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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

Chapter XII covers the consideration by the Security Council of Articles of
the Charter not dealt with in the preceding chapters.*

Part I

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 2 OF THE CHARTER

A. Article 2 (4) of the Charter

4. All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat
or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any
State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations.

THE SITUATION IN HUNGARY : In connexion
with the decision of 28 October 1956
adopting the agenda.

At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956, after the
inclusion of the item: “ The situation in Hungary > in
the agenda * of the Security Council, the representative
of Cuba stated that the situation constituted

“...intervention in the domestic affairs of another
State — intervention in the . . . form of military action,
which the United Nations Charter, in paragraph 4 of
Article 2, specifically condemns.”

The representative of Peru contended that there were
two facts before the Security Council. First, there was
the intervention of foreign forces, the technical term for
which in international law was “intervention in the
domestic affairs of a State ™, an attack on its sovereignty,
on its international personality. This intervention was
rendered more serious in that it was part of a “savage
campaign of repression now being carried on in Hun-
gary . The fact that the USSR troops stationed, by very
flexible interpretation of the Warsaw Pact, in Hungary
had been used was

Case 1*

! For observations on the method adopted in compilation of
this chapter, see: Repertoire of the Practice of the Security
Council, 1946-1951, Introductory Note to chapter VII. II
Arrangements of chapters X-XII, p. 296.

2 For texts of relevant statements, see :

746th meeting: China, para. 126 ; Cuba, para. 107 ; Peru,
paras. 113-119 ; USSR, paras. 141, 155-157.

* On the inclusion of the question in the agenda, see chapter
11, part 111.B.1, Case 7.

4 746th meeting : para. 35.

“...not only a violation of the general principle of
non-intervention, the very foundation of modern inter-
national law, and of the principles of the Charter,
particularly Article 2, paragraph 4, which establishes
the obligation to refrain from the use of force against
any State,”

but was also a violation of article 8 of the Warsaw Pact.

The representative of China observed that the inter-
vention of the Soviet military forces in Hungary
constituted

“a flagrant violation of the United Nations Charter,
which clearly forbids the use of force against the
territorial integrity or political independence of any
State.”

The representative of the USSR, who had opposed the
inclusion of the item in the agenda, maintained that the
matter was within the domestic jurisdiction of Hungary,
and that the Council was not competent either to discuss
the question or to take any decision on it. In drawing
attention to “certain obvious distortions” on the
situation in Hungary, he stated that *anti-popular
elements ”” supported and directed from outside had
arisen in arms against the lawful Hungarian Government,
and had succeeded “in drawing to their side a section of
the working population which had been led astray by
lying propaganda . The Hungarian Government had
been compelled to bring armed forces into action and
had appealed to the Government of the USSR for
assistance. In response to this request, “ Soviet military
units which were stationed in Hungary in conformity
with the Warsaw Pact came to the help of the Hungarian
forces and Hungarian workers defending the Hungarian
State >.

B. Article 2(7) of the Charter

7. Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations
to intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of
any state or shall require the Members to submit such matters to settlement under
the present Charter; but this principle shall not prejudice the application of

enforcement measures under Chapter VIL.
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Chapter XI1. Consideration of Other Articles of the Charter

Cast 2.* THE QUESTION OF ALGERIA: In connexion
with a request dated 13 June 1956 that the
situation in Algeria be considered by the

Security Council.*

[Note : 1t was requested that the Security Council
should consider the aggravated situation in Algeria which
had deteriorated to the extent that the United Nations
could not remain indifferent to the threat to peace and
security and the infringement of the basic right of self-
determination, and to the flagrant violation of the other
fundamental human rights. Objection to the inclusion of
the matter in the agenda was raised on the grounds of
Article 2 (7). Threats to peace and security, it was argued,
were not within the purview of the Council unless they
related to international peace and security. The pro-
visional agenda was not adopted.]

By letter * dated 13 June 1956, the representatives of
Afghanistan, FEgypt, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan,
Lebanon, Libya, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Thailand
and Yemen requested the President of the Security
Council under Article 35 (1) of the Charter, to call a
meeting of the Council to consider the grave situation in
Algeria. In a memorandum * previously submitted to the
President of the Security Council by the representatives
of sixteen Member States, it had been stated that the
situation had deteriorated to the extent that the United
Nations could not remain indifferent to the threat to
peace and security and the infringement of the basic
right of self-determination, and to the flagrant violation
of the other fundamental human rights. Since that
memorandum had been submitted, the situation in
Algeria had further worsened due to the nature and
scope of the French military actions which had resulted
in grievous loss of human life. For these reasons, it was
deemed essential that the Algerian question should be
considered by the Security Council without delay.

At the 729th meeting on 26 June 1956, the repre-
sentative of France, opposing the adoption of the
provisional agenda, stated that the French Government
considered that Algerian affairs were matters essentially
within the domestic jurisdiction of France. His Govern-
ment remained firmly opposed to any discussion of such
domestic affairs by third parties, whether these were the
General Assembly or the Security Council. Domestic
jurisdiction was ordinarily defined by the exercise of
internal sovereignty, and French sovereignty was alone
exercised in Algeria. In exercising one of the most
normal attributes of domestic sovereignty, France was
endeavouring to maintain public order which had been

8 For texts of relevant statements, see :

729th meeting : Iran, paras. 79-84, 89 ; France, paras. 29,
95, 100-104 ;

730th meeting : Belgium, para. 61 ; Cuba, paras. 40-42 ; Iran,
para. 3 ; United Kingdom, paras. 52-53.

¢ On the inclusion of the question in the agenda, see chapter
I1, part I1IL.B.1, Case 5.

1 §/3609, O.R., 1Ith year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1956,
pp. 74-76.

% $/3589 and Add.1, O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June
1956, pp. 25-27. By document S/3589/Add.1 dated 26 April
1956, Thailand was added to the list of signatories.

disturbed by rebellious citizens. It would be the most
dangerous of precedents to recognize the right of the
United Nations to intervene between the Government of
a State and those of its citizens who were disturbing the
peace. This was most strictly prohibited under Article
2(7) of the Charter, which rightly proclaimed the
fundamental principle of non-intervention in the domestic
affairs of a State. Moreover, the principle of non-inter-
vention was not only embodicd in Article 2(7), but it
was found also through Chapters VI and VII of the
Charter which contained the qualifying adjective ‘* inter-
national " to define the competence of the Security
Council. The situation in Algeria was not likely to
endanger international peace and security, and not even
the authors of the letter which had been submitted to
the Council had made that claim since the key word
“international ” did not appear in its text. As to the
other claims contained in the letter, he obscrved :

“ The point is, however, that neither the violation of
fundamental human rights nor the denial of the right
of self-determination is a matter within the competence
of the Security Council. Threats to peace and security
are not within the purview of this high forum unless
they relate to international peace and security .. .”

The representative of Tran, who favoured the inclusion
in the agenda, stated that Article 2 (7) did not apply in
this instance. Furthermore, the refusal to allow the people
of Algeria the right of self-determination constituted a
violation of the Charter, particularly of Article 1 (2).
The right of peoples to self-determination which was
cited in that paragraph constituted one of the funda-
mental principles of human rights. The United Nations
had previously declared itself to be competent when
questions related to the application of human rights had
been raised. He further stated :

“In addition, the word ‘ essentially * which appears
in the text of Article 2, paragraph 7, allows a wider
interpretation of this Article . ..

“It is an established fact that any question which
has a bearing on violation of human rights, when these
violations are of particular importance and are capable
of affecting the cordial relations which should exist
between the Members of the United Nations, is not
essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of a State.
As attested by numerous precedents, especially those
which T have just cited, the United Nations has always
pronounced itsclf competent as far as questions of this
nature are concerned.”

Moreover, he observed, the inclusion of the Algerian
question in the agenda of the Council was far from
constituting an intervention within the meaning of
Article 2 (7) -

“ .. The term ‘intervene * has a well-defincd mean-
ing in international law : it implies an act of inter-
ference in the internal and external affairs of another
State in order to bring about the performance or non-
performance of a specific act. The act of including the
Algerian question in the agenda ... or of examining
it or even of making recommendations on it can in
no case constitute intervention in the affairs of France.
Furthermore, the inclusion of the item in the agenda
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does not even prejudge the question of competence
which can be discussed later, once the problem has
been placed on the Council’s agenda.”

At the 730th meeting on 26 June 1956, the repre-
sentative of Iran reiterated his view that :

‘... questions bearing on violations of human rights
were not a matter of purely national concern when
those violations reached a certain degree of magnitude
and were such as to impair the cordial relations which
should exist between Members of the United Nations,
and especially when they represented at threat to in-
ternational peace and security.”

The representative of Cuba, after citing Article 2 (7),
observed that the case of Algeria was different from the
question of Tunisia and the question of Morocco. From
the legal point of view, it was clear that Algeria was an
overseas province of France. It was very dangerous for
the Council to alter the precepts of the Charter, because
on such basis no Member State would feel secure in the
United Nations. Therefore, he opposed the inclusion of
the item in the agenda.

The representative of the United Kingdom agreed that
the Council was precluded from considering the Algerian
question since to do so would inevitably constitute inter-
ference in a matter lying essentially within the domestic
jurisdiction of a Member State. The question was,
therefore, clearly outside the competence of the Security
Council.

After referring to Article 2 (7) as “ one of the cardinal
principles ” of the Charter, he remarked :

“ ..t is, I think, timely to recall that a number of
founder nations without whose co-operation the United
Nations could hardly have been brought into being
would have hesitated to lend, as they did, their whole-
hearted cfforts to this great enterprise unless they had
known that the Charter enshrined this cardinal
principle.”

The representative of Belgium maintained that Ar-
ticle 2 (7) contained a general prohibition :

“... It appliecs to all provisions of the Charter,
including those bearing on human rights and specific-
ally on the right of peoples to self-determination, since
these were not excluded. Article 2, paragraph 7, admits
of only vne exception, which is explicitly stated, and
which obviously does not apply to the present case.
This prohibition applies to the entire Organization and
therefore to all its organs — hence to both the Security
Council and the Assembly.”

At the same meeting the agenda was not adopted.*

THE SITUATION IN HUNGARY : In connexion
with the letter dated 27 October 1956 from
the representatives of France, the United

Casg 3.°

* 730th meeting ; para. 85,

1® For texts of relevant statements, see :

746th meeting : Australia, para. 133 ; Belgium, paras. 180-
182 ; USSR, paras. 12-13, 20, 26 ; United Kingdom, para. 30 ;
United States, paras. 58-59.

Kingdom and the United States to the Presi-
dent of the Security Council concerning the
situation in Hungary and with the decision
of 28 October 1956 adopting the provisional
agenda."

[Note: 1t was requested that the Security Council
should consider the situation created by action of foreign
forces in repressing the rights of the Hungarian people
guaranteed by the Peace Treaty with Hungary of 1947.
Objections were raised on the grounds of Article 2 (7)
of the Charter and it was argued that the inclusion of the
question in the agenda of the Security Council would
constitute an interference in the internal affairs of
Hungary. The agenda was adopted.]

By letter ** dated 27 October 1956 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representatives 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 of 10 February 1947 to which the
Governments of Hungary and the Allied and Asso-
ciated Powers are parties.”

They requested that pursuant to the provisions of
Article 34 of the Charter, an item entitled “ The situation
in Hungary ™ be included in the agenda of the Security
Council and be considered at an urgent meeting of the
Council.

By letter ** dated 28 October 1956, the representative
of the Hungarian People’s Republic transmitted 10 the
Security Council a copy of a declaration of the Govern-
ment of the Hungarian People’s Republic “ concerning
the proposed agenda of the meeting of the Security
Council to be convened on 28 October 1956, and
requested that this declaration be circulated “ among the
members of the Security Council, as an official document
of the United Nations to the aforesaid meeting ™.

In the declaration, the Government of Hungary stated
that

“...the events which took place on 22 October
1956 and thereafter, and the measures taken in the
coursc of thesc events arc exclusively within the
domestic jurisdiction of the Hungarian People’s
Republic and consequently do not fall within the
jurisdiction of the United Nations. The Govern-
ment . . . wishes to emphasize that the internal events
of the preceding days in Hungary have no effect
whatsoever on international peace and security and do
not endanger their maintenance . . .”

After quoting the text of Article 2 (7) of the Charter, the
Hungarian Government  “ categorically ”  protested

' On the inclusion of the question in the agenda, see chapter
i1, part 11L.B.1, Case 7.

' 5/3690, O.R., 1lth year, Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1956,
p. 100.

13 8/3691, O.R., 1lth year, Suppl. for Oct. Dec. 1956,
pp. 100-101.
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against placing on the agenda the consideration of any
question

“ ..concerning the domestic affairs of Hungary,
since the consideration of such questions in the United
Nations would mean serious violation of the
sovereignty of the Hungarian Pcople’s Republic and
would obviously be in contradiction with the principles
laid down in the Charter of the United Nations.”

At the 746th meeting on 28 October 1956, the repre-
sentative of the USSR, opposing the inclusion of the
question on the situation in Hungary in the agenda of
the Council, stated that

“...The very wording of this item shows in itself
that what the United States, the United Kingdom and
France have in mind is an attempt, in defiance of the
provisions of the United Nations Charter, at gross
interference in the domestic affairs of the Hungarian
People’s Republic.”

The representative of the USSR quoted the text of
Article 2 (7) and, after referring to the declaration of the
Hungarian Government of 28 October 1956, stated that

“ The measures the Hungarian Government has seen
fit to take in order to put an end to the armed uprising
of criminal elements of a fascist type against the legal
Government of Hungary and to maintain law and
order in the country are its inalienable prerogative, as
they are the prerogative of the Government of any
other sovereign State. In defence of the democratic
people’s régime, the Hungarian Government was
compelled to bring its armed forces into action for
the liquidation of the counter-revolutionary uprising,
and it appealed to the Government of the Soviet
Union for assistance. It is perfectly clear that all these
actions of the Hungarian Government are an internal
affair of the Hungarian State, and the United Nations,
including the Security Council, is in no way entitled
to interfere in these matters.”

The representative of the United Kingdom pointed out
that the USSR representative had argued that the matter
at issue was one of domestic jurisdiction and that
Atrticle 2 (7) debarred the Council from intervention.
But what was the situation in Hungary which the Council
was asked to consider? It was “ the situation created by
the action of foreign military forces in Hungary .
Foreign troops were fighting in Hungary. That was
obviously a matter of international concern. It seemed
to the representative of the United Kingdom clear that
the Security Council was competent ; nor had he any
doubt, in view of the gravity of the situation, that it was
“ the Council’s duty to consider the situation .

After the adoption of the agenda,* the representative
of the United States contended that *“ this urgent meeting
of the Security Council has been called to consider the
situation in Hungary resulting from the violent suppres-
sion of the Hungarian people by armed force ™. The
Hungarian people were demanding the rights and
freedoms affirmed in the Charter, and specifically
guaranteed to them by the Peace Treaty to which the
Governments of Hungary and the Allied and Associated
Powers were parties. The Security Council “ must
consider a situation so flagrantly contrary to the purposes
and principles set forth in the Charter ™.

The representative of Australia stated that his country
had always taken “a firm stand on the observance of
Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter” and was
consistently opposed to intervention by the United
Nations in matters which were essentially within the
domestic jurisdiction of any State. But he did not believe
that

“...this provision of the Charter prevents the
Council, in this particular case, from investigating the
situation created in Hungary by the violent action
taken by foreign military forces in repressing the civil
rights and political freedoms of the Hungarian people,
rights and freedoms that were guaranteed under
article 2, paragraph 1, of the Treaty of Peace with
Hungary.”

The representative of Belgium observed that the
contentions of the representative of the USSR and of the
Hungarian Government that the item under discussion
was a matter within the domestic jurisdiction seemed
somewhat surprising. The USSR had maintained
repeatedly, both in the Security Council and in the
Gencral Assembly, even in cases when provisions of the
Charter concerning matters within the domestic juris-
diction could lawfully be invoked, that those provisions
should not prevent intervention by the United Nations.
Furthermore,

“in the present case the letter which laid the matter
before the Council refers to the action of foreign
military forces in Hungary. On this occasion, it is
precisely that element which invalidates the arguments
drawn from Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter. It
is alleged that the Soviet army intervened at the
request of the Hungarian Government. But would
that Government have been able to maintain itself in
power without the support of the Soviet army? ™

14 746th meeting : para. 35.

Part 11
CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 24 OF THE CHARTER

NOTE

While Article 24 has not been the subject of constitu-
tional discussion during the period under review, on one
occasion ** incidental reference was made to the primary

16 See Chapter VI, Case 1.

responsibility of the Security Council in relation to the
functions of the General Assembly concerning the main-
tenance of international peace and security.

Attention may also be directed to three decisions ' of

18 See Chapter VI, Cases 2, 3 and 4.
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the Council in the preamble of which reference was made
to the inability of the Security Council to exercise its
primary responsibility for the maintenance of inter-

185

national peace and security, because of the “lack of
unanimity of its permanent members ™ in particular
instances of the Council’s proceedings.

Part III

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 25 OF THE CHARTER

NOTE

Discussion regarding Article 25 arose only in one instance as reported below
in Case 4. Attention is also directed to the discussion of the question of the effect
of recommendations of the Security Council in exercise of its powers under Chap-
ter VI of the Charter in the India-Pakistan question (Chapter X, Case 11).

Article 25 of the Charter

The Members of the United Nations agree to accept and carry out the decisions
of the Security Council in accordance with the present Charter.

CAse 4.” THE PALESTINE QUESTION : In connexion
with the report of the Secretary-General
pursuant to the resolution of 4 April 1956 ;
United Kingdom draft resotution voted upon
and unanimously adopted, as amended, on
4 June 1956.

[Note : During the consideration of the report of the
Secretary-General, the representative of Syria discussed
the framework within which his Government had made
its declaration '* of acceptance of the cease-fire provisions
of the Syrian-Israeli General Armistice Agreement.]

At the 724th meeting on 31 May 1956, the repre-
sentative of Syria*, stressing the need to achieve a
genuine cease-fire, stated :

“My Government has placed the matter in its
proper context. In his letter dated 2 May 1956, which

17 For texts of relevant statements, see :
724th meeting : Syria*, paras. 34-35.
" For the Syrian Government’s letter of 2 May 1956 to the

Secretary-General and his reply of the same date. sec S$/3596,
Annex 3, O.R., 11th year, Suppl. for Apr.-June 1956, pp. 59-60.

is reproduced as annex 3 to the report of the Secretary-
General [S/3596], our Prime Minister has made it
crystal clear that the declaration of cease-fire was
given within the framework of the United Nations
Charter and the resolutions of the Sccurity Council,
with particular reference to Article 25 of the Charter
and the resolution of 27 October 1953 dealing with
the question of the river Jordan [S/3128].

*This declaration of the Syrian Government is not
a reservation nor is it a qualification. In law and in
fact it is an integral part of the cease-fire declaration
itself. The matter is foreign neither to the Charter, to
the Israel-Syrian General Armistice Agreement or to
the resolutions of the Security Council. For how can
we conceive of a cease-fire declaration outside the
ambit of the Charter and particularly the provisions
of Article 25, which call for the acceptance and
implementation of the resolutions of the Security
Council? And again, how can we conceive of a cease-
fire contrary to the resolutions of the Security Council,
particularly the injunction embodied in the resolution
of 27 October 1953, dealing with the diversion of the
river Jordan? ”

Part 1V

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER Vill OF THE CHARTER

NOTE

In consequence of the obligation placed by the Charter
upon Members of the United Nations and upon regional
arrangements or agencies, the attention of the Security
Council has been drawn during the period from 1956 to
1958 to the following communications, which have been
circulated by the Secretary-General to the representatives
of the Council, but have not been included in the
provisional agenda :

L. Communications from the Chairman of the Council
of the Organization of American States

(i) Dated 3 May 1957 : transmitting a resolution
adopted on 2 May 1957 by the Council at the
request of the Governments of Honduras and
Nicaragua for a Meceting of Consultation of
Ministers of Foreign Affairs under the Inter-
American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance.*

1 $/3824.
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(i) Dated 27 May 1957 : transmitting a report to the
Council submitted by the Investigating Com-
mittee on the differences between Honduras and
Nicaragua at the meeting held on 17 May, and
the resolutions approved by that body at the
meetings held on 17 and 24 May 1957.%

(iii) Dated 8 July 1957 : transmitting a resolution
adopted on § July 1957 by the Council on the
differences between Honduras and Nicaragua.®™

(iv) Dated 23 July 1957 : transmitting the text of an

agreement signed by the Ministers of Foreign
Affairs of Honduras and Nicaragua on 21 July
1957.=

2. Communications from the Chairman of the Inter-
American Peace Committee

Dated 23 April 1956 : transmitting a copy of the
minutes of the meeting held by the Inter-American
Peace Committee on 20 April concerning the case
submitted to the Committec by the Government of
Cuba on 27 February 1956.®

3. Communications from the Secretary-General of the
Organization of American States

Dated 28 July 1958 transmitting the text of a
resolution adopted by the Council of the Organi-
zation on 27 June 1957 in connexion with the
differences between Honduras and Nicaragua.

**4  Communications from States parties to disputes or

situations

In addition to circulating these communications to the
representatives on the Council, it has been the practice
to include summary accounts of the disputes or situations
referred to in them in the Reports of the Security Council
to the General Assembly.®

Case 5. LETTER DATED 22 May 1958 FROM THE
REPRESENTATIVE OF LEBANON ADDRESSED TO
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL :
In connexion with the application of Leba-
non for the inclusion of the question in the
agenda of the Security Council.

20 S/3856.
2t §/3857 and Rev.l.
2 5/3859.
13 S/3591.

1 See Report of the Security Council to the General Assem-
bly, 1955-1956 (G.A.O.R., 11th session, Suppl. No. 2), p. 47 ;
Report of the Security Council to the General Assembly, 1956-
1957 (G.A.0.R., 12th session, Suppl. No. 2}, p. 78 ; Report of
the Sccurity Council to the General Assembly, 1957-1958
(G.A.0.R., 13th session, Suppl. No. 2), p. 61 ; Report of the
Sccurity Council to the General Assembly, 1958-1959 (G.4.0.R.,
14th Session, Suppl. No. 2), p. 34.

25 For texts of rclevant statcments, see:

818th meeting: President (Canada), para. 17; Colombia,
paras. 23-26; Iraq, paras. 8, 28-30; Lebanon * paras. 11-15;
Panama, paras. 32-35; USSR, para. 7;

822nd meeting : President (China), paras. 1, 3;

823rd meeting : President (China), para. 191; Colombia,
paras. 144-148 ; Japan, paras. 126-128 ; Panama, paras. 172-173 ;

824th mecting : President (China), para. 2.

[Note : Discussion of the obligation of the Council to
take account of the proceedings of the regional organi-
zation of which the parties to the complaint were
members.]

At the 818th meeting on 27 May 1958, the repre-
sentative of Iraq proposed that the Council should
adjourn until 3 June 1958 by which time it would be
known whether the complaint of Lebanon against the
United Arab Republic could be resolved by the League
of Arab States which would meet to consider it on
31 May.

The President (Canada) observed that a proposal
aimed at achieving a peaceful solution on a regional
basis seemed to fit into the general pattern of United
Nations procedures.

The representative of Colombia was prepared to
concur on the understanding that the League of Arab
States had been seized of a complaint “ exactly similar ™’
to that submitted to the Security Council. A note from
the permanent observer of the League of Arab States of
26 May 1958 referred to a complaint of aggression. If
the issue submitted to the Council by Lebanon was
equivalent to the matter to be considered by the League
of Arab States, he would agree to await consideration by
the League.

The representative of Iraq assured the representative
of Colombia that “the same question” had been sub-
mitted to the Security Council and to the League of
Arab States.

The representative of Panama concurred with the view
that the Council should approve the proposal of the
representative of Iraq in order to enable the League of
Arab States to have recourse to the peaccful means
contemplated in Article 33 of the Charter. Moreover, it
was the duty of the Security Council, in accordance with
Article 36, to take into account the peaceful means freely
chosen by Lebanon and the United Arab Republic when
signing the Pact of the League of Arab States.

At the 823rd meeting on 6 June 1958, when the
Council began consideration of the complaint, the repre-
sentative of Japan, following statements by the repre-
sentatives of Lebanon and the United Arab Republic,
declared that the explanations given by the repre-
sentatives of Lebanon and the United Arab Republic did
not appear complete, and suggested that the Council
should be furnished with more complete information on
the meetings of the League of Arab States dealing with
the question.

The representative of Colombia supported the sug-
gestion of the representative of Japan. He observed that
Colombia was a member of a regional organization, the
Organization of American States, to which the United
Nations accorded a status identical to that given the
League of Arab States. “ A very grave precedent ” would
be set if the Security Council, which on three consecutive
occasions had postponed consideration of this question
to await a decision from the League of Arab States,
proceeded to consider it without ascertaining what had
taken place in the League. Such a precedent might be
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applied later to disputes between the nations composing
the Organization of American States.

The representative of Panama supported the proposal
of the representative of Colombia which was based on
the provisions of the Charter. Articles 53 and 54 referred
to the Council’s obligation to take account of such
agencies and organizations.

The President (China) observed concerning the desire
expressed by some members of the Council for additional
information in regard to the meetings of the League of
Arab States, that formal action by the Council was

unnecessary. The representatives of Iraq, Lebanon and
the United Arab Republic might see fit to furnish the

- Council with additional information.

At the 824th meeting on 10 June 1958, the President
(China) stated that the representative of Iraq had trans-
mitted to him some information in Arabic about what
took place at the League meetings, which was being
translated and would be made available to members of
the Council. The representative of Iraq informed the
Council that the information in question included the
summary records of the meetings of the League of Arab
States.

Part V

**CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 82-83 OF THE CHARTER

Part VI

**CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER XVII OF THE CHARTER



