President of the Security Council, the 
representative of Sweden, to examine with the Govern- 
ments of India and Pakistan proposals, which, in his 
opinion, were likely to contribute to the achievement of 
the provisions contcmplatcd in the resolutions of 
13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949, of the United 
Nations Commission for India and Pakistan, or to the 
establishment of other conditions for progress towards 
the settlement of the problem, bearing in mind the 
statcmcnts of the rcprcscntatives of the Governments 
of India and Pakistan, the proposal for the use of a 
temporary United Nations force, if accepted by the 
parties, or the possibility to rcfcr the problem to the 
Intcrnationnl Court of Justice ; and (3) replace in para- 
graph 3 of the opcrativc part the last words by the 
following : “ if possible not lntcr than 15 April 1957 “. 

At the 773rd meeting on 20 February 1957, the 
Security Council voted on the USSR amendment, the 
Colombian amendment and the joint draft resolution. 

The USSR amcndmcnt was rejected by 1 vote in 
favour and 2 against, with 8 abstentions.‘“’ The Colom- 
bian amendment was rejected by 1 vote in favour and 
none against, with IO abstentions.‘“” The joint draft 
resolution was not adopted. There were 9 votes in favour 
and 1 against, with 1 abstention (the negative vote being 
that of a pcrmancnt nlembcr).lgo 

Decision of 21 February I957 (774th meeting) : 
Requesting the President of rhe Security Council, the 
representative of Sweden, to examine with the Govern- 
ments of India and Pakixtan any proposals likely to 
contribute to the sertkment of the dispute 

At the 773rd meeting on 20 February 1957, the 
representative of the United States, jointly with the 
representatives of Australia and the United Kingdom, 
submitted a draft resolution ID1 which, at the 774th 
meeting on 2 I February 1957, wu adopted by IO votes 
in favour and none against, with 1 abstention.‘g* Before 
adoption of the resolution, the representative of India 
observed that his Govcrnmcnt felt engaged by only 

I*’ S/3791/Rev.l, O.H.. 12111 yew, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1957, 
pp. 8-9. 

lt~~ 773rd meeting : para. 124. 

lHs 773rd meeting : para. 125. 

ls” 773rd meeting : para. 126. 

‘9’ S/3792 and Corr.1, 773rd meeting: para. 130. 

I@* 774th meeting : para. 79. 

those resolutions of the Security Council under Chap 
ter VI of the Charter which it had accepted. However, 
the President of the Security Council would always be 
welcome in India. 

The resolution les read : 

” The Security Council, 

“ Reculling its resolution of 24 January 1957, its 
previous resolutions and the resolutions of the United 
Nations Commission for India and Pakistan on the 
India-Pakistan question, 

“ 1. Requests the President of the Security Council, 
the representative of Sweden, to examine with the 
Governments of India and Pakistan any proposals 
which, in his opinion, are likely to contribute towards 
the settlement of the dispute, having regard to the 
previous resolutions of the Security Council and of 
the United Nations Commission for India and 
Pakistan ; to visit the sub-continent for this purpose ; 
and to report to the Security Council not later than 
15 April I957 ; 

“ 2. Invites the Governments of India and Pakistan 
to co-operate with him in the performance of these 
functions ; and 

“ 3. Requests the Secretary-General and the 
United Nations Representative for India and Pakistan 
to render such assistance as he may request.” 

On 29 April 1957, the representative of Sweden sub- 
mittcd to the Security Council the report ‘O’ he had 
prepared in pursuance of the resolution of the Security 
Council of 21 February 1957, in which he stated that 
he had inquired of the two Governments whether they 
would be prepared to submit to arbitration the question 
of whether part 1 of the resolution of 13 August 1948 
had been implemented. The Government of Pakistan 
had fallen in with the suggestion in principle. The 
Government of India felt that the issues in dispute were 
not suitable for arbitration. 

“While I feel unable to report to the Council any 
concrete proposals which, in my opinion, at this time 
are likely to contribute towards a settlement of the 
dispute, as I was requested to do under the terms of 
reference of the Council’s resolution of 21 February 
1957 (S/3793), my examination of the situation as 
it obtains at present would indicate that, despite the 
present deadlock, both parties are still desirous of 
finding a solution to the problem. In this connexion 
the Council may wish to take note of expressions of 
sincere willingness to co-operate with the United 
Nations in the finding of a peaceful solution, which 1 
reccivcd from both Governments.” 

Decision of 2 December 1957 (808th meeting) : 
Requesting the United Nations Representative of India 
and Pakistan to make any recommendations fo the 
parties for further uppropriare action with a view fo 

~.--- 
1na S/3793, O.R., 12th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1957, p. 9. 

I@4 S/3821, O.R.. 12th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1957, 
pp. 12-16. 
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At the 791~ meeting on 24 September 1957, the 
Council, at the rcqucst of Pakistan, rcsumcd con- 
sidcration of the question on the basis of the report 
submitted by the rcprcsentativc of Sweden under the 
Security Council resolution of 2 I February 1957.“‘” 
Consideration of the question continued at the 795th 
to 805th meetings from Y October to 2 I November 1957, 
and at the 807th and XOHth meetings on 2X November 
and 2 Deccmbcr 1957. rcspcctivcly. 

At the 707th meeting on 25 October 1957, the 
representatives of the United Kingdom :md the United 
States urged that the Security Council call upon the 
United Nntions Kcpresent:ltivc for India and Pakistnn 
to consult ag;Iin with the port& in order to bring about 
progress toward full implcmcntation of the resolutions 
adopted by the Commission for India and Pakistan. 

At the 803rd meeting on 18 Novcmbcr 1957, the 
Council had bcforc it ;I joint draft resolution I”” sub- 
mittcd by the rcprescntativcs of Australia, Colombia, 
the Philippines, the United Kingdom ;rnd the United 
States to rcqucst the United Nations Keprcscnt;ltivc for 
India and Pakistan to m;\kc any rccommcndations to the 
parties for further action which hc considcrcd desirable 
in connexion with Part I of the United N;ttions Com- 
mission for India and Pakistan resolution of 13 August 

- IY48, and to enter into negotiations with the Govcrn- 
mcnts of India und Pakistiln in order to implcmcnt 
Pnrt II of the s;mlc resolution, and in particular to 
rc;tch agreement on ;I reduction of forces on each side 
of the ccusc-fire line to ;I spccificd number arrived at 
on the basis of the rclcvant Security Council resolutions. 

At the 807th meeting on 28 November 1057, the 
rcprescntativc of Swcdcn submitted an amcndmcnt Iyi 
to the fourth paragraph of the prc;unblc, and an amcnd- 
ment to the second paragraph of the operative part of 
the joint draft resolution bcforc the Council. 

At the 808th meeting on 2 December 1957, the 
amendments submitted by the rcprcscnt:itivc of Sweden 
were adopted by IO votes in favour and none qqinst, 
with 1 abstention.‘“” The joint draft resolution. as 
amended, W;IS adopted by IO votes in f;lvour and none 
against, with 1 ;lbstcntion.‘“” 

The resolution L0o read : 

” The Sccuritp C’omrYl, 

” Having received and noted with uppreciution the 
report of Mr. Gunnur V. Jarring, the representative 

Los 791sl mecriny : para. X. 
‘VI s 39 1 I ( O.H., 12rlr vcur. SlippI. for Oct.-lk. 19.57. 

pp. 10-I I. 

‘0’ S/3920. 807th mecting: para. 3. 

P- 19” 808th meeting : para. 8. 
1Q9 808th meeting : para. 17. 

*oo S/3922. O.H.. 12th ycur, SuppI. for Oct.-Dec. 1957, 
pp. 21-22. 
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of Sweden, on the mission undcrtitkcn by him pur- 
suant to the Security <‘uuncil resolution of 
2 I I+bl u;iry lYS7, 

“ I:‘xprr.s.si,rg its tlrmlX.s to Mr. J ;lrring for the care 
and ability with which hc h:ls carried out his mission, 

” Ohwrvin~ ,c.it/r upprwilltiotl the cxprcssions made 
by both p;trtics of sinccrc willingness to co-opcratc 
with the United Nations in finding ;I pc;lccful solution, 

“ Oh.wn~ir~g frrrtlwr that the Govcrnmcnts of lndilt 
and P;lkistan rccognidc ;md accept the provisions of 
its resolution d;ltcd I7 J;muar)f lY4t( ;md of the reso- 
lutions of the United Nations C’ommission for India 
and P:tkistan dated I3 August tY4X and 5 Jnnu;rry 
lY49, which cnvis;tgc in :lccord;tncu with their terms 
the dctcrmimttion of the future status of the State of 
J;mlmu ;md Kashmir in ;tccordance with the will of 
the pcoplc through the dcmocr;1tic method of ;I free 
and impartial plcbiscitc, ;md th:lt Mr. Jarring felt it 
appropri;ltc to cxplorc wh;~t W;IS impeding their full 
implcmcntation, 

“ C‘orlcwncd over the Inck of progress towards a 
scttlcmcnt of the dispute which his reports mnnifcsts, 

“ C’or~.sirlcrir~~ the importance which it has attached 
to dcmititarization of the State of J;nnmu and Kashmir 
:I5 one of the steps tow:irds a scttlcnicnt, 

“ Hcwrlliry its previous resolutions :rnd the rcso- 
lutions of the United N;ltions Commission for India 
and Pakistan on the ImiLl-Pakist;m question, 

“ I. Kc~c~~rr~.sr.s the Government of India and the 
Govcrnmcnt of P;tkistan to refrain from making any 
statcmcnts and from doing or c;lusing to bc done or 
permitting ;Iny acts which might aggravate the 
situ;ltion ;lnd to ilj?pCill to their rcspcctivc peoples to 

assist in crc;lting :md m;lintaining an atmosphere 
favournbtc to the promotion of further negotiations ; 

“ 2. Kcyr~sf.s the United Nations rcprcscntative 
for India and Pakistim to m;tke any rccomIncndations 
to the p;utics for further ;qq”oprintc action with a 
view to making progress toward the implcmcntation 
of the resolutions of the United N;itions Commission 
for Indi;t and P;tkist;m of I3 August 1948 :md 
S January lY3Y :md toward ;I pcnccful scttlemcnt ; 

“ 3. Aut/rori:r.s the United Nations representative 
to visit the sub-continent for thcsc purposes ; and 

“ 4. /nstruc.ts the United Nations rcprcsentative to 
report to lhc Security Council on his efforts iis soon 
as possible.” *O’ 

THE TUNISIAN QUEsTION (I) 

INITIAI. I’ROCl:EI)INtiS 

By letter *“* dated 13 I;cbruary IYSLI, the repre- 
sentntivc of ‘Tunisia rcqucsted the President of the 

*II ‘l‘hc United Nations rcprcwntative rcportctl pursuant lo 
the resolution on 3 I March 1958 [S 3984. O.K., /jr/~ your, 
Sfrppl. for J~Irl.-~ltrr. /YSN. pp. 38-46j. 

pot S 3952, O.K., 13rh ycwr, .F~rgpl. for /cm.-Mur. 1958, 
pp. 13-14. 
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Security Council to call the Security Council to consider 
the following question : 

“Complaint by Tunisia in respect of an act of 
aggression committed against it by France on 
8 February 1958 at Sakict-Sidi-Youssef “. 

In an explanatory memorandum attached to the letter, 
the representative of Tunisia stated that on 8 February 
1958, twenty-five bomber and fighter aircraft subjected 
the village of Sakiet-Sidi-Youssef, near the Algerian 
border, and the arca immediately surrounding it “to a 
massive bombardment with bombs and rockets and 
continuous strafing by machine-guns “. Seventy-nine per- 
sons had been killed and one hundred and thirty wound- 
ed during this attack, which constituted “ an act of armed 
aggression by France against Tunisia “. The repre- 
sentative of Tunisia added that he had previously in- 
formed the Sccrctary-General of earlier acts of 
aggression and of the fact that they wcrc violations of 
Article 2 (4) of the Charter and that, in accordance with 
Article 51 of the Charter, the Tunisian Government 
proposed to excrcisc its right of self-defence. The in- 
tentions expressed by the French Government did not 
appear to hold out any prospect that these deliberate 
attacks on Tunisia’s sovereignty committed since June 
1957 and flagrant violations of Article 2 (4) would 
cease. Accordingly, he seized the Security Council of 
“ the situation crcatcd by the deliberate act of aggression 
committed on 8 February 1958 ” and requested it “ to 
take whatever decision it may deem appropriate to put 
an end to a situation which thrcatcns Tunisia’s security 
and endangers international peace and security in that 
part of the world “. 

By letter *Oa to the President of the Security Council 
dated 14 February 1958, the rcprcscntative of France 
requested that the Security Council should at its next 
meeting consider the following complaint : 

“Situation resulting from the aid furnished by 
Tunisia to rebels enabling them to conduct operations 
from Tunisian territory dircctcd against the integrity 
of French territory and the safety of the persons and 
property of French nationals “. 

In an explanatory memorandum attached to the letter, 
the representative of France stated that the Tunisian 
Government had not shown itself capable of maintaining 
order on the France-Tunisian frontier and that the 
Algerian rebels, aided and abetted by the Tunisian 
authorities, had been able to establish in Tunisia a 
complete organization enabling them to carry out 
numerous border violations and incursions into the 
French territory. A particularly serious incident had 
occurred on 1 I January 1958 in the vicinity of Sakiet- 
Sidi-Youssef where, in the course of an engagcmcnt 
with a rebel band which had come from Tunisia, sixteen 
French soldiers were killed and four taken prisoner. In 
addition, aircraft flying over French territory had on 
several occasions sustained damage caused by automatic 
weapons fired from the building in that village ctccupied 
by the Tunisian National Guard. The reaction of the 

soa S/3954, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1958, 
pp. 15-16. 

French Air Force at the time of the incident to which 
the Tunisian complaint referred had thus been the out- 
come of the many acts of provocation to which French 
forces had been subjected. For these reasons, the French 
Government considered that “Tunisia has seriously 
failed in its obligations as a State Member of the United 
Nations and has directly and indirectly caused very grave 
injury to the legitimate interests of France “. The French 
Govcrnmcnt accordingly asked that “ the assistance 
furnished by Tunisia to the Algerian rebels should be 
condemned by the Council “. 

By letter *04 dated 17 February 1958, the representative 
of Tunisia furnished the President of the Security 
Council the following “ additional details” in respect to 
his earlier letter of 14 February 1948 : the phrase in 
the earlier letter “ situation which thrcatcns Tunisia’s 
security ” meant the threat to Tunisia’s “security and 
to international pcacc and security as a result of the 
prcscncc of French troops in Tunisia “, a threat 
“regarded as so serious that the Tunisian Government 
has reyucstcd the complctc withdrawal of these troops 
from Tunisian territory “. By the phrase “ situation which 
endangers international peace and security in that part 
of the world ” was meant “ the war in Algeria and its 
repercussions on the security of a Member State, 
Tunisia, particularly by way of encroachment upon 
Tunisian territory “. He further stated that it was 
becoming increasingly clear that “this situation must 
be regarded as calculated, if it continues, to constitute a 
serious danger to international peace and security “. 

Decision of 18 February I958 (81 I th meeting) : 
Adjournment 

In the provisional agenda for the 81 lth meeting on 
18 February 1958, item 2 was the letter of 13 February 
1958 from the representative of Tunisia, and item 3, the 
letter of 14 February 1958 from the representative of 
France. 

After the adoption of the agenda,*OL the President 
(USSR) invited the representative of Tunisia to par- 
ticipate in the meeting of the Council.*oe 

The representatives of the United States and the 
United Kingdom informed the Council that their Govem- 
mcnts had extended to the Governments of France and 
Tunisia an offer of good offices on the problems out- 
standing between them *07 
both parties.*On 

which had been accepted by 

The representative of Sweden stated that the Council 
would be well advised “ to adjourn in order to allow 

20’ S/3957, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1958, 
pp. 17-18. 

*Ob 811 th meeting : para. 4. 

*on Xl Ith meeting : para. 5 ; 
Case 20. 

see also, chapter III, part I, 

*O: For consideration of the tender of good offices in con- 
nexion with Article 33. see chapter X. part I. Case 1. 

*On 811th meeting: paras. 6, 11. 
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these discussions to proceed in an atmosphere con- 
*- ducive to their successful outcome “.*” 

After a brief discussion, the representative of Japan 
proposed the immediate adjournment of the meeting.“’ 

The President stated that if there were no objections, 
the Council would regard the proposal of the repre- 
sentative of Japan as adopted.**’ 

THE TUNISIAN QUESTION (11) 

By letter*** dated 29 May 1958, the representative of 
Tunisia requested the President of the Security Council 
to call a meeting of the Council to consider the fol- 
lowing question : 

“Complaint by Tunisia in respect of acts of armed 
aggression committed against it since 19 May 1958 
by the French military forces stationed in its Ter- 
ritory and in Algeria.” 

In an explanatory memorandum attached to the letter, 
the representative of Tunisia referred to his letter*la 
dated I3 February 1958 to the President of the Security 
Council in which he had informed the Council of the 
measures taken by the Tunisian Government in the 
exercise of its right of self-defence, in accordance with 
Article 51 *I’ of the Charter, following the aggression of 
Sakiet-Sidi-Youssef. The Tunisian Government had 
prohibited the French armed forces occupying positions 

- in Tunisia against its wishes from engaging in any troop 
movements. sending French naval units into Tunisian 
ports, landing or parachuting reinforcements and flying 
French military aircraft over Tunisian territory. 

“ At the Secretary-General’s instance and following 
the assurances given by him, the Tunisian Government 
accorded very liberal facilities to ensure food supplies 
to the immobilized troops. 

“The preventive security measures were maintained 
throughout the good offices’ action undertaken by the 
Governments of the United States of America and of 
the United Kingdom of Great Rritain and Northern 
Irclnnd to bring the views of the French and Tunisian 
Governments closer together. On IS March 1958. 
these good offices resulted in a compromise laying 
down, infer alia, the procedure for the evacuation of 
the French troops from Tunisia. This compromise 
was accepted by both the French and Tunisian 
Governments. but its provisions were not applied, 
inasmuch as the French Government was unable to 
ratify it. 

*no 811th meeting: para. 14. 

*lo 81 I th meeting : para. 53 ; for the discussion of rule 26 of 
the rules of procedure, see chapter I. part IV.d, Case 20. 

*I1 811th meeting, para. 55. 

*I* S/4013, O.R.. 13th year. S14ppl. for Apr.-June 19S8, 
pp. 37-39. 

1~ S/3951, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 19S8. 
pp. 12-13. 

*I( For statements concerning the applicability of Article 51 
of the Charter, see chapter X11. part IV, Case 5. 

“ In its desire to settle the dispute with France 
amicably, the Tunisian Government, while noting the 
suspension of the good offices mission owing to its 
partner’s failure, did not wish to turn to the Security 
Council again immediately, because it preferred to 
leave all possibilities open for an amicable settlement. 
It was of course understood-and the Tunisian 
Government received assurances to that effect under 
the good offices’ action-that the measures taken by 
Tunisia against the French troops would remain in 
force.” 

On 24 May 1958, however, the French troops 
stationed at Rcmnda made a sortie from their barracks 
and tried to force a barrier at Bir Kanbout, opening fire 
on the Tunisian elements guarding it, and on 25 May 
French bombers and fighters attacked the Remada area. 
The Government of Tunisia would 

“ . . . draw the Security Council’s attention to the 
extreme gravity of the situation resulting from these 
repeated acts of what is indisputably armed aggression 
against its territorial intqrity by the French forces 

stationed in its territory against its wishes and by 
those operating in Algeria “, and 

finding that its efforts at conciliation “have failed and 
that its sovereignty is gravely threatened “, requested 
the Security Council to: 

“ . . . take such measures as it may deem necessary 
-in accordance with Article 40 and subsequent 
Articles of the United Nations Charter-in order to 
put an end to this situation. which threatens not only 
the security of Tunisia, but also international peace 
and security in that part of the world.” 

By letter *I6 dated 29 May 1958 to the President of 
the Security Council, the representative of France 
requested that the Council should, at its next meeting. 
consider : 

“ I. The complaint brought by France against 
Tunisia on 14 February 1958 (document S ‘3954) ; 

“ 2. The situation arising out of the disruption. by 
Tunisia, of the rndrrs vivmdi which had been 
established since February 1958 with regard to the 
stationing of French troops at certain points in 
Tunisian territory.” 

In an explanatory memorandum attached to the letter, 
the representative of France stated that during the 
incident nt Rcmada. all the measures taken by the 
French authorities showed their concern not to qxrxvate 

the incidents provoked by the Tunisians. He stated further 
that the French Government had never ceased to seek 
a comprehensive or specific scttlcmcnt of the various 
difficulties hctwcen France and Tunisia. The Prcsidcnt 

of Tunisia, however. while conversations between him 

and the Charge d’Aff;iircs of Fr;rncc had been in pro- 

gress. by deciding to come again before the Security 
Council, had seen fit to create the impression that the 
French authorities had been preparing to violate Tunisian 
sovereignty. These contradictory attitudes of the 

~6 S/4015. O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 19S8, 
pp. 42-44. 
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Tunisian Government would not discourage the French 
Government in its efforts to settle the unresolved dif- 
ficulties between the two countries by an amicable 
understanding. The French Government therefore called 
upon the Security Council “to rccommcnd to the 
Tunisian Government that it should restore conditions 
favourablc to a resumption of negotiations “. 

At the 819th meeting on 2 June 1958, the Security 
Council had bcforc it a provisional agcnda*‘B in which 
were listed, as item 2, the lcttcr from the representative 
of Tunisia of 29 May I958 and as item 3, the letter from 
the reprcscntative of France of 29 May 1958. 

After the adoption of the agenda,“’ the President 
(China) invited the rcprcscntativc of Tunisia to take a 
place at the Council tablc.*‘n 

The Security Council considcrcd the question at its 
8 19th to 82 I st meetings, held on 2 and 4 June 1958. 

At the 819th meeting on 2 June 1958, the rcprc- 
scntativc of Tunisia * contcndcd that the prcscncc on 
Tunisian territory of French armed forces stationed 
thcrc against its will constituted a threat to the peace 
within the meaning of Article 39 of the Charter and a 
threat to the security of Tunisia itself, and therefore 
asked the Council to take, in accordance with Articlc 39, 
a11 appropriate mcasurcs provided for in Articles 40 and 
41 and the following Articles of the Charter. to assist 
Tunisia to obtain the withdrawal of French troops. 
Pending such withdrawal, the rcprcsentativc of Tunisia 
asked the Council, acting under Article 40 of the 
Charter, to offer the following provisional measures : 

“ . . . formally to request France: first, to cnsurc 
that its troops stationed in Tunisia obscrvc the prc- 
ventive security mcasurcs taken in respect of them by 
the Government of the Republic of Tunisia on 
8 February 1958 and communicated to the President 
of the Security Council on 13 February 1958, 
mcasurcs which included a prohibition of all French 
troop movements in Tunisia ; and secondly, to ensure 
that all other French forces observe the decision taken 
on 8 February 1958 to prohibit naval units from 
entering Tunisian ports, and to prohibit any landing 
or parachuting of rcinforccmcnts and all flights over 
Tunisian territory . . .” *I0 

Decision of 4 June 1958 (82 1st meeting) : Statement by 
the President noting the statemews of the Head of the 
French Govrrnment und of the President of Trrnisiu 

At the 82 1st meeting on 4 June 1958, the rcpre- 
sentativc of France rcfcrrcd to the cxchangc of messages 
between the Prime Minister of France and the Prcsidcnt 
of Tunisia and proposed “to have a two-week post- 
poncmcnt of this dcbatc ” so as to allow conversation for 
the scttlcmcnt of existing difficulties between France 
and Tunisia to take place.**o 

*I0 S~Agenda 819. 

*I’ R19th meeting : para. 2. 

*I* 819th meeting : para. 2. 

*I* 819th meeting : paras. 66-67. 

*I0 821st meeting : para. 51. 

The representative of Tunisia * preferred an adjourn- 
ment until 18 June 1958.**’ 

The President (China) stated that there being no 
objection to this proposal, it was so decided.*** 

The President then stated that with the taking of this 
decision, it remained for him to cxprcss the good wishes 
of the Council “ for the SUCCESS of negotiations which arc 
to bc undcrtakcn bctwccn France and Tunisia”. He 
stated further : 

“ 1 note with particular intcrcst that the head of the 
French Govcrnmcnt. in his message to President 
Bourguiba. specifically pledged to prcvcnt any action 
on the part of French authorities that might aggravate 
the situation. 1 also note that President Bourguiba has 
responded in a spirit of ready co-operation.“**J 

At the 826th meeting on 18 June 1958. the repre- 
sentatives of France and of Tunisia informed the 
Council of the agreement in the form of an exchange of 
letters rcachcd by their Govcrnmcnts on 17 June. The 
agrccmcnt provided for evacuation of French troops from 
all Tunisian territory cxccpt Bizcrtc and for complctc 
restoration of the freedom of movcmcnt of French 
forces. In the four-month interval until completion of the 
evacuation of French forces, the two Govcrnmcnts 
would cngagc in negotiations to dcfinc a provisional 
statute for the strategic base at Bizertc. 

At the conclusion of the meeting. the President 
cxtcnded the congratulations of the Security Council to 
the two Govemmcnts on their success in removing their 
difficulties through direct negotiations. 

I.ElTER DATED 20 FERRllARY 1958 FROM THE 

REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SUDAN ADDRFSED TO 

TIIE SECRETARY-GENERAL 

By letter *la dated 20 Fcbrunry 1958, the rcprc- 
sentativc of the Sudan requested the Sccrctary-Gcncral 
to call an urgent meeting of the Council “to discuss the 
gritvc situation existing on the Sudan-Egyptian border, 
resulting from the massed concentrations of Egyptian 
troops moving towards the Sudancsc frontiers”. 

To the letter was attached a communication dated 
20 February 1958 from the Prime Minister of the Sudan 
indicating that the Government of Egypt claimed 
sovereignty over certain Sudanese tcrritorics which it 
proposed to include in arrangcmcnts for a plebiscite to 
take place in Egypt. Since the Sudanese Government, 
which had twice asked the Egyptian Govcrnmcnt for time 
to nc$otiatc. was determined to dcfcnd its tcrritorics. 
Sudan requested the Sccrctary-Gcncral “to ask the 
Security Council to meet immediately and USC its good 
offices to stop the impending Egyptian aggression “. 

**I 821sl meeting: para. 57. 

*** R21st meeting : para. 62 ; see also chapter I, part V.2.d. 
Case 37. 

*tt 821~1 meeting : paras. 59-61. 

**( S/3963, O.R., 13th year, Strppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1958, 
pp. 21-22. 
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At the 812th meeting on 21 February 1958, the 
Security Council decided to include the question in its 
agenda.**& After the adoption of the agenda, the President 
(USSR) invited the reprcsentativcs of Egypt and the 
Sudan to participate in the discussion.**a 

The Council considered the question at its 812th 
meeting on 21 February 1958. 

Decision of 21 February 1958 (812th meeting): State- 
ment by the President (USSR) summarizing the views 
of the members of the Council 

At that meeting, the representative of Sudan + stated 
that the Government of Egypt in a note of 29 January 
1958 had requested that appropriate measures be taken 
by the Sudan Government to hand over two areas of 
Sudan territory north of 22 latitude to the ELgyptian 
Government, which had indicated willingness to hand 
over to the Sudan a region near the north-eastern 
frontier, previously ceded to Egypt. Before a reply to 
the Egyptian notes could be prepared. the Sudan 
Government had received reports that a contingent of 
the Egyptian Army was on its way to one of the claimed 
areas. After having explained the point of view of the 
Sudan Government on the matter, the representative of 
the Sudan expressed the hope that the Council would 
adopt “a measure which will calm the situation that 
exists between Egypt and the Sudan and pave the way 
For a peaceful and friendly solution “.**’ 

The representative of Egypt * deplored the fact that 
the Government of Sudan had decided to submit the 
question to the Security Council after having rejected 
several suggestions submitted by Egypt with a view to 
finding a solution to this dispute in accordance with the 
spirit of the Charter, and before having exhausted 
recourse to the other pacific means of settlement men- 
tioned particularly in Article 33.“” The rcpresentativc of 
Egypt observed further that the letter submitted by the 
Sudan used the term “ aggression “. In the meaning of 
the Charter, “ aggression ” referred to an armed aggres- 
sion and this was not the case with regard to the question 
before the Council. The kind of “ aggression” referred 
to in this connexion, which had been called “ imminent “, 
was difficult to conceive. The representative of Egypt 
quoted a communiqu6 issued by the Egyptian Govern- 
ment on 21 February 1958 in which it was stated that it 
had decided to postpone the settling of the frontier 
question until after the Sudanese elections and that 
negotiations were to begin for the settling of all un- 
decided questions after the new Sudanese Government 
was chosen.“s 

After the resumption *W of the meeting, which, on the 

**b 812th meeting : preceding para. I. 
-0 812th meeting: para. I : see also chapter 111, part 1. 

Case 2 I. 
n’ 812th meeting: paras. 5. 16, 33. 

zsa For consideration of the bearing of Article 33 on the 
proceedings, see chapter X, part I. Case 2. 

M 812th meeting: pares. 41, 46. 

*so 812th meeting : para. 49. 

proposal of the representative of Japan, had been sus- 
pended for an hour, the representatives of the United 
States, Japan, the United Kingdom, Iraq. France and 
the President, speaking as the representative of the 
USSR, cxprcssed the views that the question bcforc the 
Council should bc settled by the two Governments con- 
cerned by direct negotiations. 

The President (USSf<) summed up the views of the 
members of the Council as follows: 

“The Security Council has heard the statements of 
the reprcscntativcs of the Sudan and Egypt and notes 
the Egyptian rcprcsentativc’s assurances that his 
Government has decided to postpone the settlement 
of the frontier question until the elections in the Sudan 
are over. Of course, the question put forward by the 
Sudan remains before the Council,” *W 

IJRGENT MEASURFS TO PlJT AN END TO F1.IGHTS BY 

UNITED STATIC!! MILITARY AIRCRAFT ARMED WITH 

ATOMIC AND HYDROGEN ROMRS IN THE I)IREC- 

TION OF THE FRONTIERS OF THE SOVIET UNION 

INITIAL PROCEEDIN~;S 

By lettcr*~* dated 18 April 1958, the representative of 
the USSR requested the President of the Security 
Council to call an urgent meeting of the Council to con- 
sider the following question : 

“Urgent mcasurcs to put an end to flights by 
IJnited States military aircraft armed with atomic and 
hydrogen bombs in the direction of the frontiers of 
the Soviet Union.” 

He added that the threat to the cause of peace as a 
result of the danger arising out of the numerous cases of 
flights in the direction of the frontiers of the USSR by 
IJnitcd States bombers carrying hydrogen bombs made it 
imperative that this question should bc considcrcd with- 
out delay. The Charter conferred on the Security Council 
primary responsibility For the mainten:mce of inter- 
national pace and security: the Govcrnmcnt of the 
IJSSR. therefore. hoped that the Council would give this 
question the most urgent consideration and would take 
“ the ncccssary steps to climinntc this threat to the cause 
of pence “. 

At the 813th meeting on 2 I April 1958. the Security 
Council included the question in its agenda. and con- 
sidered it at the 813th to 8 17th meetings held between 
21 April and 2 May f 958. 

Decision of 2 May 19.58 (816th meeting) : Rejedinn of 
the United SINIFs rlrrrft reso?rrGon : rcpjec‘linn of the 
USSR draft resolution 

At the 813th meeting on 2 I April f 958, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR submitted a draft resolution*aa 

*M For texts of relevant statements, see : 
Rl2th meeting : President (USSR). paras. 80-81 : Canada. 

paras. 67-68 : France, paras. 65-66 : Iraq, para. 62 : Japan, 
para. 48 : United Kingdom, paras. 59-61 ; United States, 
paras. 50-53. 

*a1 S/3990, O.R., 13th year. Suppl. for Apr.-/me 1958. p. 8. 

*M S/3993, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 13. 
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under which the Security Council, having examined the 
question submitted by the USSR and considering that the 
practice of making such flights increased tension between 
St&s, would have declared it to constitute a threat to 
the security of nations which, if continued, might lead 
to a breach of world peace and the unleashing of an 

atomic war of annihilation, and would have called upon 

the United States to refrain from sending its military air- 
craft carrying atomic and hydrogen bombs in the 

direction of the frontiers of other States for the purpose 
of threatening their security or staging military demon- 
strations. 

The Prcsidcnt, speaking as the representative of the 
United States. said that nothing the United States had 
done could bc regarded ;IS “anything except the in- 

cscapablc rcquircmcnts of Icgitimatc self-dcfcncc “, 

undertaken in the fact of continued resistance to count- 
less efforts on its part to ncgokttc and, through ncgo- 

tiation. to settle its diffcrcnccs with the Government of 
the USSR. Until all fears of surprise attack were 
banished by effective intcrnntional arrangements, the 
United States wx compelled to take all steps necessary 
to protect itself from being ovcrwhclmcd. The United 
States had proposed to the Soviet Union agreement on 
:t plan for mutual acriitl inspection which was directly 

rclcvant to the pending complaint but the Soviet Union 
had failed to give a constructive rcsponse.LS’ 

Following statements by the representatives of 

Canada, China, France, the United Kingdom, Japan, 
Iraq, Colombia and P;mam;~,y”J rhe President proposed 
to put the USSR draft resolution to the vote.z:‘” The 
rcprcsentativc of the USSR objected to the President’s 
proposal to put the draft resolution to the vote forth- 
with as an unprcccdcnted procedure. Hc proposed to 

adjourn the meeting to 22 April at 3.00 p.m. This pro- 
posal was rejcctcd as was his proposal to adjourn the 
meeting until 22 April at 10.30 a.m.‘“’ 

The representative of the USSR thereupon declared 
that “it must be noted for the record that the United 
States reprcsentativc preferred to avoid consideration 
and free discussion in the Council and to resort to the 
machinery of voting “, and withdrew his draft resolution 
“ as a sign of protest “. 

At the 814th meeting on 29 April 1958, the Security 
Council had before it a draft resolutionrSH submitted by 
the United States, under which the Security Council, 
noting the dcvelopmcnt, particularly in the USSR and 
the United States, of growing capabilities of massive 
surprise attack, believing that the establishment of 

*a’ 813th meeting : paras. 30, 35, 45-48. 

*.lJ For texts of relevant statements, see : 

813th meeting : Canada, paras. 53, 56 ; China. paras. 65-68 ; 
Colombia. paras. 119-120 ; France, paras. X2-84 ; Iraq. para. 
I 12 ; Japan, paras. 98, 101-103 ; Panama, paras. 1215-126, 
132-133 ; United Kingdom, pans. 86, 88, 90. 93, 95. 

*se 813th meeting : para. 134. 

tJ7 For the debate subsequent to the President’s proposal to 
put the draft resolution to the vote, and for the proposals of 
the representative of the USSR and the respective decisions, see 
chapter 1. part V.2.d. Case 35. 

zJ(I S/3995. O.K., ls?rlt yrar, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 15. 

measures to allay fears of such massive surprise attack 
would help reduce tensions and would contribute to the 
increase of confidence among States, noting the state- 
ments of certain members of the Council regarding the 
particular significance of the Arctic area, would have 
(a) recommended that there be promptly cstablishcd the 
northern zone of international inspection against sur- 
prise attack, comprising the area north of the Arctic 
Circle with certain exceptions and additions, that had 
been considered by the United Nations Disarmament 
Sub-Committee of Canada, France, the USSR, the United 
Kingdom and the United States during August 1957 : 
(b) called upon the five States mentioned, together with 
Denmark and Norway, and any other States having ter- 
ritory north of the Arctic Circle which dcsircd to have 
such territory included in the zone of international in- 
spcction. at once to designate representatives to par- 
ticipate in immediate discussions with a view to agreeing 
on the technical arrangements required ; and (~1 decided 
to keep the matter on its agenda for such further con- 
sideration as might be required. 

The representative of Sweden submitted an amend- 
ment *a0 to the United States draft resolution to insert a 
new paragraph between the last two paragraphs under 
which the Security Council would have expressed the 
view that such discussions might serve as a useful basis 
for the deliberations on the disarmament problem at the 
summit conference on the convening of which talks were 
in progress. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR 
submitted a draft resolution *(O identical with the draft 
resolution submitted at the 813th meeting, with a new 

concluding paragraph, according to which the Security 
Council, mindful of the necessity for taking steps as soon 
as possible to avert the threat of atomic warfare and ease 
international tension, would have noted with satisfaction 
that preliminary talks were in progress between the 
interested States with a view to the convening of a 
summit conference to discuss a number of urgent prob- 
lems, including the question of drawing up measures to 
preclude the danger of a surprise attack, and would have 
exprcsscd the hope that the summit conference would be 
held at the earliest possible date. 

At the 815th meeting on 29 April 1958, the Secretary- 
Gcncral made a statement.“’ 

At the 816th meeting on 2 May 1958. the repre- 
sentative of the United States accepted the Swedish 
amendment to the United States draft resolution. He 
suggested that the word “ the ” before the word “ sum- 
mit ” be changed to the word “ a “.¶** 

The representative of Sweden accepted this change in 
the Swedish amendment.*‘a 

At the 8 17th meeting on 2 May 1958, the United 

*W S/3998. 

m S/3997, O.R., 1.3111 year, .B~rppl. /or Apr.-June 1958. 
pp. 15-16. 

*(I 815th meeting : paras. 82-90 ; see also chapter I, part IV.2, 
Case 16. 

*(I 816th meeting : para. 4. 

t’s 816th meeting: para. 5. 
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States draft resolution, as amended, was put to the vote 
-L - and failed of adoption. There were 10 votes in favour 

and I against (the negative vote being that of a per- 
manent member).*ds 

The USSR draft resolution was put to the vote and 
was rejcctcd by 1 vote in favour, 9 against, w&h 
1 abstention.*‘s 

COMPLAINT BY LEBANON 

COMPLAINT BY JORDAN 

I.E’ITER DATED 22 MAY 1958 FROM THE REPRESEN- 
TATIVE OF LEBANON ADDRESSED TO THE PRE- 
SIDENT OF THE SECURITY COIJNCII, CONCERNING : 
“COMPLAINT BY I,EBANON IN RESPECT OF A 
SITlJATlON ARISING FROM THE INTERVENTION OF 
TIIE IINITED ARAB REPIJBIIC IN THE INTERNAL 
AFFAIRS OF LEBANON, THE CONTINIJANCE OF 
WHICH IS 1,IKEI.Y TO ENDANGER THE MAIN- 
TENANCE OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND 

SECIJRITY ” 

I.ElTER DATED 17 JULY 1958 FROM THE REPRESEN- 
TATIVE OF JORDAN ADDRFSED TO THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE SECIJRITY COIJNCII, CONCERNING: ” COM- 
PIAINT OF THE HASHEMITE KINGDOM OF JORDAN 
OF INTERFERENCE IN TIIE DOMESTIC AFFAIRS BY 
THE UNITED ARAB REPIJBLIC” 

INITIAL PR~CEED~NCS 

By letter *‘I) dated 22 May 1958, the representative of 
Lebanon rcquestcd the President of the Security Council 

- to call an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the 
following question : 

“Complaint by Lebanon in respect of a situation 
arising from the intervention of the United Arab 
Republic in the internal affairs of Lebanon, the con- 
tinuancc of which is likely to endanger the main- 
tenance of international peace and security “. 

It was stated in the letter that the intervention com- 
plained of consisted, inter alia, of the following acts : 

‘I the infiltration of armed bands from Syria into 
Lcbaion. the destruction of Lebanese life and 
property by such bands. the participation of United 
Arab Republic nationals in acts of terrorism and 
rebellion against the established authorities in 
Lebanon, the supply of arms from Syria to individuals 
and bands in Lebanon rebelling against the established 
authorities, and the waging of a violent radio and 
press campaign in the United Arab Republic calling 
for strikes. demonstrations and the overthrow of the 
established authorities in Lebanon, and through other 
prOVociltiVe acts.” 

At the 8 18th meeting on 28 May 1958, the Security 
Council included the question in the agenda.“’ After its 
adoption. the President (Canada) invited the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon and the United Arab Republic to 
participate in the discussion.“” 

*U 817th meeting : para. 3. 
- 

*a5 817th meeting : para. I I. 

*u S/4007, O.R.. I3tlr yrcrr. Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 33. 

*(’ XlXth meeting : para. 6. 

*‘* 8lRth meeling : para. 7. 

The Security Council considered the question at the 
818th, 822nd to 825th and 827th to 838th meetings, 
held between 27 May and 7 August 1958. 

At the 818th meeting on 27 May 1958, the repre- 
sentative of Iraq proposed to adjourn the meeting until 
3 June 1958 by which time it would be seen whether or 
not the yuestion could be resolved by the League of 
Arab States.*‘O After a brief discussion, the Council 
adjourned until 3 June 1958. 

Following a further postponement at the request of 
Lebanon,*“” the Council, at its 822nd meeting on 5 June 
1958, decided. on the ground that the League of Arab 
States was holding its last meeting on the same day, to 
postpone consideration of the question until 6 June 
1 958.*6’ 

At the 823rd meeting on 6 June 1958. the rcpre- 
sentative of Lebanon * stated that the League of Arab 
Statcs.*J* which had been in session for six days, had 
taken no decision on the question ; conscqucntly, the 
Govcmmcnt of Lebanon was bound to press it before 
the Security Council. Hc contcndcd : (1) that thcrc had 
been and still was illegal intcrvcntion in the affairs of 
I.&anon by the United Arab Republic ; (2) thilt this 
intervention threatened the indcpendencc of 1,chanon ; 
and (3) that the situation created by the intervention was 
likely, if it continued. to cndangcr the maintenance of 
international pcncc and sccurity.t”J 

The rcprcscntativc of the United Arab Republic* 
stated that the Govemmcnt of Lebanon had cndcavoured 
to give an international aspect to a purely domestic 
problem and dcnicd that thcrc had been any intervention 
by the United Arab Republic in the domestic affairs of 
I,ebanon. Ile contended that this domc%;tic question did 
not and could not threaten international peace.*l’ 

Decision of 1 I June 1958 (RZS’th meetinK.) : Dispatch of 
an observation ,group 

At the 824th meeting on 10 June 1958, the repre- 
scntativc of Sweden submitted :I draft rcsolution*66 
calling for urgent dispatch by the Security Council of an 
observation groupz.10 to Lebanon so as to ensure that 
there was no illegal infiltration of personnel or supply of 
arms or other material across the Lcbnnesc border. 

The rcprescntntive of Sweden observed that the 
Security Council had reason to give the statements of 
the representatives of Lebanon and the United Arab 

140 818th meeting : para. 8. For discussion relevant to the 
consideration of the question by the League of Arab States, see 
chapter XII. part IV, Case 5. 

ma S/401X, O.R.. 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June IY58, p. 44. 

*fit 822nd meeting : paras. 1, 3, 5. 

*lit For the proposal to adjourn the 818th and 822nd meetings 
while the I.caguc of Arah States was considering the question. 
see chapter XII. part IV, Case 5. 

*M 823rd meeting : para. I I. 

*la 823rd meeting: paras. 122-123. 

*J.r S ‘4022. 

*$I For the procedure of the Security Council in establishing 
the observation group. see chapter V. part I, Case I. 
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Republic serious consideration and to keep a close watch 
on the situation and its further developments. If foreign 
intervention had occurred, every effort should be made 
to bring about its correction. In these circumstances, 
there might be justification for considering some arrange- 
ment of investigation or observation by the Council itself 
with a view to clarifying the situation.t6’ 

At the 825th meeting on 11 June 1958, the draft 
resolution submitted by the representative of Sweden 
was adopted by 10 votes in favour, none against and 
1 abstention.*6R 

The resolution t6e read : 

“ The Security Council, 

“Having heard the charges of the representative of 
Lebanon concerning interference by the United Arab 
Republic in the internal affairs of Lebanon and the 
reply of the representative of the United Arab Re- 
public, 

“ Decides to dispatch urgently an observation group 
to proceed to Lebanon so as to ensure that there is no 
illegal infiltration of personnel or supply of arms or 
other material across the Lebanese borders ; 

“ Authorizes the Secretary-General to take the 
necessary steps to that end ; 

“ Reque.ris the observation group to keep the 
Security Council currently informed through the 
Secretary-General.” 

The Secretary-General submitted to the Security 
Council reports on the implementation of the resolution 
of 11 June 1958 on 16 June *O” and 28 June.*Ol 

On 3 July 1958, the United Nations Observation 
Group in Lebanon submitted its First Reportto* to the 
Security Council through the Secretary-General. 

By letter *OS dated 8 July 1958, the representative of 
Lebanon requested the Secretary-General to circulate his 
Government’s official comments on the first report of the 
Observation Group. 

Decision of 18 July 1958 (834th meeting) : Rejection of 
the USSR draft resolution; rejection of the United 
States draft resolution; rejection of the Swedish draft 
resolution 

At the 827th meeting on 15 July 1958, which was 
convened as an emergency meeting at the request of the 
United States, the representative of the United States 
declared that the territorial integrity of Lebanon was 
increasingly threatened by insurrection stimulated and 
assisted from outside and that in these circumstances the 
President of Lebanon had called, with the unanimous 

*a’ 824th meeting : para. 100. 

*an 825th meeting : para. 82. 

*m S/4023. O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, p. 47. 

t6o S/4029, O.R., 13th year. Suppl. for Apr.-June 1958, 
pp. 70-74. 

*sl S/4038 and Corr.1, O.R., 13th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 
1958, pp. 119-121. 

Ia* S/4040 and Corr.1 and Add.1. 

*m s ‘4043. 

authorization of the Lebanese Government, for the help 
of the Government of the United States so as to preserve 
Lebanon’s integrity and independence. He wished the 
Security Council to bc officially advised of this fact. The 
United States had responded positively to this request in 
the light of the need for immediate action. The presence 
of United Stntcs forces was designed for the sole purpose 
of helping the Government of Lebanon in its efforts to 
stabilize the situation brought on by the threats from 
outside, and they would remain in Lebanon only until 
the United Nations itself was able to assume the 
necessary responsibilities for ensuring the continued in- 
dependence of Lebanon.=’ 

The Secretary-General gave the Council an account 
of his activities under the mandate given to him in the 
resolution of 1 1 June 1958.*06 

The representative of Lebanon * stated that the 
situation in Lebanon had continuously deteriorated and 
that the Lebanese Government asked the Security 
Council to take urgently measures more effective than 
those it had already taken that would prevent the 
entrance of any material or armed men into Lebanon 
from outside.*@’ 

The representative of the USSR, contending that the 
dispatch of United States troops to Lebanon constituted 
an act of aggression against the peoples of the Arab 
world and a gross intervention in the domestic affairs of 
the States of that arca.*0’ submitted a draft resolution *W 
which was resubmitted in revised form at the 83 1st 
meeting on 17 July, 

On 16 July, the United Nations Observation Group in 
Lebanon submitted its first interim rcport,*“a and on 
17 July, its second interim report.“” 

At the 829th meeting on 16 July 1958. the repre- 
sentative of the United States submitted a draft reso- 
lution*‘* which was resubmitted in revised form at the 
831st meeting on 17 July. 

At the 83 1st meeting on I7 July 1958. the Security 
Council had before it a provisional agenda which read: 

“ 
.  .  .  

“ 2. Letter dated 22 May 1958 from the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon addressed to the President of 
the Security Council concerning : ‘ Complaint by 
Lebanon in respect of a situation arising from the 
intervention of the United Arab Republic in the 

*s( 827th meeting (PV) : pp. 21-22. 26. For the discussion 
relating to the applicability of Article SI to the situation arising 
from the request of the Government of Lebanon and the 
dispatch of the IJnited States forces, see chapter Xl, part IV. 
Case 4. 

*a6 827th meeting (PV) : pp. 32-35. See chapter I. part IV, 
footnote 28 and chapter V, part I, Case 1. 

*w 827th meeting (PV) : pp. 42-45. 

*a7 827th meeting (PV) : p. S6. 

*aa 827th meeting (PV) : p. 61, S/4047 and Corr.1. 

*m s/4051. 

1’0 S/4052. 

ml S/4050 and C0rr.l. 
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-. 
internal affairs of Lebanon, the continuance of which 
is likely to endanger the maintenance of international 
peace and security’ (S/4007) 

“ 3. Letter dated 17 July 1958 from the reprc- 
sentative of Jordan addressed to the President of the 
Security Council concerning: ‘Complaint by the 
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan of interference in its 
domestic affairs by the United Arab Republic’ 
(S/4053) ” 

The Security Council included both items in the 
agenda and agreed that after the statement on the 
Jordanian complaint had been concluded, it should 
proceed to consider the complaints submitted by 
Lebanon and Jordan simultancousIy.*7* 

After the adoption of the agcnda,*7S the President 
(Colombia) invited the representatives of Jordan, 
Lebanon and the United Arab Republic to participate 
in the discussion.‘:’ 

The reprcsentativc of Jordan * contended that, faced 
with a threat to its integrity and independence through 
imminent foreign armed aggression and an attempt by 
the United Arab Republic to create internal disorder 
and to overthrow the existing regime. the Jordan 
Government. with the approval of the King. and basing 
itself upon the unanimous decision of the Jordan 
National Assembly and in accordance with the pro- 
visions of Article 5 I of the Charter,‘7J had requested 
the Govcrnmcnts of the United Kingdom and the United 

.- States to come to its immcdiatc help. In response to 
this request, British troops had begun landing on 
Jordanian territory.*‘” 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
British forces were in Jordan only for the purpose of 
helping the King and the Government to preserve the 
political independence and territorial integrity of the 
country. If arrangements could be made by the Security 
Council to protect the lawful Government of Jordan 
from external threat and so maintain ~C~CC and 
security, the action which the United Kingdom Govcrn- 
mcnt had felt obliged to take would be brought to an 
end.“’ 

The preamble of the USSR revised draft resolutionx78 
would have had the Security Council recognize that the 
introduction of United States armed force within the 
confines of Lebanon and the introduction of United 
Kingdom armed forces into Jordan constituted gross 
intervention in the domestic affairs of the peoples of the 
Arab countries and were consequently contrary to the 
purposes and principles of the United Nations as set 

*‘* 831st meeting (PV) : pp. 2-6. For the statements on the 
order of Ihe agenda, see chapter II. part IILC, Case 17. 

*7s X3lsf meeting (PV) : p. 6. 

zT’ R31sf meeling (PV): pp. 7-10. 

*X For consideration of the applicability of Article 51 to the 
request of the Govcrnmcnt of Jordan and to the dispakh of the 

_- United Kingdom troops, see chapter XI, part IV, Case 5. 

aTa 83lsl meeting (PV) : p. 12. 

177 831sl meeting (PV) : p. 16. 

zi* S’4047 Kev.1. 

forth in its Charter and, in particular, in Article 2 (7) 
which prohibited intervention in matters which were 
essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any 
State ; consider that the actions of the United States and 
the United Kingdom constituted a serious threat to 
international peace and security ; the operative part 
would have had the Council call upon the Governments 
of the United States and the United Kingdom to cease 
armed intervention in the domestic affairs of the Arab 
States and to rcmovc their troops from territories of 
Lebanon and Jordan immediately. 

The preamble of the United States revised draft 
rcsolution*7B would have had the Security Council recall 
its resolution of I I June 1958 establishing an Obser- 
vation Group “to insure that there is no illegal infil- 
tration of personnel and supply of arms or other 
material across the 1,cbnnon horders” ; commend the 
efforts of the Secretary-General and note with satis- 
faction the progress made to date and the encouraging 
achievements reported by the IJnitcd Nations Obscr- 
vntion Group in I.ch;mon ; recall that the “ Essentials 
of Peace ” resolution of the General Assembly of 
I December 1949 called upon States to “ refrain from 
any threats or acts. direct or indirect. aimed at impairing 
the freedom. indcpcndencc or integrity of any State, or 
at fomcntiny civil strife and subverting the will of the 
pcoplc in any State” ; recall that the “ Pcacc through 
Deeds ” resolution of the Gcncral Assembly of 
18 November 1950 condemned “intervention of :I State 
in the internal affairs of another State for the purpose of 
chanyinrr its Ic~ally cstablishcd government by the threat 
or use of force” and solemnly reaffirm that “ whatever 
weapons used, any ag!:ression. whether committed 
openly, or by fomcntin? civil strife in the interest of a 
forcicn Power, or otherwise. is the qravcst of all crimes 
ac;linst peace and security throughout the world ” ; note 
the statement of the rcprcscnt:ltivc of I.&anon that in- 
filtration of arms and personnel was continuing and the 
territorial intcyrity and independence of Lebanon were 
bcin,e thrcatcned. that the Government of Lebanon in 
the cxcrcisc of the right of self-dcfcncc had temporarily 
rcqucstcd direct assistance of friendly countries. and that 
the Government of I.cbanon requested further assistance 
from the Security Council to uphold its integrity and 
indcprndcnce : note the statcmcnt of the representative 
of the IJnited States rcgardin,c the provision of assistance 
by the United States to the Govcrnmcnt at its request to 
help maintain the territorial and political indepcndencc 
of I.&anon : note further the statement of the IJnited 
States rcprcscntativc that United States forces would 
remain in Lebanon “only until the United Nations itself 
is able to assume the necessary responsibility to ensure 
the continued indcpcndcnce of Lcbnnon” or the danger 
was otherwise terminated ; the operative part of the draft 
resolution would have had the Council : (1) invite the 

United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon to con- 
tinue to develop its activities pursuant to the Security 
Council resolution of 1 I June 1958 ; (2) request the 
Secretary-General immediately to consult the Govem- 
ment of Lebanon and other Member States as appro- 

rie S ‘40501 Rev.1. 
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priate with a view to making arrangements for additional 
measures, including the contribution and use of con- 
tingents, as might be necessary to protect the territorial 
integrity and independence of Lebanon and to ensure 
that there was no illegal infiltration of personnel or 
supply of arms or other material across the Lebanese 
borders ; (3) call upon a!! Governments concerned to 
co-operate fully in the implementation of this resolution ; 
(4) call for the immediate cessation of a!! illegal infil- 
tration of personnel or supply of arms or other material 
across the Lebanese borders. as well as attacks upon the 
Government of Lebanon by government-controlled radio 
and other information media calculated to stimulate 
disorders ; (5) request the Secretary-Genera! to report to 
the Security Council as appropriate. 

At the 832nd meeting on 17 July 1958. the rcpre- 
sentative of Swcdcn stated that the Swedish Government 
considered that from a practical point of view it was 
superfluous and from a political point of view unsuitable 
for the United Nations observers in Lebanon to perform 
their functions in the presence of foreign troops.**0 He 
submitted a draft resolution*“’ in the preamble of 
which the Security Council would have noted the com- 
munication from the (Jnited States Government 
regarding its decision to comply with a request of the 
Government of Lebanon for military assistance ; noted 
further that United States troops had subsequently 
arrived in Lebanon ; rccognizcd that the United Nations, 
according to the Charter, was not author&d to intervene 
in matters which were essentially within the domestic 
intervention of any State ; considered that the action 
taken by the United States Government had sub- 
stantially altered the conditions under which the Security 
Council had decided on 1 I June 1958 to send observers 
to Lebanon ; in the opcrntive part, the Council would 
have rcqucstcd the Secretary-Genera! to suspend the 
activities of the obscrvcrs in Lebanon until further 
notice ; and would have decided to keep the item on its 
agnda. 

At the 834th meeting on 18 July 1958, the USSR 
revised draft resolution was rejected by 1 vote in favour, 
8 against. with 2 abstentions.*“* 

The United States revised draft resolution was not 
adopted. There was 9 votes in favour, I against, with 
1 abstention (the negative vote being that of a vrmanent 
mcmbcr).*‘” 

The Swedish draft resolution was not adopted. There 
were 2 votes in favour and 9 a~ainst.*nr 

At the snmc meeting, the representative of the United 
Stntcs submitted a draft rcso!utionLHD to have the Sccu- 
rity Council decide to CR!! an emergency special session 
of the General Assembly, as provided in Genera! 

*no R32nd meeting (PV) : p. 11. 

*RI s 14054. 

M* 8341h meeting (PV) : p. 46. 

In1 834th meeting (PV) : p. 46. 

~4 834th meeting (PV) : p. 46. 

*M S/4056. For the discussion of this draft resolution as well 
as the USSR draft resolution, see chapter VI, part I.B., Case 4. 

Assembly resolution 337 (V), in order to make appro- 
priate recommendations concerning the Lebanon com- 
plaint. 

On the same day, the representative of the USSR 
submitted a draft resolution to have the Security Council 
decide to call an emergency special session of the 
General Assembly in order to consider the question of 
the intervention of the United States and of the United 
Kingdom in Lebanon and Jordan.eHs 

Decision of 22 July 1958 (837th meeting) : Rejection of 
the Japanese draft resolution 

At the 835th meeting on 21 July 1958, a revised draft 
resolution *“i was introduced by Japan by the terms of 
which the Security Council would have (1) invited the 
United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon to con- 
tinuc to dcvclop its activities pursuant to the Security 
Council resolution of 11 June 1958 : (2) requested the 
Secretary-Genera! to mnkc arrangements forthwith for 
such measures. in addition to those envisaged by the 
resolution of 11 June 1958, as he might consider 
necessary in the light of the present circumstances. with 
a view to enabling the United Nations to fulfil the 
genera! purposes established in that resolution, and 
which would, in accordance with the Charter, serve to 
ensure the territorial integrity and political independence 
of Lcbnnon. so as to make possible the withdrawal of 
United States forces from Lebanon ; (3) requested the 
Secretary-Genera! to report to the Security Council on 
the nrrnn,ccments made ; and (4) called upon the Govem- 
ments concerned to co-operate fully in the implemen- 
tation of this resolution. 

The representative of Japan pointed out that it was 
not the intention of oprative paragraph 2 of the draft 
resolution to empower the Secretarv-General to create a 
United Nations emergency force .in I.ebanon. nor to 
create a type of United Nations force such was 
stationed in Korea, nor to create a police force of any 
kind. The draft resolution rclntcd only to I.ebanon ; the 
complaint of Jordan. in the view of his delegation, 
should rcccivc careful consideration from the Council.*HR 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
the United Kingdom Govemmcnt had concluded from 
the course of the debate on the Lebanese item that there 
was no immediate prospect of agreement on the 
necessary measures in Jordan. He therefore proposed, 
as a first step. to explore urpntly with the Secretary- 
General the possibility of some form of effective action 
by the United Nations. This would be done in con- 
sultation with the Government of Jordan and with other 
Governments concerned. The object of these consul- 
tations would be to work out a proposal under which 
assistance could be @en by the United Nations to the 
Government of Jordan to ensure the preservation of its 
territorial integrity and political indcpcndencc.*RO 
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At the same meeting, Japan revised its draft ceso- 
-- lution*@” to omit operative paragraph 1. 

At the 836th meeting on 22 July 1958, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR submitted the following amend- 
ments *D’ to the Japanese revised draft resolution : (I) to 
restore operative paragraph 1 ; (2) to redraft paragraph 2 
so that the Security Council would rcqucst the Sccrctary- 
General to carry out, in addition to mcasurcs envisaged 
by the resolution of 1 I June 1958, the plan submitted 
by the United Nations Observation Group in its second 
report, with a view to enabling the United Nations to 
fulfil the gcncral purposes established in that resolution, 
which would, in accordance with the Charter, scrvc to 
ensure the territorial integrity and political indcpcndcnce 
to Lebanon ; (3) to add a new paragraph 3 according to 
which the Security Council, considering that the landing 
of United States troops in Lebanon constituted inter- 
vention in the domestic affairs of that country and was 
therefore contrary to the purpose and principles of the 
United Nations, would call upon the United States of 
America to withdraw its armed forces from Lebanon 
immediately ; (4) to renumber paragraph 2 of the 
Japanese revised draft resolution paragraph 4 and to add 
at the end of the paragraph the words “not later than 
30 July 1958 “; (5) to rcnumbcr paragraph 3 of the 
Japanese revised draft resolution paragraph 5. 

At the 837th meeting on 22 July 1958, the USSR 
amendments to the Japancsc revised draft resolution 
were rejected by 1 vote in favour, 8 against, with 
2 abstentions.*g’ 

The Japanese revised draft resolution was not 
adopted. There were IO votes in favour, 1 against (the 
negative vote being that of a permanent mcmbcr).‘“’ 

Decision of 22 July 1958 (837th meeting) : Statement by 
the President 

Following these votes, the Secretary-General made the 
following statement : *O’ 

“The Security Council has just failed to take 
additional action in the grave emergency facing us. 
However, the responsibility of the United Nations to 
make all efforts to live up to the purposes and prin- 
ciples of the Charter remains. 

“The Council now has before it two proposals for 
the calling of an emcrgcncy special session of the 
General Assembly. I cannot anticipate its decision on 
those proposals. However, time is of the cssencc, and 
whatever the outcome of the further consideration in 
this Council there is need for practical steps to bc 
taken without any delay. That is the background 
against which I would like to make the following 
declaration. 

*@O S/4055/Rev.l. 
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“ In a statement before this Council on 3 1 October 
1956, I said that the discretion and impartiality 
imposed on the Secretary-General by the character 01 
his immediate task must not dcgcnerate into a policy 
of expediency. 

“On a later occasion-it was 26 September 1957 
-1 said in a statement before the General Assembly 
that 1 bclicved it to be the duty of the Secretary- 
General ‘to use his office and, indeed, the machinery 
of the Organization to its utmost capacity and to the 
full cxtcnt permitted at each stage by practical 
circumstances ‘. (A/l’V.6YU, pp. 31-35) 1 added that 
I bclievcd that it is in keeping with the philosophy of 
the Charter that the Sccrctary-General also should be 
expected to act without any guidance from the 
Assembly or the Security Council should this appear 
to him necessary towards helping to fill any vacuum 
that may appear in the systems which the Charter and 
traditional diplomacy provide for the safeguarding of 
peace and security. 

“ It is my feeling that, under the circumstances, 
what 1 stated in those two contexts, on 31 October 
1956 and 26 September 1957, now has full 
application. 

“ I am sure that 1 will be acting in accordance with 
the wishes of the members of the Council if 1, thcrc- 
fore, use all opportunities offered to the Secretary- 
General, within the limits set by the Charter and 
towards developing the United Nations effort, so as 
to help to prevent a further deterioration of the 
situation in the Middle East and to assist in finding 
a road away from the dangerous point at which we 
now find ourselves. 

“First of all-the continued operation of the 
United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon being 
acceptable to all members of the Council--this will 
mean the further development of the United Nations 
Observation Group in Lebanon so as to give it all the 
significance it can have, consistent with its basic 
character as determined by the Security Council in its 
resolution (S/4023) of 1 I June 1958 and the purposes 
and principles of the Charter. 

“The Council will cxcu~c me for not being able to 
spell out at this moment what it may mean beyond 
that. However, 1 am certain that what 1 may find it 
possible to do, acting under the provisions of the 
Charter and solely for the purposes of the Charter, 
and guided by the views cxprcsscd around this table 
to the extent that they have a direct bearing on the 
nctivitics of the Secretary-General, will be recognized 
by you as being in the best interests of our Orga- 
nization and, therefore, of the cause of peace. 

“The Security Council would, of course, be kept 
fully informed on the steps taken. Were you to dis- 
approve of the way these intentions were to be trans- 
lated by mc into practical steps, I would, of course, 
accept the consequences of your judgcment.” 

The President (Colombia), before proposing the 
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adjournment of the Council, made the following statc- 
ment : 1y5 

“At this point of our debate, the President of the 
Security Council considers it his duty to make a short 
statement in connexion with a motion which will be 
presented at the conclusion of the statement. 

“The Security Council must consider four fun- 
damental points which arc all of the greatest 
importance. First of all, WC must bear in mind the 
statement we have just heard from the Secrctary- 
General of the United Nations in which he establishes 
that the United Nations cannot remain passive in the 
face of such an cmergcncy. It cannot remain a mere 
spectator. The United Nations must pursue and con- 
tinue to pursue all the possibilities which the Charter 
of the United Nations offers and which are set forth in 
the resolution of the Security Council adopted on 
I I June 1958 to preserve and strengthen peace in the 
Middle East. 

“ It has already been shown that the steps pre- 
viously taken by the Secretary-Gcncral of the United 
Nations in full conformity with the Charter and with 
the authorization contained in the aforementioned 
resolution brought certain positive results which all 
the mcmbcrs of the Security Council as well as the 
interested partics to this conflict have accepted with 
gratitude as important and opportune. 

“There is another factor which the Security Council 
must bear in mind. It is well known by public opinion 
that the Parliament of Lebanon is to clcct a new 
President at the end of this week. The election of a 
new President, who might be the result of a patriotic 
agreement between the Government party of Lebanon 
and the Opposition, would certainly clarify to a great 
extent this very difficult and complex situation. We 
cannot prcjudgc the result of that clcction. WC know 
that the constituent Assembly will initiate its work 
on 24 July. 

“All of these circumstances would seem to indicate 
that the Security Council must, under no circum- 
stances, close the door to a compromise solution 
which would rcmovc the causes of this situation which 
have brought so much agitation to the Middle East. 

“‘I‘hcrc is a third and most important point which 
we must bear in mind at this time. It is very 
important, and perhaps even more important than the 
points that I have already rcfcrrcd to. The President 
of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union has 
already invited the Heads of State of the United States 
of America, the United Kingdom, France, and India 
to meet with him and with the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations, as soon as possible, in a con- 
ference of the highest importance which would seek a 
solution that could bc rccommcndcd to the Security 
Council of the United Nations so that we might once 
and for all put an end to these dramatic differences 
which are today interrupting the normal life of the 
Middle East. 
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“We are aware of only some of the replies from 
some of the Governments who have been invited to 
this most important meeting to which 1 have just 
referred. The Foreign Minister of the United King- 
dom is disposed to take part in such a conference, 
but within the framework of the United Nations. The 
Government of the United States of America has made 
I similar statement, and it is a statement which WC 
consider of the greatest importance. The Foreign 
Minister of Canada, in the important statement that 
he made during our meeting of ycstcrday, has declared 
that his Government, in view of the recent occurrences 
in the Middle East, considers that it is opportune to 
study these problems at such a confcrencc on the 
highest possible Icvel. 

“We are all aware of the fact that other foreign 
offices arc today studying very closely the proposal 
which has been made by the President of the Council 
of Ministers of the Soviet Union. While, for obvious 
reasons, they have not all been invited to such a 
meeting, they certainly have a duty to their pcoplcs 
and to the United Nations to cxprcss their opinion in 
connexion with the aforementioned invitation of the 
Soviet Union. 

“There is another factor of the very grcatcst 
importance. The delegation of the United States of 
America and the delegation of the Soviet Union have, 
for different reasons, presented similar proposals to 
the Security Council. These proposals call for the 
convening of a special cmcrgcncy session of the 
Gcncral Assembly of the United Nations so that 
the General Assembly might consider the problems 
of the Middle East. 

“This statement, which I have tried to make as 
brief as possible, will surely demonstrate to one and 
all that, first of all, the United Nations must continue 
to act cffectivcly in that particular part of the world 
which is today threatening the peace of the whole 
world. Secondly, it points out that all the foreign 
offices of the world are certainly considering all thcsc 
problems and all the possible solutions which might 
help us. You must excuse me if 1 become a little hard, 
but we cannot pass over in silence or fail to consider 
any one of the possible solutions which might be 
suggested. 

“It is for these reasons that I. as President of the 
Security Council of the United Nations, have spoken 
to you gentlemen. In speaking to you 1 am trying to 
reach all of the peoples of the world, and especially 
the intcrcsted parties in this conflict in the Middle 
East, in the hope that they will do absolutely nothing 
and take absolutely no steps to worsen the already 
complex situation which exists in that most important 
part of the world.” 

The President’s proposal to adjourn was adopted by 
10 votes in favour and I against.*D6 

On 30 July 1958, the United Nations Observation 
- --.- 
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Group in Lebanon submitted a further report”’ to the 
- Security Council through the Secretary-General. 

Decision of 7 August 1958 (838th meeting): To call an 
emergency special session of the General Assembly 

By letter *‘” dated 5 August 1958, the representative 
of the USSK requested the P&dent of the Security 
Council to call an immediate emcrgcncy meeting of the 
Council to consider the USSR proposal for the convening 
of an emergency special session of the General Assembly. 

At the 838th meeting on 7 August 1958, the Security 
Council had before it a revised draft resolutionzPY sub- 
mitted by the United States and a revised draft rcso- 
lution 30o submitted by the USSR 

The United States revised draft resolution would have 
provided that the Security Council, having considered the 
complaints of Lebanon and of the Hashcmitc Kingdom 
of Jordan, and taking into account that the lack of 
unanimity of its permanent members at the 834th and 
837th meetings of the Security Council had prevented it 
from exercising its primary responsibility for the mnin- 
tenance of international peace and security, would decide 
to call an emergency special session of the General 
Assembly, as provided in General Assembly resolution 
377 (V). 

The USSK revised draft resolution would have pro- 
vided that the Security Council, having considered the 
situation in the Near and Middle East resulting from the 
introduction of United States armed forces into Lebanon - and of United Kingdom armed forces into Jordan ; 
taking into account that these actions of the United 
States and the United Kingdom constituted a threat to 
international peace and security ; noting that the Security 
Council had proved unable to cxcrcise its primary re- 
sponsibility for the maintenance of international peace 
and security ; would decide to call an emergency 
special session of the Gcncral Assembly in order to con- 
sider the question of the immediate withdrawal of United 
States troops from Lebanon and of United Kingdom 
troops from Jordan. 

Amendments to the United States revised draft reso- 
lution were submitted by the USSK,““’ the United King- 
dom,“OL and Panama.yo:’ The representative of the United 
States accepted To‘ the amendment of Panama to revise 
the first preambular paragraph of the revised draft reso- 
lution to read : “ Having considcrcd items 2 and 3 of the 
agenda (S/Agenda 838) ” and the United Kingdom 
amendment to replace the last paragraph by the text: 
“Decides to call an emcrgcncy special session of the 
General Assembly “. 
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‘@@ S/4078. 

*w S/4056/Rev.I. 
3oo S/40.57:Rev.I. 
NJI 838th meeting (PV): pp. 111-115. 131. 

- so* 838th meeting (PV) : pp. 117-120, 132-135. 
202 838th meeting (PV) : pp. 128-130. For the discussion on 

these amendments. see chapter VI. part I.B. Case 4. 
30’ 838th meeting (PV) : pp. 13 I, 136-138. 

The United States revised draft resolution, as 
amended, was adopted unanimously.3oL 

The resolution *O* read : 

” The Security Council, 

“Having considered items 2 and 3 on its agenda as 
contained in document S/Agenda/838, 

“ Taking into account that the lack of unanimity of 
its permanent members at the 834th and 837th 
meetings of the Security Council has prcventcd it 
from exercising its primary responsibility for the 
maintenance of international peace and security. 

“Decides to call an cmcrgcncy special session of 
the General Assembly.” 

The representative of the USSR stated that in view 
of the result of the vote he would not press the USSR 
revised draft resolution.*“’ 

The representative of Japan pointed out that the dis- 
cussion of the complaint of Jordan had not been ex- 
hausted. From a procedural viewpoint, therefore, the 
status of the question of Jordan was not the same as that 
of the question of Lebanon. Neverthclcss, he accepted 
the amcndcd United States revised draft resolution with 
the understanding that this should not constitute a pre- 
cedent for the future.sW 

On 14 August 1958, the United Nations Observation 
Group in Lebanon submitted to the Security Council, 
through the Secretary-Gcncral, its third rcport.““g 

On 29 September 1958, the United Nations Obser- 
vation Group in Lebanon submitted to the Security 
Council, through the Secretary-General, its fourth 
report.s*O 

Decision of 25 November 1958 (840th meeting) : 
Drldon of complaint oj Lebanon from the agenda 

In a letter slL dated 16 November 1958, addressed to 
the President of the Security Council, the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Lebanon stated that the Security 
Council would be pleased to learn that “cordial and 
close relations between Lebanon and the United Arab 
Republic have resumed their usual course” and that the 
Lebanese Government intended in the future to 
strengthen its co-operation with the United Arab Kepub- 
lit and other Arab States still further. For this reason 
the Lebanese Government requested the Security 
Council to delctc from the list of matters before it the 
Lebanese complaint submitted to the Council on 22 May 
1958. 

On 17 September 1958 the United Nations Obser- 
vation Group in Lebanon submitted to the Security 
---. 
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Council, through the Secretary-General, its fifth report.S’* 
In this report it was stated that the Group had come to 
the conclusion that its task under the resolution of 
I 1 June 1958 might be regarded as complctcd and that 
it was of the opinion, and accordingly submitted its 
recommendation, that the withdrawal of the United 
Nations Observation Group in Lebanon should be 
undertaken. 

In a letter 313 dated 17 Novcmbcr 1958 addressed to 
the Prcsidcnt of the Security Council, the Sccrctary- 
General stated that in view of the statcmcnt of the 
Government of Lebanon and the recommendation of the 
Observation Group in Lebanon, he had immediately 
instructed the Group to present, in consultation with the 
Government of Lebanon, a detailed plan for the with- 
drawal. He had taken this step, the Secretary-General 
stated further, under the authorization given to the 
Sccrctary-General in the Security Council resolution of 
11 June 1958 to take the necessary steps for the implc- 
mentation of the Security Council’s decision. The 
instruction given to the Observation Group implied that 
he considered the task of the Group as complctcd and 
that his remaining duty under the resolution thus covcrcd 
only the necessary measures for the liquidation of the 
operation. 

On 21 November 1958 the Secretary-General sub- 
mitted to the Security Council a report w on the plan 
for the withdrawal of the United Nations Observation 
Group in Lebanon. 

At the 840th meeting of the Security Council on 
25 November 1958, after the Council had concluded its 
consideration of the item on its agenda for this 
meeting, a’a the President (Panama) referred to the letter 
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addressed to him on 16 November 1958 by the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Lebanon ; to the fifth report of the 
United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon; and to 
the letter addressed to him by the Secretary-Gcncral on 
17 November 1958. He stated that in view of the state- 
ment of the Government of Lebanon and the rccom- 
mendation of the United Nations Observation Group in 
Lebanon, he had engaged in consultation with the 
members of the Council who appeared to agree to the 
deletion from the list of matters of which the Council 
was seized of the complaint submitted on 22 May 1958 
and to the liquidation of the operation of the United 
Nations Observation Group in Lebanon. Accordingly, in 
the absence of any objection, the Prcsidcnt continued, 
hc would place on the record that the Council had 
agreed to delete from the list of matters of which it was 
seized the complaint submitted to it by the Government 
of Lebanon on 22 May 1958, with the understanding 
that the Security-General would inform the General 
Assembly under his mandatc”‘& contained in the rcso- 
lution of 2 I August 1958.“17 

In the absence of any objection, it was so decidcd.sl” 

s16 In Section II of resolution 1237 (ES-III) the General 
Assembly requested the Secretary-Gcncral ” to make forthwith, 
in consultation with the Governments conccrncd and in 
accordance with the Charter. and bearing in mind part I of this 
resolution, such practical arrangements as would adequately 
help in upholding the Purposes and Principles of the Charter in 
relation to Lebanon and Jordan in the present circumstances, 
and thereby facilitate the early withdrawal of the foreign troops 
from the two countries “. 
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