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As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, the 
criterion for inclusion of material in the present chapter 
is the occurrence of discussion in the Council dircctcd 
to the text of Articles 33-38 of Chapter VI of the 
Charter. Thus, chapter X does not cover all the activ- 
ities of the Council in the pacific settlement of disputes, 
for the dcbatcs preceding the major decisions of the 
Council in this field have dealt almost exclusively with 
the actual issues before the Council and the relative 
merits of mcasurcs proposed without discussion regard- 
ing the juridical problem of their relation to the provi- 
sions of the Charter. For a guide to the decisions of 
the Council in the pacific scttlcment of disputes, the 
rcadcr should turn to the appropriate sub-headings of 
the Analytical Table of Mcasurcs adopted by the Sccu- 
rity Counci!.1 

The matcria! in this chapter constitutes only part of 
the material rclcvant to the examination of the opera- 
tion of the Council under Chapter VI of the Charter, 
since the procedures of the Council reviewed in chapters 
I-VI, in so far as they relate to the consideration of 
disputes and situations, should be regarded as integral 
to the application of Chapter VI of the Charter. Chapter 
X is limited to presenting the instances of deliberate 
consideration by the Council of the rclntion of its pro- 
ccedings or of measures proposed to the text of Chapter 
VI. 

The case histories on each question require to be 
examined within the context of the chain of 
ings on the question presented in chapter VIII. 

CHAPTER VI OF THECHARTER. 
PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES 

“Article 33 

proceed- 

“1. The par-tics to any dispute, the continuance 
of which is likely to endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security, shall, first of al!, 
seek a solution by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, 
conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to 
regional agencies or arrangcmcnts, or other peaceful 
means of their own choice. 

“2. The Security Council shall, when it deems 
necessary, call upon the parties to settle their dispute 
by such means.” 

“Article 34 

“The Security Council may investigate any dispute, 
or any situation which might lead to internatrona! 
friction or give rise to a dispute, in order to determine 
whether the continuance of the dispute or situation 
is likely to endanger the maintenance of international 
peace and security.” 

1 Chapter VIII, part I. 

“Article 3.5 

“1. Any Mcmbcr of the United Nations may 
bring any dispute, or any situation of the nature 
rcfcrrcd to in Article 34, to the attention of the 
Security Council or of the Gcncral Assembly. 

“2. A state which is not a Member of the United 
Nations may bring to the attention of the Security 
Council or of the Genera! Assembly any dispute to 
which it is a party if it accepts in advance, for the 
purposes of the dispute, the obligations of pacific 
settlement provided in the prcscnt Charter. 

“3. The proceedings of the General Assembly in 
rcspcct of matters brought to its attention under this 
Article will bc subject to the provisions of Articles 
1 1 and 12.” 

“Article 36 

“1. The Security Council may, at any stage of 
a dispute of the nature referred to in Article 33 or 
of a situation of like nature, recommend appropriate 
proccdurcs or methods of adjustment. 

“2. The Security Council should take into con- 
sideration any procedures for the settlement of the 
dispute which have already been adopted by the 
partics. 

“3. In making recommendations under this Ar- 
ticle the Security Council should also take into 
consideration that legal disputes should as a general 
rule bc referred by the parties to the International 
Court of Justice in accordance with the provisions 
of the Statute of the Court.” 

“Article 37 

“1. Should the arties to a dispute of the nature 
referred to in Artic e 33 fail to settle it by the means P 
indicated in that Article, they shall refer it to the 
Security Council. 

“2. If the Security Council deems that the con- 
tinuancc of the dispute is in fact likely to endanger 
the maintenance of international peace and security, 
it shall dccidc whcthcr to take action under Article 
36 or to recommend such terms of settlement as it 
may consider appropriate.” 

“Article 3S 

“Without prejudice to the provisions of Articles 
33 to 37, the Security Council may, if al! the 
to any dispute so request, make recommen cp 

arties 
ations 

to the partics with a view to a pacific settlement of 
the dispute.” 
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Par1 I 

CONSIDERATION OF TIIE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLK 33 OF 1’1115 CHARTER 

NOTE 

During the period under review, none of the com- 
munications submitting disputes or situations to the 
Security Council, and none of the statements made 
thereon during the initial stage of debates, contained 
refcrcnccs to prior effort at pacific scttlemenL2 

The significance of Articlc 33 in the pacific settle- 
ment of disputes and situations rests not only on the 
discharge by the partics themselves of their obligation 
under that Article but also on the ossibility of recourse 
to that Article by the Council itse f by calling upon the P 
partics to settle their disputes by means of pacific 
scttlcment. In this connexion, reference should be made 
to the various decisions of the Security Council entered 
under “Measures for Settlement” in the Analytical Table 
of Measures of chapter VIII of this Supplement. 

Resolutions and decisions adopted by the Security 
Council during the period under review contained no 
explicit reference to Article 33 of the Charter. Nor did 
they contain provisions calling on the parties concerned 
to enter into direct negotiations or to resort to any of 
the means of pacific settlement contained in paragra h 
1 of that Article, in order to settle their differences fl y 
peaceful means. The Council has, on occasion, however, 
adopted resolutions which might be considered as an 
indirect application of Article 33. In connexion with 
the complaint by the Government of Cyprus, for in- 
stance, the Council, in extending3 the stationing in 
Cyprus of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force for 
further periods, continued, not only to reaffirm4 its 
earlier resolutions on this question whereby it had, 
inter ah, recommended certain measures of pacific 
settlcmcnt,s but also to urge* the parties to continue 
determined co-operative efforts to achieve the objectives 
of the Security Council by availing themselves in a 
constructive manner of the present auspicious climate 
and opportunities. 

In another instance., in connexion with the question 
of Bahrain, the Security Council endorsed: the report* 
of the Personal Representative of the Secretary-General 
of the Good Offices Mission to Bahrain for ascertaining 
the wishes of the people of Bahrain regarding their 

2 In one instance, the submitting State rcfcrred both in its 
initial communication and in itg statement before the Coun- 
cil, to certain proposals it had made to the other party, prior 
to its appeal to the Security Council for dispatch to the area 
in question of a United Nations peace-keeping force. See 
letter dated 17 August 1969 from Ireland, in conncxion with 
the situation in Northern Ireland, S/9394, OR, 2401 yr., Sup 1. 
for Jr+SepI. 1969, p. 159; and statement of the Minister or P 
External Affairs of Ireland, in connexion therewith, 1503rd 
meeting, paras. 30-32. 

3 Resolutions 266 (1969) of 10 June 1969; 274 (1969) of 
1 I December 1969; 281 (1970) of 9 June 1970; 291 (1970) of 
10 December 1970: 293 (1971) of 26 May 1971; 305 (1971) 
of 13 December 1971, pa& 3. 

,’ Resolution 305 (1971), pnra. 1. 
s See, in particular, resolution 186 (1964) of 4 March 

1964, para. 7; and resolution 244 (1967) of 22 December 
1967, paras. 3 and 5. 

GResolutions 266 (1969); 281 (1970); 291 (1970); 293 
(1971); 305 (1971), para. 3. See also the proceedings in con- 
ncxion with the adoption of reqolution 305 (1971) in chapter 
VIII, part II, p. 125 of this S~cpp:enrc,nr. 

7 Resolution 278 (1970) of 11 hlay 1970, para. 1. 
8 S/9772, OR, 251h yr., Supplement /or April-June 1970, pp. 

166-169. 

status and welcomed9 the conclusions in the findings 
of the report. 

On yet another occasion the Security Council, in the 
context of the grave situation in the India/Pakistan 
subcontinent which, in its view, remained a threat to 
international peace and security, rcsolved,1° inter ah, 
to authorize the Secretary-General to appoint if neces- 
sary a special representative to lend his good offices 
for the solution of humanitarian problems. Two other 
draft resolutions, which possibly fall within the scope 
of Article 33, were also submitted to the Security 
Council, one” of which failed of adoption and the 
other’* was not pressed for consideration. No constitu- 
tional discussion, applying to Article 33, ensued. 

During the period under review, Article 33 was in- 
voked, explicitly and implicitly, by Council members 
in the debates to support conflicting viewpoints. These 
focused on the question of the timing of the involve- 
ment of the parties and of the Council in efforts at 
pacific settlement. Some argued that the matter had 
been brought before the Council because bilateral at- 
tempts to settle it peacefully had failed or that the 
conditions for using the procedures under Article 33 
were lacking.13 Others asserted that the available bi- 
lateral instruments had not been exhausted, not even 
tried before the question was brought before the Secu- 
rity Council. I4 Some arguments, in this connexion, were 

Q Resolution 278 (1970), para. 2. For the debate and vote 
on the draft resolution see chapter VIII, part II, pp. 15&151. 
See also chapter I, part IV, Case 19. 

10 In connexion with the situation in the India/Pakistan sub- 
continent. see: resolution 307 (1971) of 21 December 1971. 
pnra. 5. 

I  

11 Under the provisions of a United States draft resolution, 
the Security Council, convinced that hostilities along the 
India/Pakistan border constituted an immediate threat to in- 
ternational peace and security, would have, ittter oh, invited 
the Governments concerned to respond aRirmatively to the 
proposal of the Secretary-General offering his good offices to 
secure and maintain peace in the area. (S/10416, OR, 2&h yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971, 
the Security Council on 4 b 

90.) At the 1606th meeting of 
ecember 1971 it was put to the 

vote and failed of adoption, with 11 votes in favour, 2 against 
and 2 abstentions, one of ihe negative votes being that of a 
permanent member of the Council. (1606th meeting, para. 
371.) 

12 A joint draft resolution by Italy and Japan would, among 
other things, have the Sccuriry Council call for immediate 
steps toward a comprehensive political settlement and decide to 
appoint, with the consent of India and Pakistan, a committee 
composed of three members of the Security Council to assist 
them in their efforts to bring about normalcy in the area of 
conflict and to achieve reconciliation. (S/ 1045 I, OR,, 26!ir yr., 
Suppi. for Ocr.-Dec. 1971, p. 108; 1613th mectmg: Italy, 
paras. 298, 304-305.) It was not pressed for consideration by 
the Council, however, in view of the fact that progress was 
being made towards achieving an agreement on another text 
which would cnablc the Council to take a unanimous decision 
and act. (1617th meeting: Italy, paras. 33-34.) 

13 In connexion vith the complaint by Zambia: 1486th 
meeting: Zambia. parns. 12-13, 49; 1488th meeting: h’cpal, 
para. 60; 1489th meeting: Sierra Leone, para. 71; Zambia, 
par:,. 92. In connexion nith the complaint by Senegal: 1518th 
meeting: Madagascar, parns. 24-25; Nepal, paras. 116-l 17. In 
conncxion with the complaint by Guinea: 1526th meeting: 
Finland, para. 13. 

14 In connexion with the complaint by Zambia: 1486th 
meeting: Portugal, p‘aras. 63. 7X-80, 92; 149lst meeting: Spain, 
par;,. 18. In connexion \\irh the complaint by Senegal: 1516rh 
mectinc: Portural. naras. 127-129. In connexion with the 
compla;nt by Guinea: 1526th meeting: United States, paras. 
R and 9. 
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as follows : (1) while parties to a dispute have an 
obligation to settle it, in the first instance, along the 
lines of Article 33, cvcry State is entitled, if these efforts 
to resort to that procedure fail, to bringing its complaint 
bcforc the Security Council in order to find an adequate 
solution;‘” (2) the Council should assist the parties in 
reaching for a pcaccful bilateral solution through appli- 
cation of the many instruments under Article 33 of the 
Chartcr;lG (3) thcsc instruments, in particular negotia- 
tions, al-c binding to the extent that all the partics so 
decide and that the situation which gave rise to the 
di$putc lends itself to a settlcnlent;‘7 (4) non-implc- 
mcntation by one of the parties of previous Council 
resolutions that deal with the subject of complaint justi- 
fies direct recourse by the other party to the Security 
Council;lfi and (5) when the minimum measure of 

1s In conncxion with the complaint by Zambia: 1488th 
meeting: Finland, pam. 88. 

Ia In connexion with the complaint by Zambia: 1431st 
meeting: United Kingdom, para. 13. 

17 In connexion with the complaint by Zambia: 1489th 
meeting: hlndngnscar, par;:. 24. In connexion with the com- 
plaint by Scnegnl: 151Hth meeting: Madagascar, pnra. 24. 

1s In conncxion with the complaint by Zambia: 1488th 
mceling: France, parn. 93; 1489th meeting: Tunisia, pnra. 55; 
in connexion with the complaint by Senegal: 1518th meeting: 
Nepal, paras. 116-l 17. 

mutual confidence between the parties, the necessary 
prcrcquisite for the successful utilization of the means 
under Article 33, is non-existent, it is the duty of the 
Security Council to investigate the complaint, and to 
rccommcnd ways and means under chapter VI of the 
C barter, in order to prevent the rccurrencc of incidents 
and to halt the dctcrloration of the situation.lD 

On ninny other occasions, Article 33 was mentioned 
only briefly during the various Council dcbatcs: mostly 
as just an cxprcss rcfcrcncc to the exact phase in Articlc 
33, and in some cxcs in supfort of one or the other 
viewpoints summarized above. O 

l’J Ibid.: 1519th meeting: Finland, para. 35. In conncxion 
with the complaint by Gumcn: 1526th meeting: Finland, para. 
13. 

z” In connexion with the complaint by Senegal: 1517th 
meeting: Sierra Leone, parn. 28; 1520th meeting: Spain, para. 
54; 1572nd meeting: Somalia, para. 31. In conncxion with the 
complaint by Guinea: 1524th meeting: Mali, paras. 56-57; 
1526th meetmg: Spain, para. 5. In connexion with the ques- 
tion of Bahrain: 1536th meeting: France, para. 155. In con- 
nexion with the situation in the India/Pakistan subcontinent: 
1606th meeting: Pakistan, para. 133. In connexion with the 
question concerning the islands of Abu Musn, the Greater 
Tunb and the Lesser Tunb: 1610th meeting: Iraq, paras. 256- 
257. 

Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 34 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

During the period under review, there has been no 
instance of an explicit reference to Article 34 in the 
resolutions or decisions of the Security Council. Neither 
has there been any constitutional discussion regarding 
the juridical bearing of a proposal under consideration 
on the interpretation or application of Article 34. 

The three case histories ente’red in part II of this 
chapter relate only marginally to the functions of in- 
vestigation by the Security Council as envisaged in 
Article 34, since in none of these instances the stated 
purpose of the proposed investigation was to determine 
whether the continuance of the particular dispute or 
situation was in fact likely to endanger the maintenance 
of international peace and sccurity.*l In two instances,22 
the Council, while pronouncing itself on the charges 
made before it, also decided to send a special mission 
to the arca subject of complaint. In the first instance,23 
the task of the special mission was to report on the 
situation immediately; in the second instance,*’ the 
special mission was to examine the situation of which 

** In one instance, in connexion with the complaint by Sene- 
gal, the Security Council, having considered the report of a 
special mission which it had sent to the area to examine the 
situation along the border between Guinea (Bissau) and 
Senegal, expressed deep concern at the “climate of insecurity 
and instability, fraught with a threat IO peace and security in 
the region” and strongly deplored “the lack of co-opcrntion 
with the Special hlibsion on the part of the Portuguese Gov- 
ernment? which had prevented the Special Mission Irom im- 
plementmg fully the mandate” given IO it by the Security 
Council. See: resolution 302 (1971) of 24 November 1971, 
preamhulnr paras. 3 and 4, para. 4. See also Cn\e 2 of this 
chapter for the establishment of the Special hlission. 

z2 Cases 1 and 2 below. 
Z3 Case 1. 
2.1 Case 2. 

the Council had been informed, and submit a report 
including recommendations aimed at guaranteeing peace 
and security in the area. In a third instance,*” in which 
the State concerned maintained that another State was 
preparing aggression against it, the Council decided to 
send a special mission to the area for the purpose of 
consulting with the authorities and reporting on the 
situation immediately. 

In another case2” the Security Council requested the 
Secretary-General, in consultation with the President 
of the Council and using such instrumentalities as he 
may choose, including a representative or a mission, to 
report to the Council as appropriate and in any event 
within sixty days on the implementation of the present 
resolution pertaining to the status of the City of Jcru- 
salcm. The report was to contain information on how 
Israel was complying or failing to comply with earlier 
Council resolutions on Jerusalem. 

During the Council debates, Article 34 was invoked 
once, together with Article 33, in support of the obser- 
vation that the parties to the complaint before the 
Council could have sought a solution through negotia- 
tions and invcsti 

7 
ation in accordance with the provisions 

of the said Artic es, since the State subject of complaint 
was prepared to accept some responsibility and pay 
adequate reparations, had the facts of the incident been 
clc;lrly dctcrmincd.“7 In another instance, Article 34 
\Y;IS ci;cd, aiotlg with Article 33, in the context of the 
argument that events such as those submitted for con- 
sidcrntion by the Council required investigation by that 

23 Case 3. 
zr, See resolution 298 (1971) of 25 September 1971, para. 5. 

See also chapter VIII, pp. 120-121 of this Supptemenf. 
27 In connexion with the complaint by Senegal: 1520th 

meeting: Spain, para. 54. 
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organ so that its members could evaluate the situation 
on the basis of objcctivc information.28 .No constitu- 
tional discussion, however, ensued on cithcr case. 

On one occasion?” the reinstatement of the practice 
of sending investigation missions of the Security Coun- 
cil, rather than missions of the Secretariat was welcomed 
by one mcmbcr as a positive development cntircly in 
accord with the Charter and with the role of the Security 
Council as the organ primarily responsible for the main- 
tenance of international peace and security. The Coun- 
cil, it was noted, is cmpowcrcd by the relevant Articles 
of the Charter independently to carry out thorou h 
examination of particular acts of aggression and to ta a e 
appropriate steps to eliminate such acts utilizing the 
relevant provisions of Chapters VI and VII of the 
Charter. 

On the same occasion, involving the discussion of 
border incidents between overseas Territories under the 
administration of one Member State and other Mcmbct 
States neighbouring those Territories, one representative 
proposedA” that the Security Council should call upon 
the administering State to allow a special mission, to 
be appointed by the Council or by the General As- 
sembly, to go to its overseas Territories to conduct an 
impartial investigation of conditions thcrr: in order to 
ascertain the wlshcs of the people in those arcas. 
Another delegate suggested”’ that it would be preferable 
if the Council established a commission acceptable to 
all parties to investigate border incidents and related 
questions and report periodically to the Security Coun- 
cil on progress towards self-determination in the Terri- 
tories, and thereby helped to prevent border incidends 
and disputes arising from them. 
CASE 1.32 COMPLAINT BY GUINEA: In connexion with 

a draft resolution submitted jointly by Burundi, 
Nepal, Sierra Leone, Syria and Zambia (S/9990/ 
Rev.1 ), voted upon and adopted on 23 November 
1970. [Resolution 289 (1970)] 

[Note: While there was agreement that the Security 
Council should send a special investigation mission to 
the Republic of Guinea,, there was a difference of 
opinion regarding the method of selecting it. The five- 
Power draft resolution that was adopted provided for 
its formation after consultation between the President 
of the Council and the Secretary-General, while a draft 
amendment proposed prior consultation among the 
members of the Security Council.] 

At the 1558th meeting on 22-23 November 1970, 
the rcprcscntative of Guinea* stated that on that morn- 
ing the Republic of Guinea had been the object of 
prcmcditatcd armed aggression by Portuguese colonial 
forces. He conveyed to the Security Council the re- 
quest by his Government that United Nations airborne 
troops be sent immediately to strengthen the national 
army. 

The Secretary-General informed the Council of mes- 
sac<s he had received from the President of the Re- 
public of Guinea charging Portugal with aggression 

“3 In connexion with the complaint by Guinea: 1526th 
meeling: Spain, para. 5. 

zD In conncxion with the complaint by Ssncgal: 1586th 
meeting: USSR, paras. 79-80; 1600th meeting; USSR, paras. 
29-30. 

:W III connexion with the complaint by Senegal: 1586th 
meeting: Somalia. para. 45. 

31 Ihid., 1600th meeting: United States, paras. 50-51. 
3z For texts of relevant statements, see: 

Guincn: 
1558th meeting: 

parns. 1X-22; Nepal, paras. 80-82: United States, 
par:ls. 84-86, 97-99; Secretary-General, paras. 7-13. 

and from the Resident Rcprescntative of the United 
Nations Development Programmc in Conakry who, at 
the rcqucst of the Government of Guinea, confirmed 
the disembarkmcnt in Conakry of external forces dc- 
scribed by the Government of Guinea as Portuguese. 

The Council members also had before them a let- 
tcrz3 dated 22 November 1970 from the representative 
of Portugal, in which he dcnicd the accusation of the 
Government of Guinea stating that Guinea was trying 
to blame third parties for its internal troubles and 
expressed the hope that the Security Council would 
reject the Guinean accusations as unfounded. 

During the deliberations in the Council, the repre- 
sentative of Nepal suggested that it was of the utmost 
importance for the Security Council, first to effect the 
withdrawal of the attacking forces, and, second to 
have an impartial report on the situation in Guinea. 
To that end, he submitted, on behalf of the delegations 
of l3urundi, Sierra Leone, Syria, Zambia and Nepal, 
a draft resolution, the third and fourth paragraphs of 
which” read as follows: 

“The Security Council, 
“ 
. . . 

“3. Decides to send a special mission to the Re- 
public of Guinea to report on the situation imme- 
diately; 

“4. Decides that this special mission bc formed 
after consultation between the President of the 
Security Council and the Secretary-General; 

“ 39 .*.. 
The representative of Nepal, requested, in the names 
of the five submitting delegations, that the draft reso- 
lution should immediately be put to the vote on an 
urgent basis. 

In the ensuing debate the representative of the 
United States raised an objection to the wording of 
the fourth paragraph of the draft resolution and re- 
quested that it should be altered to read: “(The Secu- 
rity Council) Decides that this special mission be 
formed after consultation.” He added that the purpose 
of this change would be to ensure adequate consulta- 
tion among the members of the Council in connexion 
with the composition of the special mission. 

After further discussion,3s the representative of the 
United States formally submitted his delegation’s pro- 
posal as an amendment to paragraph 4 of the draft 
resolution.30 

Subsequently, the United States amendment was put 
to the votes’ and was not adopted, the result of the 
vote being 3 in favour, none against with 12 absten- 
tions. 

3X S/9989, OR, 2Srh yr., SuppI. jar Oct.-Dec. 1970, pp. 
51-Q. 

21 S/9990/Rev.I adopted without change as Security Council 
resolution 289 (1970), 1558th meeting, para. 81. In the original 
five-Power draft resolution (S/9990) to which the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council drew the attention of the Coun- 
cil members (1558th meeting, para. 79) prior to the introduc- 
tion by the rcprcsentative of Nepal of the revised draft 
(SI9990IRev.l ), the third paragraph would have had the 
Security Council request its President “in consultation with 
the Secretary-General lo send n special mission to the Repub- 
lic of Guinea 10 report on the situation immediately”. See: 
S/9990, OR, 25111 ,“.e Srrppl. /or Ocr.-Dec.. 1970, p, 52. 

35 For the discusslon on this issue see chapter VIII, part II, 
p. 147 and chapter V, Case 1, pp. 58-59. 

3o 1558th meeting, para. 9Y. 
Ri Ibid., para. 100. 
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The Council then procccdcd to vote on the five- 
Power draft resolution which was adopted unani- 
mously [Resolution 289 ( 1970)].3* 

.4ftcr the adoption of the resolution, the rcprcsenta- 
tivc of the United Kingdom stated that in accepting 
paragraph 4 of the resolution, his delegation had taken 
note of the stntcment by one of the sponsors, Burundi, 
that the President of the Council would consult with 
mcmbcrs of the Council and sccurc their assent to his 
choice. 

Pointing to the interim nature of the Council deci- 
sion, the representative of Finland stated that before 
it could take more substantive action the Council 
ncedcd the full facts of the situation established by an 
impartial investigation and that his delegation had 
voted for the resolution on the understanding that 
paragraphs 3 and 4 would be implcmentcd in such a 
way as to meet those demands. 
CASE 2.3D COMPLAINT BY SENEGAL: In connexion with 

the draft resolution jointly submitted by Burundi, 
Japan, Sierra Leone, Somalia and Syria (S/10266), 
voted upon and adopted on 15 July 1971. [Reso- 
lution 294 (1971)] 

[Note: In the course of the consideration of the 
question, there was general agrccmcnt that the Coun- 
cil should fully utilize its investigative powers under 
Article 34 so that any action it deemed necessary 
could bc taken on an informed basis. In this con- 
ncxion, reservations were expressed regarding justifi- 
ability of condemnation by the Security Council of a 
State or a particular act in the absence of an investi- 
gation by or under the authority of the Council to 
establish all the pertinent facts about alleged incidents. 
It was emphasized that the Security Council should 
no: base its judgemcnt on information contained in 
the report of a mission whose nomination and man- 
date lvcrc not decided upon by that organ, cspccially 
in instances where there were conflicting statements 
about what had actually occurred, and where the 
accused party denied responsibility for the alleged 
incidents.] 

At the 1569th meeting on 15 July 1971, the rep- 
rcsentative of Senegal* charged that the latest acts of 
aggression by Portuguese troops added to a long list 
of violations of Scnegalcse territorial integrity. Not- 
ing that a colonial frontier separated Guinea (Bissau), 
still under Portuguese colonial domination and Sene- 
gal, whose populations on both sides belong to the 
same ethnic groups, the rcprescntativc of Senegal de- 
tailed the various incidents that had occurred since 
April 1963. In this connexion, hc pointed out that in 
January 1970, uhcn Portugal renewed its violent at- 
tack, the Scnegalcse Chief of State had formally ad- 
dressed the Secretary-General in order that a fact- 
finding mission bc sent to Senegal to dcterminc the 
daily damage inflicted by Portuguese troops on Scnc- 
r;~!csc tcrritury. Hc also recalled that in June 1970 a 
&ncgalcse villazc near the frontier with Guinea (Bis- 
--___- 

:;j 1558th meeting. p.lrn. 101. For the vote see ibid.. F:I:;I. 101. 
Fur the dcci\ion on the composition of the special mission to 
Guintzn SL‘C the report of the President of the Security Council 
and the Sccrcl:lry-General of 24 Kokcmhcr 1970. S/9999, OR, 
25llI vr., Suppl. /or Ocr.-vcc. 1970, p. 53. 

:‘!‘For texts of relevant stnlcnlenls, see: 1569th meeting: 
Sencgnl,+ paras. 15, 17. 20-60; 1570th meeting: Sol:lalin, pnrns. 
101-102; 157151 mectinx: Sierra Leone, para. 77; 1572nd 
meeting: China. para. 42; France, para. 57; Italy, 
Japan, paras. 8-9; Somalia, paras. 27, 31, 32. 33-3 rY’“’ ?O; , Untted 
Kingdom. pnras. 89-91; United States. paras. 77, 79. 

sau) had been shelled by Portuguese artillery in the 
prcscncc of the Ad Hoc Workin 
the Commission on Human Rig a 

Group of Experts of 
ts who were then in 

Scncgal.4” He pointed out that a plan by the Sene- 
galcsc Chief of State, that proposed a ccasc-fire bctwecn 
Portugal and the liberation movements in Guinea (Bis- 
sau), fo!lowcd by internal autonomy and finally by 
indepcndcncc within the framework of a Portugucsc- 
African community, had been approved by the libera- 
tion movcnlcnts but that Portugal had not responded 
to it. Ilc claimed that Portuguese violence had now 
csca!ated to the laying of anti-tank and anti-personnel 
mints on Scncgnlesc territory. He asked the Security 
Council to take effective measures against Portugal in 
pursunncc of Council resolution 273 (1969) of 9 
December 1 969.41 

At the same meeting, the Council had before it a 
Icttcr”” dated 10 July 1971 from the representative of 
Portugal in which the latter categorically rejected any 
responsibility on the part of Portugal for the alleged 
incidents. The letter also expressed regret that the 
Government of Scncgal had asked for the convening 
of the Security Council without first having sought 
rccoursc to the procedure, provided for in the Char- 
tcr, for seeking to clarify, by means of direct contacts, 
the truth of the facts, and asserted that Senegal had 
not presented any factual evidence to substantiate its 
charges. The letter further claimed that the Portuguese 
Government had, on every occasion, drawn the atten- 
tion of the Govcrnmcnt of Senegal to the circum- 
stance that all the problems in the fornticr areas had 
arisen because the Senegalese Government had granted 
facilities to the subversive group PAIGC for the prep- 
aration on Senegalcse territory of armed attacks against 
the population of the Portuguese province of Guinea. 
In the view of the Portuguese Government, the Scne- 
galesc complaint before the Security Council ought to 
bc considered as a complaint by the Government of 
Senegal against these groups which disturbed the peace 
and security of its population by acts of aggression by 
which Portugal was also victimized. 

At the 1570th meeting on 13 July 1971, the rep- 
resentative of Somalia, noting that in a situation such 
as the one before the Council, the Council should have 
at its disposal all pertinent information and facts to 
facilitate its decision, requested the Secretary-General 
to make available to the Security Council the results 
of the investigation carried out by an Ad Hoc Work- 
ing Group of Experts of the Commission on Human 
Rights in June 1970 on incidents involving the Portu- 
qcsc colonial forces and the African populations both 
in Guinea (Bissau) and along the frontiers bctwcen 
that Territory and Senegal .43 It was agreed to make 

.I0 In pursuance of reyolution 21 (XXV) of the Commis- 
hion on Human Rights, the Commission’s Ad Hoc Group of 
Experts visited Senegal during June 1Y70 in connexion with 
their invcsligntion, among other thing!, of grave manifestations 
of colonialism in the African tl*rrltories under Porlugucse 
domination. SW report of the Ad Ifoc Working Group of 
Expcris prcpnred in accordance with resolution 21 (XXV) of 
the Commission on H\lmnn Risht\ (E/CN.J/lOSO). 

41 In the second and third paragraphs of resolution 273 
(1969). chc Security Council had cnllcd upon Portugal lo de- 
sist forthwith from violating Ihe sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of Senegal and had declared that in the cbcnt of fuil- 
urc by Portugal Lo comply with its call, the Council would 

meet (0 conGc!er other mcasurcs. 

42 S.‘lO255, OR, 26111 yr., Suppl. for July-Scpr. 1971, pp. 
29-30. 

431 See foot-note 40 above. 
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the rclcvant documents available to the members of 
the Security Council before its next meeting.* 

At the 1571st meeting on 14 July 1971, the repre- 
sentative of Sierra Lconc contcndcd that Portugal had 
shown contempt for the United Nations by bombing 
Senegalcse territory while the mcmbcrs of the group 
of experts sent by the United Nations were making 
on-the-spot investigation. Although due to the report 
of the Ad Hoc Working Group of Experts of the Com- 
mission on Human Rights there was no need, in the 
view of his Government, for further evidence of Portu- 
guese hostility, he urged that a special mission of the 
Security Council bc sent to invcstlgate the reports and 
satisfy those who still might cntcrtain some doubts. 

At the 1572nd meeting on 15 July 1971, the rep- 
resentntivc of Japan cxpresscd the .view that a fact- 
finding mission should be established immcdiatcly for 
the purpose of an on-the-spot investigation of the 
charges made by Senegal against Portugal. He held 
that the mission should be given a broad mandate and 
should bc able to conduct its business freely and inde- 
pendently. 

The representative of Somalia, invoking Article 34 
of the Charter, held that the Security Council should 
use to the full its investigative powers so that any ac- 
tion it deemed necessary might be taken on an informed 
basis. Having noted that the report of the Ad Hoc 
Group of Experts of the Commission on Human Rights 
contamed revealing evidence obtained at first-hand 
about the situation on the border between Senegal and 
Guinea (Bissau), he expressed the belief that an on- 
the-spot investigation by the Council was necessary to 
dispel any remaining doubts as to whether there was 
a proper basis for the charges against Portugal. He 
believed that the Security Council should send a spe- 
cial mission to investigate the charges and to report 
fully to the Council on the situation prevailing along 
the frontier of Senegal. In his opinion, the character 
of the hostile acts about which Senegal complained 
required both political and military expertise; the mili- 
tary experts could be provided by the States that would 
bc appointed to the special mission. He stressed that 
the mission’s report should clarify the nature and ex- 
tent of military activities that had taken, or were taking 
place on the frontier of Senegal and should suggest 
measures ncccssary to prevent a recurrence of the hos- 
tile acts alleged by Senegal. He suggested that an in- 
vestigation by such a mission would help the Council 
to decide on the peace-keeping machinery and political 
action which should be applied to ensure a return to 
peace and stability in the area. To this end, the mem- 
bers of the Afro-Asian Group of the Security Council 
had reached agreement on a draft resolution” jointly 
sponsored by the delegations of Burundi, Japan, Sierra 
Leone, Somalia and Syria which was being prepared 
for circulation. 

The representative of China stated that it would be 
judicious and useful to have a special mission investi- 
gate the conditions on the spot in the border area 
between Senegal and Guinea (Bissau) . 

The representative of France, having emphasized 
that Senegal had to obtain the assurance that its sov- 
ereignty, its security and its territorial integrity were 
and would be respected, expressed the belief that there 
was a need to send to the area, with the approval of 

44 lS7Oth~eeting. paras. 104-109. 
G S/10266, adopted without change as resolution 294 

(1971). 

the States concerned, a mission consisting of Council 
mcmbcrs, assisted by their military experts, to carry 
out the inquiry. 

Alter a brief suspension of the meeting, the Prcsi- 
dent (France) announced”” that the Council would 
prcscntly consider the five-Power draft resolution 
(S/10266).” Under the terms of that draft resolution, 
the Security Council, infer alia, “having taken note of 
the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group of Experts 
of the Commission on Human Rights concerning Por- 
tugucse acts of violence in Scncgalese territory’I,48 
would, among other things, condemn “the acts of vlo- 
lcncc and destruction perpctratcd since 1963 by the 
Portugucsc armed forces of Guinea (Bissau) against 
the population and villages of Senegal”4s and request: 

“ . . . the President of the Security Council and 
the Secretary-General to send to the spot, as a 
matter of urgency, a special mission of members of 
the Council assisted by their military experts to carry 
out an inquiry info the facts of which the Council 
has been informed, to examine the situation along 
the border between Guinea (Bissau) and Senegal 
and to report to the Council, making any recom- 
mendations aimed at guaranteeing peace and secu- 
rity in this region.“$” 

The representative of Italy, while giving the sup 
port of his delegation to the five-Power draft resolu- 
tion, expressed doubts concerning operative aragraph 
2, whereby the Security Council would con B emn acts 
of violence perpetrated since 1963 by the Portuguese 
armed forces of Guinea (Bissau) against Senegal. In 
his delegation’s view that operative paragraph passed 
a judgement based upon the report of a group of ex- 
perts, i.e., Ad IIoc Working Group of Experts of the 
Commission on Human Rights, whose nomination and 
mandate were not decided upon by the Security Coun- 
cil itself. The representative of the United States agreed 
with the reservation expressed by the representative of 
Italy and requested J* that a separate vote be taken on 
operative paragraph 4, which his delegation was ready 
to support even though it would abstain in the vote on 
the draft resolution as a whole. 

Subsequently, in conformity with rule 32 of the rules 
of procedure, and in the absence of objection, para- 
graph 4 of the draft resolution was put to the vote and 
adopted unanimously. The Council then proceeded to 
vote on the draft resolution as a whole which was 
adopted by 13 votes in favour, none against with 2 
abstentions.a2 

After the adoption of the resolution, the representa- 
tive of the United Kingdom observed that the debate 
in the Council had ranged far beyond the specific 
complaints made by the Government of Senegal and 
that subsequently the Council members had been asked 
to consider and condemn the series of incidents item- 
ized in the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group of 
Experts of the Commission on Human Rights. The 
resolution, in its second paragraph, allocated respon- 
sibility to Portugal for the incidents catalogucd in the 
report of the Ad Hoc Working Group of Experts, al- 

40 1572nd meeting, para. 61. 
47%~ foot-note 45 abole. 
4* S/ 10266, prcambular para. 10. 
43 Ibid.. para. 2. 
~Olhid., para. 4. 
51 1572nd meeting, paras. 79-80. 
s? For the vote on paragraph 4 of the draft resolution, see 

ibid., paras. 82-84. For the vote on the draft resolution as a 
whole, see ibid., para. 85. 
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though such responsibility had been denied by the rep- 
rescntativc of Portugal in a letter dated 8 March 1971 
to the Chairman of the Commission on Human Rights 
(E/CN.4/1064). He emphasized that there had been 
no investigation by or under the authority of the 
Security Council and since there existed ground for 
doubt as to what had actually occurred, the condcm- 
nation in paragraph 2 and implications of some other 
paragraphs, in his opinion, were not justified. The 
important point at issue was that the Security Council 
should not condemn any country or particular act bc- 
fort the truth of what has been alleged is established. 

On 21 July 1971, in a report jointly submitted by 
the President of the Security Council and the Secrctary- 
General, they informed the Council that the Special 
Mission would be composed of Nicaragua (Chair- 
man), Belgium, Burundi, Japan, Poland and Syria.s3 
CASE 3.‘.’ COMPLAINT BY GUINEA: In connexion with 

a draft resolution jointly submitted by Burundi, 
Sierra Leone, Somalia and Syria (S/1028 1 ), voted 
upon and adopted on 3 August 1971; [Resolution 
295 (1971)] and, in connexion with the consensus 
of the Council as expressed by the President on 26 
August 1971. 
[Narc: Consultations among the members of the 

Council resulted in unanimous agreement on a four- 
Power draft resolution to send to the Republic of 
Guinea a special mission to report on the situation 
immediately. After some delay, the President of the 
Security Council and the Secretary-General concluded 
their consultations regarding the membership of the 
special mission and the mission was dispatched.] 

At the 1573rd meeting on 3 August 1971, the rep- 
resentative of Guinea* recalled that his country had 
been the victim of continuous acts of aggression by 
Pur tugal for twelve years and that the special mission 
of inquiry sent to Guinea by the Security Council in 
connexion with the most recent instance of such ag- 
gression, i.e., the incident of 22 November 1970,5s 
had found incontrovertible and tangible evidence on 
the basis of which the Security Council had, by reso- 
lution 290 (1970) of 8 Deccmb,er 1970, strongly con- 
demned the Government of Portugal for its invasion 
of Guinea.5o He observed that despite that resolution, 
Portuguese violations of Guinean air space and terri- 
tory had continued. 

In the present instance his Government had de- 
cidcd to bring to the Council’s attention further ag- 
gression by land, sea and air that Portugal was pre- 
paring against the Republic of Guinea. He read to the 
mcnibcrs of the Council a messngc from the Guinean 
Chief of State which stated that Guincan Intelligence 
Scrvicc had intercepted, on 2 August 197 1, convcr- 
sations between Overseas Marine Units and two other 
hcadquartcrs units of the Portuguese Colonial Army 
discussing imminent military aggression by Portugal 
against Guinea presumably to liberate mercenaries and 
others implicated in the aggression of 22 November 
1970. He also reiterated the request contained in the 
mcssagc of the Guinean Chief of State that the Secu- 
rity Council take all necessary steps to safeguard the 
tcrritorinl integrity and the peace and security of the 
Republic of Guinea. 

5n See S/ 10274, OR, 26th .yr., Supplcmerrt ior l&y-Septemhr 
1971, p. 40. 

J.IFor tcxtz of relevant sfntcmcnts, see: 1573rd meeting: 
Guinea.+ oaras. 19-23: Somalia, paras. 40-41. 65-71; 1576111 
mectin$: president (Italy), paras.. I-6. 

55 See Case 1, pp. 178-179 above. 
‘,” Resolution 290 (1970), oper. para. 2. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Somalia 
stated that the Afro-Asian members of the Council 
ha,l held consultations on this question and that in 
their view the situation warranted immediate action by 
the Council. To that end, hc presented, on behalf of the 
delegation of Burundi, Sierra Leone, Syria and So- 
malia, a draft rcsolution,57 under the second and third 
opcrativc paragraphs of which the Security Council, 
to bc appointed after consultation between the Presi- 
dct?t ol’ the Council and the Secretary-General, to the 
Kcpublic of Guinea to consult the authorities and to 
report on the situation immediately. 

After a brief suspension of the meeting, the repre- 
scntativc of Somalia stated that the four-Power draft 
resolution had been revised as a result of consulta- 
tions among the various delegations. Among other 
changes, opcrativc paragraphs two and three had been 
reviseds* to read as follows: 

“The Security Council, 
“ . . . 
“2. Decides to send a special mission of three 

members of the Security Council to the Republic of 
Guinea to consult the authorities and to report on 
the situation immediately; 

“3. Decides that this special mission be appointed 
after consultation between the President of the 
Security Council and the Secretary-General; 

‘1 ,. . . . . 
The representative of Somalia expressed the hope of 
the sponsors that if the draft resolution was adopted, 
the President of the Security Council and the Secretary- 
General would ensure the appointment of representa- 
tivcs of ambassadorial rank to the special mission. 

The draft resolution was put to the vote and adopted 
unanimously.50 

At the 1576th meeting on 26 August 1971, the 
President of the Security Council (Italy) recalled that 
the consultations between the President and the 
Secretary-General concerning the appointment of the 
members of the special mission to the Republic of 
Guinea had been suspended following the receipt of 
a 1etterOO dated 4 August 1971 from the representative 
of Guinea to the President of the Council requesting 
to delay the dispatch of the mission. Since, by a sub- 
sequent lettera dated 1 2 August 1971, he had in- 
formed the President that his Government was pre- 
pared to receive the special mission as soon as pOs- 
siblc, the consultations bctwcen the President of the 
Council and the Secretary-General had been resumed 
and after possible candidates had been sounded out, 
additional consultations had been held with all Coun- 
cil members. 

AS a result of those consultations, the President of 
the Security Council had been authorized to make the 
following statement expressing the consensusm of the 
(‘ouncil : 

“It is the consensus of the Security Council that 
the Special Mission called for in resolution 295 
( 197 1) should bc composed of two members of the 
(‘ouncil instead of three. The Special Mission will 

57 S/ IOZXI, incorporated in the text of 1573rd meeting. 
para. 40. Adopted after amendments as resolution 295 (1971). 

5s 1573rd mcctine. DBTBS. 68-69. 
JQ ibid.. para. 80:. * 
(10 S/10%3, OR, 26th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1971, p. 42. 
6’ Sl10?87, OR, 2601 yr., Suppl. ior July-Scp:. 1971, p. 44. 
62 Decision of 26 August 1971, OR, 26th yr., Resolufions 

and Drcision.~ of the Swrrriry Colrncil 1971, pp. 4-5. 
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proceed to Conakry to consult the Govcrnmcnt of 
the Republic of Guinea on its complaint and will 

the consensus formally approvedo by the Security 
Council. 

report back to the Council as soon as possible.” 
In the absence of objections, the President declared 011 lS76th meeting, para. 5. 

Pnrt III 

APPLICATION OF THIS PROVISIONS OF ARTICLlS 33 OF ‘I’IIK C11.hRTE:I1 

KOTI: 

During the period under review, elevena questions 
involving the maintenance of international peace and 
security were brought to the attention of the Security 
Council, all by Members of the United Nations.tis The 
relevant data regarding the submission of thcsc ques- 
tions are summarized in the appended tabulation. 

The Security Council has continued to consider, at 
the rcqucst of the parties or other Members of the 
United Nations, questions that had previously been 
included in the agenda: complaint by the Government 
of Cyprus;OO the situation in Namibia;O’ the situation 
in the Middle East;OY the situation in Southern Rho- 
dcsia;Og complaint by Zambia;‘O complaint by Scne- 
gal;‘l complaint by the Republic of Guinea;i2 and the 
question of race conflict in South Africa.73 

SUBMISSION BY MEMBERS OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

Members of the United Nations have generally 
submitted questions to the Security Council by means 
of a communication addressed to the President of the 
Security Council, although Article 35 was cited only 
once7’ as the basis for submission.7s 

No question was submitted to the Council as a dis- 
putt. In seventeen instances’O questions were explicitly 

64 It should be noted that in a number of cases the question 
was described in terms similar to those of Article 39 of the 
Charter. In a few instances the letter of submission invoked 
Chapter VII of the Charter. These cases are marked accord- 
ingl 

Y 
by foot-notes b and c in the tabulation below. 

fi Prior to the request on 4 December 1971 by certain 
Member States for an urgent meeting of the Security Council, 
in connexion with the situaiion in the India-Pakistan sub- 
continent, the Secretary-General had, by a report dated 3 
December 1971, informed the Council about his efforts under 
the broad terms of Article 99 but had indicated that it would 
be for the parties themselves or members of the Council to 
take the initiative in this malfer. (S/10410 and Add.1, OK, 
26th yr., Suppl. jar Oct.-Dec. 1971, pp. 80-85.) 

00 During the period under review, no new complaints were 
submitted under this agenda item. Accordingly, the item is 
not included in the Tabulation. The Security Council, however, 
considered under this item the reports of the Secretary-General 
on the United Nations operation in Cyprus. See: S./Y233, OR, 
24fh yr.. Suppl. for Apr.-June 1969, pp. 175-185; S/9251 and 
Add.1, OK, 24th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1969, pp. 120-142; 
S/Y8 14. OR, 25th yr., Suppl. jar April-June 1970, pp. 190- 
201; S/10005, OR, 25th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1970. pp. 
57-71; S/10199, OR, 26th yr., Soppl. for Apr.-June 1971, pp. 
33~~; S/10401, OR, 26th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971, pp. 

or S’ee tabulation, section B, entry 1. 
Ii8 See tabulation, section B, entry B, entry 2. 
e3 See tabulation, section B, entry 3. 
‘O See tabulation, section B, entry 4. 
‘I See tabulation, section B, entry 6. 
iz See tabulation, section B, entry 7. 
73 See tabulation, section B, entry 9. 
74 See tabulation, section B! entry 5. 
is In another instance, Article 51 was cited by the submitting 

State in connexion with the argument that the application of its 
inherent right of self-defcnce as recognized in that Article 
might bring about a more serious situation. 

‘OSee tabulation, section B: entries I(i), (ii); 2(iv), (v). 
i;\), (vii), (ix), (x); 3(i), (iii); 4(iv); 5; 7(ii); 9; 10; 11(i), 

described as situations; in twenty-one,77 the letter of 
submission contained terms similar to those of Article 
39; in three of these cases Chapter VII of the Charter 
was invoked. In one instance,‘” a number of Member 
States complained about the failure of another Mcm- 
ber State to comply with a Security Council resolution 
regarding a ‘Territory under the direct responsibility of 
the General Assembly. In another instance,70 a meet- 
ing was requcstcd to consider “continued defiance” by 
one Member State of a particular Security Council 
resolution. In three instanccs,80 reports submitted to 
the Council for its consideration occasioned requests 
by Member States for a Council meeting. On one 
occasion,8* several hlember States requcstcd a meeting 
implementing a resolution by a regional international 
organization of which they arc mcmbcrs. On another 
occasionb’ a Member State asked for a meeting in order 
to make a statcmcnt on a matter of which the Council 
was already seized. In two instanccs,83 the Council 
was requested to convene in view of certain political 
and economic developments in a Non-Self-Governing 
Territory. 

STATES NOT MEMBERS OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

During the period under review, there was no in- 
stance of a question being submitted by a non-member 
of the United Nations. 

PROCEDURAL CONSEQUENCES OF SUBMISSION 
UNDER ARTICLE 35 

Communications submitting questions for considera- 
tion by the Security Council nave been dealt with in 
accordance with rules 6-9 of the provisional rules of 
procedure; material relating to the application of these 
rules is contained in chapter II, parts II and III, of this 
Supplement. 

During the period under review, none of the letters 
of submission contained a draft resolution. 

The Council has not considered whether or not to 
accept the designation of any of the new questions 
submitted for its consideration in the initial communi- 
cation. Nor was any question raised as to the appro- 
priate designation for a question included in the 
agenda at an earlier period.” 

77See tabulation, section B: entries 2(i), (ii), (iv), (v), 
(vii), (viii), (ix), (xl; 3(i); 4(i), (ii), (iii); 6(ii), (iv), (v); 
7(i); 7(ii). (iii), (iv); Il(iii); 12. 

7s See tabulation, section B, entry 1 (iii). 
70 See tabulation, section B. entry 2 (iii). 
80 See tabulation, section B. entries I (iv) and 8(i) and (ii). 
** Set tabulation, section B. entry l(v). 
82 See tabulation, section B. entry 3(v). 
83 See tabulation, section B. entries 3(ii) and (iv). 
8.1 In one instance, in connexion with an item placed on the 

rovisional 
K 

agenda of the Securiry Council-the situation in 
orthern Ireland--the invocation of Article 35 was con- 

tested on the grounds that the situation could in no way be 
considered a threat to intemalional peace and security. Article 
2(7) was mentioned as prohibiting the inclusion of this matter 
in the Council’s agenda and it was argued that neither Article 
35, nor any other, could be regarded as prevailing over Arti- 
cle 2(7). After a brief exchange of views,, the Council ad- 
journed without taking a vote on the adoptlon of the agenda. 
See: chapter II, part III, h’ote; chapter VIII, pp. 139-140; 
chapter XII, part II, Case 12 of this Supplement. 



Tabulation of questions suhuittcd to the Security Council (1969-1971) 

**SECTION A. QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY ,MEhmERs AS DISPUTES 
SECTION B. QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MEMBERS AS SITUATIONS 

Qucsfions Submitfed by 
Other 

bortirs 

Anfcles 
Invoked 
In 1etrcr 

of rubmLtrlon 
Drrcrlptfon of qumbn 
in letter ot submission 

Act/on rcqulrcd of the 
Srcuritv Council R~ICWICC 

-___ 

I. Situation in Namibia” 
((i) letter dated 14 
hfarch 1969) 

iFjJ)letter of 24 July 

((iii) letter of 26 Janu- 
ary 1970) 

((iv) Iettcr of 23 July 
1970) 

((v) letter of 17 Sep- 
temher 1971) 

Forty-six 
Member 
States 

Eleven 
Member 
States 

Sixty-six 
Member 
States 

llurundi, 
Finland, 
Nepal, 
Sierra Leone, 
Zambia 

Thirty-seven 
Member 
States 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

“. . . the deteriorating situation in “. . . to examine urgently this S/9090 and Add.l-3, 
Namibia.” grave situation and to take OR, 24th yr., Suppl. 

. . . appropriate measures and for Jan.-March 1969. 
action to enable the people of pp. 126-127 
Namibia to exercise their right 
lo self-determination and in- 
dependence.” 

“. . . the situation resulting from “. . . urgently to convene in order S/9359, OR, 24th yr., 
the wholly negative reaction of that it may consider the situa- Suppl. for July-Sept. 
South Africa lo . . . [SC reso- tion . . .n 1969, p. 138 
lution 264 (1969) of 20 March 
19691 and from the measures 
which it is continuing to take 
in defiance of the authority of 
the Security Council and the 
General Assembly.” 

“. . . the failure of the Govern- “. . . to convene, on an urgent S/9616 and Add.l-3, 
ment of South Africa to com- basis, . . . in order to examine OR, 2Sth yr., Suppl. 
ply with the letter and spirit of the failure of the Government for Jan.-Mar. 1970, 
. . . [SC resolution 269 (1969)] of South Africa . . .” pp. 112-l 13 
and in particular its paragraph 
4”. 

Submission by the Ad Hoc Sub- ‘I. . . !o resume consideration of S/9886, OR, 25th yr. 
committee, established in pur- the question of Namibia”. Suppl. for July-Sept. 
suance of SC resolution 276 1970, p. 11 
(1970), of its report [S/9863] to 
the Council. 

Adoption on 23 June 1971 of a To convene “in order to enable S/10326, OR, 26111 yr., 
resolution fAHGlRes.65 (VIII)] . _ . current Chairman of the Suppl. for July-Sept. 
by the Assembly of Heads of Organization of African Unity, 1971, p. 64 
State and Government of the lo participate personally in the 
Organization of African Unity, debates of the Security Council 
“urging the immediate summon- as the head of a large dele- 
ing of a special session of the gation of ministers”. 
Security Council to discuss ways 
and means of enforcing the past 
decisions of the United Nations 
in the light of the legal obliga- 
tion imposed on the world com- 
munity by the decision of the 
International Court of Justice”. 

‘This item had initially been included in the agenda of the Security Council in 1968 under the heading “The Quebtion of South We:1 Africa”. [SC, 23rtl yr.. 1387rh mlg.. 
para. 90; 1390th mtg., parn. 17.1 Subsequent lo General Assembly resolution 2372 (XXII) of 12 June 1968-para. l-whereby the Assembly decided that South West Africa would 
henceforth be known by the African name of Namibia, the previous heilding of ‘“l%e Question of South West Africa” was changed lo “The Situation in Namibia” in the official records. 



Talmlation of questione submitted to the Security Council (1969-1971) (continued) 

Qurrtloru Svbmtttrd by 

2. Situation in the Middle 
East 
((i) letter of 26 March 
1969 (complaint by Jor- 
dan))b 

Execution by Israel jet fighters, on 
26 March 1969, of “another 
grave attack, causing heavy loss 
of life and damage to property” 
in Jordanian villages and civilian 
centres in the area of Es Salt. 

6‘ 
.  .  .  to consider these continu- 

ous and grave violations by 
Israel and to adopt more ade- 
quate and effective measures 
to check Israel acts of aggres- 

sion and restore international 
peace and security.” 

6. . . . to consider the complaint of 
grave and continual violations 
by Jordan of the cease&e, the 
provisions of the United Na- 
tions Charter, and of inter- 
national law . . .‘I 

S/91 13, OR, 24th yr., 
Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 
1969. pp. 142-143 

Jordan Israel None 

Israel Jordan I I  
.  .  .  grave and continual viola- 

tions by Jordan of the cease-fire 
. . . including armed attacks, 
armed infiltration and acts of 
. . . violence by terrorist groups 

operating from Jordan territory 
with the official support, aid and 
encouragement of the Jordanian 
Government and armed forces; 
. . . and.. . the wanton shelling 
of Israel villages” by Jordanian 
forces. 

Israeli actions and planned meas- 
ures “for the establishment of 
Israeli settlements in the [Holy] 
city” and replacement of the 
City’s inhabitants in violation 
of basic human rights and in 
contravention of Security Coun- 
cil resolution 252 (1968). 

S/9114, OR, 24th yr.. 
Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 
1969, p. 143 

((ii) letter of 27 hfarch 
1969 (Complaint by 
Israel) )b 

None 

((iii) letter of 26 June 
1969) 

Jordan Israel None I‘ 

.  .  .  to consider the continued 
Israeli defiance of its resolu- 
tion 252 (1968) on Jeru- 
salem.” 

S/9284. OR, 24th yr.. 
Suppl. for April-June 
1969, pp. 345-346 

((iv) letter of 12 Au- 
gust 1969 (Complaint 
by Lebanon))b 

Lebanon Israel None 

Lebanon None 

., . . . the premeditated and un- 
provoked aggression committed 
by Israel against civilian vil- 
lages in southern Lebanon.. .” 

To convene an urgent meeting 
“in view of the gravity of the 
situation endangering the peace 
and security of Lebanon . . .” 

S/9385, OR, 24th yr., 
S14ppl. for July-Sept. 
1969, p. 153 

Israel ((v) letter of 12 Au- 
gust 1969 (Complaint 
by Israel) )b 

L‘ 
.  .  .  the situation created by the 

intensification of armed attacks 
carried out against Israel from 
Lebanese territory.” 

To convene an urgent meeting 
“in view of the gravity of the 
armed attacks perpetrated 
against Israel from Lebanese 
territory . . .” 

S/9387, OR, 24th yr.. 
Suppl. for July-Sept. 
1969, p. 156 

((vi) letter of 28 Au- 
gust 1969) 

Twenty-five 
Member 
States 

None ‘1 
.  .  .  the grievous situation re- 

sulting from the extensive dam- 
age caused by arson to the holy 
Al Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem.” 

To convene urgently “to con- 
sider the grievous situation.. .” 

S/9421 and Add.1 and 
2, OR, 24th yr., 
Suppl. for July-Sept. 
1969, p. 166 

bin this case, the letter of qubmission employs terms similar to those of Article 39 of the Charter. 



Tabulation of questions submitted to the Security Council (1969-1971) (confinued) 

QUCJtfOflr Submirrrd by 

To convene an urgent meeting 
“in view of the gravity of the 
situation endangering the peace 
and security of Lebanon and 
of the area . . .” 

((vii) letter of 12 
1970 (Complaint 
Lebanon) )b 

((viii) letter of 12 May 
1970 (Complaint by Is- 
rael))b 

((ix) letter of 5 Sep- 
tember 1970)b 

May 
by 

((x) letter of 13 Sep- 
tember 1971)b 

?. Situation in Southern 
Rhodesia 
i(ii9)Lettcr of 6 June 

Lebanon 

Israel 

Lebanon 

Jordan 

Sixty 
Member 
States 

Israel None 

Lebanon . None 

Israel None 

Israel None 

Nonec 

‘This [penetration into Lebanese 
territory by Israeli annoumd and 
infantry units and bombarding 
of several towns and villages by 
Israeli air force and artillery] act 
of aggression against Lebanon in 
. . . violation of the Lebanese- 
Israel armistice agreement and 
the provisions of the . . . 
Charter.” 

6‘ . . . acts of armed attack, shelling, 
incursion, murder and violence 
perpetrated from Lebanese ter- 
ritory against the territory and 
population of Israel in violation 
of the cease-fire and the . . . 
Charter.” 

Penetration into Lebanese territory 
by “two infantry companies of 
Israel armed forces under heavy 
air support . . . bombing civilian 
installations and opening roads 
for Israeli military use permitting 
further expansionist operations”. 

“The situation created by . . . 
illegal Israeli measures consti- 
tutes a direct threat to the char- 
acter of Jerusalem and the sur- 
rounding suburbs and villages, 
the lives and destiny of its peo- 
ple and international peace and 
security.- 

“The rapid deterioration in the 
situation [in Southern Rhodesia 
(Zimbabwe)] and the refusal of 
the Government of the United 
Kingdom to . . . resort to the 
use of force . . .” 

f  In this case, Chapter VII of the Charter was invoked. 

To convene an urgent meeting to S/9795. OR, 25th yr., 
consider “these acts of aggres- Suppl. for April-Jmc 
sion”. 1970, p. 182 

To convene an urgent meeting 
“in view of the gravity of the 
situation endangering the peace 
and security of Lebanon . . .‘I 

6. 
.  .  .  to consider Israel’s illegal 

measures in Jerusalem in de- 
fiance of Security Council reso- 
lution 252 (1968), 267 (1969) 
and 271 (1969).” 

6, 
.  .  .  to examine as a matter of 

urgency the serious situation, 
which constitutes an increasing 
threat to international peace 
and security, and to take more 
energetic measures within the 
framework of Chapter VII of 
the Charter . . . so that the 
people of Southern Rhodesia 
(Zimbabwe) may exercise their 
right to self-determination in 
accordance with General As- 
sembly resolution 1514 (XV).” 

S/9794, OR, 25th yr.. 
Suppl. for April-June 
1970. p. 181 

S/9925, OR, 2Sth yr., 
Suppl. for July-Sept. 
1970, p. 141 

S/10313, OR, 26th yr., 
Suppl. for July-Scpr. 
1971, p. 63 

S/9237 and Add.1 and 
2, OR, 24111 yr., 
Suppl. for April-June 
1969, p. 187 



Tabulation of questions submitted to the Security Council (1969-1971) (confinneri) 
Arriclrs 

Qmcstionr 

((ii) letter of 3 March 
St‘imi~td by 

United 

0:tw 
Forth-5 

Kingdom 

invoked 
in Ictter 

of subminiom 

NOlW _..- 

Dcscriplion of qutrlia 
in lrtter of submission 

The “illecal” declaration by “the 
illegal &me in Southern Rho- 
desfa . . r [of] the dissolution of 
its illegal parliament and the as- 
sumption of republican status”. 

“. . . the deterioration in the situ- 
ation in Southern Rhodesia as 
a result of the proclamation of 
a so-called Republic by the 
illegal racist minority rtgime in 
Salisbury, which is thereby en- 
dangering international peace 
and security.” 

Occurrence of “a number of dis- 
turbing political and economic 
developments in that rebel ter- 
ritory” of Southern Rhodesia 
“since the adoption of [Secu- 
rity Council] resolution 277 
(1970) . . .” 

Readiness of the representative of 
the United Kingdom “to make 
a statement to the Council about 
the results of the recent discus- 
sions which the Secretary of 
State for Foreign and Common- 
wealth Affairs has had in Salis- 
bury”. 

$4 . . . the recent calculated Portu- 
guese violations of the territorial 
integrity of the Republic of 
Zambia, and also the bombing 
of a village, destruction of prop- 
erty and the wounding and kill- 
ing of two innocent and un- 
armed civilians” in “one of the 
villages situated along the border 
of the Republic of Zambia and 
the Portuguese colony of Mo- 
zambique”. 

I*. . . repeated criminal acts of 
aggression against Zambia” by 
South African forces operating 
from “the bordering area be- 
tween Zambia and the inter- 
national Territory of Namibia 
and illegal crossing, on 5 Oc- 
tober 1971. by “South African 
forces . . . into Zambian terri- 
tory from the area . . .” 

Action rrpircd of the 
Secun’ty Council 

To convene an urgent meeting. 

Portugal 

South 
Africa 

None 

None 

None 

51 

None 

Rcfurnrt 

S/9675. OR, 25th yr., 
Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 
1970, p. 149 

((iii) letter of 6 March 
1970) 

((iv) letter of 9 No- 
vember 1970) 

((v) letter of 24 No- 
vember 1971) 

4. Complaints by Zambia 
((i) letter of I5 July 
1969)b 

((ii) letter of 6 October 
1971)b 

Thirty-eight 
Member 
States 

Burundi, 
Nepal, 
Sierra Leone, 
Syria, 
Zambia 

United 
Kingdom 

Zambia 

Zambia 

1. 
.  .  .  to consider the deteriora- 

tion in the situation in South- 
em Rhodesia” and to “take all 
the necessary steps to safe- 
guard the inalienable rights of 
the people of Zimbabwe to 
self-determination and indepen- 
dence”. 

To convene an early meeting “to 
discuss the question of South- 
ern Rhodesia” in view of dis- 
turbing developments “which 
require the close examination 
and attention of the Security 
Council”. 

To hear a statement by the rep- 
resentative of the United King- 
dom. 

To discuss “the recent agges- 
sion” constituting “proof of the 
bellicose intentions of the Lis- 
bon Government” and “to en- 
visage corrective measures 
which will bring an end to 
these . . . acts which consti- 
tute a threat to international 
peace and security”. 

I‘ 
.  .  .  to consider a series of 

serious incidents and viola- 
tions of the sovereignty, air 
space and territorial integrity 
of . . . Zambia, by the forces 
of the . . . Government of 
South Africa . . .” 

S/9682, OR, 25th yr.. 
Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 
1970, p. 153 

S/9975/Rev.l, OR. 
25th yr., Suppl. for 
Oct.-Dec. 1970, p. 36 

S/10396, OR, 26rh yr., 
SuppI. for Oct.-Dec. 
1971, p. 40 

S/9331, OR, 24th yr., 
Suppl. for July-Sept. 
1969, p. 127 

S/10352, OR, 26rh yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
1971. p. 20 



Tahdation of questions suhnittcd to the Security Council (1969-19il) (confirmen) 

Qnrrtionr Submitfcd by 

((iii) letter of 7 Octo- 
ber 1971)b 

Forty-seven 
Member 
States 

South 
Africa 

None “. . . latest armed incursion by the 
South African military authori- 
ties not only constitutes a serious 
threat to the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of Zambia 
but is also a threat to the peace 
and security of the region.” 

To convene an urgent meeting 
as requested by the Republic 
of Zambia and “to take imme- 
diate steps IO end . . . illegal 
occupation of Namibia [by 
South Africa] and the conse- 
quent violation of the ten-i- 
torial integrity of a Member 
State . . .” in order ‘to avert 
further deterioration of the 
matter”. 

((iv) letter of 11 Octo- 
ber 1971) 

5. Situation in Northern 
Ireland 
(letter of 17 August 
1969) 

6. Complaints by Senegal 
((i) letter of 27 No- 
vember 1969) 

Lesotho 

Ireland 

Senegal 

None A situation involving “direct re- 
sponsibility” of the Security 
Council “for the maintenance 
of peace in the area and for 
underwriting the territorial in- 
tegrity of Member States”. 

United 35 
Kingdom 

.L a series of tragic events in 
’ ithe six counties of Northern 

Ireland] set off by a parade in 
the city of Deny on 12 August 

.“, the inability of the Bel- 
fa& government to control the 
situafion, “the intervention of 
British military forces” and re- 
jection by the United Kingdom 
of proposals by Ireland either 
to apply to the United Nations 
“for the urgent dispatch of a 
peace-keeping force to the six 
counties of Northern Ireland” 
or to send “a joint peace-keep- 
ing force” to the area “com- 
posed of members of the British 
and the Irish Defence Forces”. 

Portugal None Systematic and deliberate violation 
of Senegalese national territory 
by Portugal, in particular the 
shelling, on 25 November 1969, 
of “the village of Samine, situ- 
ated in . . . the southern part of 
Senegal” by “the regular Portu- 
guese Army, based at BCg&ne 

n . . . 

To convene a meeting as re- 
quested by the Republic of 
Zambia. 

To convene an “urgent meeting 
of the Security Council in 
connexion with the situation in 
the six counties of Northern 
Ireland” and to dispatch “‘to 
the area . . . a United Nations 
peace-keeping force”. 

To convene a meeting, “as quick- 
ly as possible, to consider this 
question”. 

S/10364, OR, 26rh yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
1971, p. 24 

S/10368. OR, 26rh yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
1971. p. 25 

S/9394, OR, 24th yr., 
Suppl. for July-Sept. 
1969, p. IS9 

S/9513. OR, 24th yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
1969, p. 117 



((iii) letter of 7 De- 
cember 1969) 

Tnhulntion of que&ons submitted lo the Security Council (1969-1971) (conGnrred) 

Senegal Portugal None Bombardment by Portuguese armed 
forces of the village of Samine 
and the announced Portuguese 
“intention of shelling . . . capi- 
tal of the southern region of 
Casamance [the province bordcr- 
ing on Senegal, Guinea and 
Guinea (Bissau)]“. 

‘I 
.  .  .  to convene an urgent meet- 

ing . . . to consider a further 
complaint by Senegal against 
Portugal . . .” 

S/9541, OR, 24rh yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
1969. p. 151 

((ii) letter of 2 De- 
cember 1969)b 

Thirty-six 
Member 
States 

Portugal NoneC I’. . . the recent deliberate viola- To convene a meeting, as re- 
tions of the territorial integrity quested by the Republic of 
of the Republic of Senegal by Senegal and “to take the ncces- 
Portugal”. sary action to put an end to 

. . . acts of overt aggression” 
committed by Portugal against 
the African States bordering on 
the Territories which are under 
Portuguese domination, “there- 
by acting in accordance with 
Chapter VII of the Charter 

1, . . . 

S/9524 and Add.1, 
OR, 24th yr., Suppl. 
for Oct.-Dec. 1969, 
p. 144 

((iv) letter of 6 July 
1971)b 

c(v) letter of 12 July 
1971)b 

Senegal Portugal None “. . . the laying of mines in Sene- 
galese territory by the regular 
Portuguese armed forces con- 
stitutes a further obvious and 
flagrant violation of Senegal’s 
sovereignty and territorial in- 
tegrity . . .” 

Thirty-seven 
Member 
States 

Portugal None “. . . the aggression and obvious 
and repeated violation of the 
territorial integrity of the Re- 
public of Senegal due to the 
laying of mines in Senegalese 
territory by the regular Portu- 
guese armed forces . . .” 

To convene a meeting “as a 
matter of urgency”. 

To convene a meeting, as re- 
quested by the Republic of 
Senegal and “to take such 
measures as are necessary to 

ensure that Portugal conforms 
to the resolutions of the Secu- 
rity Council and the General 
Assembly by putting an end to 
. . . flagrant acts of aggression 
and by granting selfdetermina- 
tion and independence to its 
colonies in accordance with 

General Assembly resolu- 
iion 1514 (XV)“. 

S/10251, OR, 26th yr.. 
Suppl. for July-Scpt. 
1971, p. 28 

S/10259 and Add.1 
and 2, OR, 26th yr., 
Suppl. for July-Sept. 
I97I, pp. 32-33 



Tahrrlation of questions submitted to the Security Council (1969-1971) (conhrted) 

Svbmittrd by 
Othrr 

Portizs Rcfrrrnrr 

7. Complaints by the Re- 
public of Guinea 
((i) letter of 4 Decem- 
her 1969)b 

Guinea Portugal 

((ii) letter of 5 Decent- 
her 1969)b 

Forty 
Member 
States 

((iii) letter of 22 No- 
vemher 1970)b 

Guinea 

((iv) letter of 3 AU- 
gust 197l)b 

Guinea 

R. @restion of Rnhrain 
((i) letter of 4 May 
1970) 

lrnn 

Portugal 

Portugal 

Portugal 

None 

None= 

“. . . another act of aggression by 
the . . . Portuguese Government 
against . . . national sovereignty 
[of the Republic of Guinea]” by 
the repeated shelling of “two 
Guinean frontier villages” by the 
regular Portuguese Army.d 

“. . . the recent deliberate viola- 
tions by Portugal of the teni- 
torial integrity of the Republic 
of Guinea.” 

None 

None 

None 

. I  
.  .  .  the national territory of 
Guinea was the object of an 
armed attack by Portuguese 
forces who landed at several 
points in the capital.” 

Interception, on 2 August 1971, 
by the Intelligence Service of 
the Republic of Guinea of “con- 
versations between Overseas Ma- 
rine Units and two other head- 
quarters units of the Portuguese 
Colonial Army discussing an 
imminent military aggression by 
Portugal against the Republic of 
Guinea . . . presumably in- 
tended to liberate mercenaries 
and others, persons implicated 
in the aggression of 22 Novem- 
ber 1970 launched against the 
Republic of Guinea”. 

Suhmission by the Secretary-Gen- 
crnl to the Security Council of 
the report of his Personal Rep 
resentative in charge of the 
Good Ofices Mission, Bahrain, 
in pursuance of the request of, 
and as called for by the pro- 
visions of the agreement be- 
tween, the Governments of Iran 
and the United Kingdom. 

*This description was contained in an earlier letter dated 2 December 1969 from the representative of Guinea to 
yr., Suppl. fur Ocr.-Dec. 1969, p. 145) 

.L 

.  .  .  to convene a meeting . . . 
to consider the . . . aggression 
recently committed by the Por- 
tuguese colonial army against 
the territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Guinea.” 

To convene a meeting as re- 
quested by the Republic of 
Guinea and “to deal with the 
situation and take the neces- 
sary steps under Chapter VII 
of the Charter . . . to put an 
end to these flagrant acts of 
aggression”. 

. . . . . to convene . . . as a matter 
of extreme urgency” and to 
provide “immediate interven- 
tion by airborne United Na- 
tions troops to assist the Na- 
tional Army of the Republic 
of Guinea”. 

TO convene “an immediate meet- 
ing” in view of an “imminent 
threat to international peace 
and security”. 

To convene for the purpose of 
considering the report of the 
Personal Representative of the 
Secretary-General in charge of 
the Good Offices Mission, Ba- 
hrain [S/9772]. 

S/9528, OR, 24th yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
1969, p. 147 

S/9549, OR, 24th yr., 
Suppl. for Ocf.-Dec. 
1969, p. 154 

S/9987, OR, 25th yr., 
Suppl. for Ocr.-Dec. 
1970, p. 51 

S/10280, OR, 26th yr., 
Suppl. for July-Sept. 
1971, pp. 41-42 

S/9779, OR, 25rh yr., 
SuppI. for Apr.-June 
1970, p. 175 

the President of the Security Council. (S/9525, O.R., 24rh 



Tabulation of questione sulJmitted to the Security Council (1969-1971) (continued) 

((ii) letter of 5 hlay 
1970) 

United 
Kingdom 

None Submission by the Secretary-Gen- 
eral to the Security Council of 
the report of his Personal Rep- 
resentative [to Bahrain] on 30 
April 1970. 

To convene an early meeting “to 
consider the Report of the 
Secretary-General’s Personal 
Representative” sent, at the re- 
quest of the parties, to Bahrain 
“to ascertain the wishes of the 
people of Bahrain”. 

S/9783, OR, 25th yr., 
Suppl. for Apr.-June 
1970, p. 178 

9. Question of race con- 
tlict in South Africa 
(letter of IS July 1970) 

Forty 
Member 
States 

JO. Question concerning the 
islands of Abu hlusa, 
the Greater Tunb and 
the Lesser Tunb 
(letter of 3 December 
1971)b 

l I. Situation in the Jndo 
Pakistan subcontinent 
((i) letter of 4 Decem- 
ber 1971) 

((ii) letter of 4 Decem- 
her 1971) 

Algeria, 
Iraq, 
Libyan Arab 

Republic 
People’s 

Democratic 
Republic of 
Yemen 

Nine 
Member States 

Tunisia 

None “. . . the refusal by a number of 
Member States to implement 
faithfully the arms embargo” 
and “the failure of the Security 
Council to denounce these vio- 
lations” which has “encouraged 
others to reconsider their com- 
mitment to the observance of 
the embargo. These violations 
. . . have enabled the Govern- 
ment of South Africa to amass 
considerable military power, 
which it uses not only to impose 
its racist policies but also to 
flout the decisions of the United 
Nations with regard to Namibia, 
Southern Rhodesia . . . Angola 
and Mozambique” and also “to 
threaten the sovereignty of 
neighbouring independent Afri- 
can States”. 

None “. . . the dangerous situation in 
the Arabian Gulf area arising 
from the occupation by the 
armed forces of Iran of the 
Islands of Abu Muss, the 
Greater Tunb and the Lesser 
Tunb. on 30 November 1971.” 

None “. . . the recent deteriorating situa- 
tion which has led to armed 
clashes between India and Pakis- 
tan.” 

None “. . . the deteriorating situation be- 
tween India and Pakistan”. 

6‘ . . . to resume the consideration 
of the question of race conflict 
in South Africa resulting from 
the policies of uparrheid of the 
Government of the Republic of 
South Africa with a view to 
examining in particular the sit- 
uation arising from violations 
of the arms embargo called for 
in Security Council resolutions 
181 (1963) of 7 August 1963, 
182 (1963) of 4 December 
1963 and 191 (1964) of 18 
June 1964” and to find “ways 
and means . . . to strengthen 
the arms embargo and secure 
its full implementation”. 

To convene %n urgent meeting 
. . . to consider the dangerous 
situation in the Arabian Gulf 
area . . .” 

6‘ 
.  .  to convene immediately an 
urgent meeting . . . to consider 
the recent deteriorating situa- 
tion . . .” 

To convene as requested by nine 
Member States. 

S/9867, OR, 2Sth yr., 
Suppl. for July-Sept. 
1970, p. 106 

S/ 10409, OR, 26rh yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
1971, p. 79 

S/lO411, OR, 26rh yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
1971, p. 86 

S/10413. OR, 26th yr., /B 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dee. ’ 6 
1971, p. 89 Iii 1-l 



Tabulation of questions submitted to the Security Council (1969-I 971) (cnncluded) 

@ucslions 
_--.. - -- - - ---- 

((iii) letter of 12 De- United 
ccmber 1971)” States 

None “The war on the Indian subcon- To convene an immediate meet- S/10444, OR, 26rh yr. 
tinent continues to rage un- ing and to fulfil its “obligation Suppl. for Oct.-Dee 
abated. . . . . One of the parties, IO end this threat to world 1971, pp. 104105 
Pakistan, has accepted the reso- peace on a most urgent basis”. 
lution [2793 (XXVI) adopted 
by the General Assembly under 
the “Uniting for Peace” pro- 
cedure, “which inter nliu called 
on India and Pakistan to insti- 
tute a cease-fire and to with- 
draw troops from each other’s 
territories”]. The other party, 
India, had not yet done so.” 



192 Chapter X. Consideration of the provisions of Chnpter VI of the Charter 
.~__ 

Part IV 

CONSIDEHATION OF TIIE PIlOVISIONS OF AIITICLES 36.38 
AND OF CIIAPTER VI IN GENKHAL 

NOTE 

Part IV deals with casts in which discussion has 
arisen regarding the responsibility of the Security Coun- 
cil for the settlement of particular disputes or situa- 
tions under consideration in the light of the provisions 
of Chapter VI of the Charter.= 

In the period under review, debates preceding deci- 
sions of the Council in this field have dealt almost 
cxclusivcly with the actual issues before the Council. 
There has been no sustained discussion regarding the 
constitutional framework of Chapter VI of the Char- 
ter within which the Council may participate in the 
pacific settlement of disputes and other forms of con- 
llict. Thcreforc, evidence for the relation of the deci- 
sions by the Council to the provisions of Articles 36-38, 
i.e., the application of those Articles in the working of 
the Security Council, has continued to bc scant. 

As a guide to relevant decisions of the Council 
adopted during the period under review, the appro- 
priate headings in the Analytical Table of Measures of 
chapter VIII of this Supplement should be consulted, 
as well as the materials in the other parts of chapter X. 

For discussions bearing on procedures of pacific 
scttlcment that have occurred in connexion with situa- 
tions submitted to the Council as threats to peace, 
breaches of the peace or acts of aggression, referonce 
should be made to relevant entries in chapter XI of 
this Supplement. 

It should bc noted that during the period covered 
by this Supplement, eight resolutions were adopted by 
the Security Council in connexion with the complaint 
by the Government of Cyprus.80 In each instance, the 
Council, while mainly concerned with the maintenance 
of peace on the island,“’ continued to address itself to 

85 For general criteria for entries under this part. see Reper- 
toire of the Practice of the Security Council 1946-1951, pp. 
296 and 410. 

86 Resolutions 266 (1969) of 10 June 1969; 274 (1969) of 
11 December 1969; 281 (1970) of 9 June 1970; 291 (1970) of 
IO Deccmher 1970; 293 (1971) of 26 May 1971; and, 305 
(1971) of 13 December 1971. 

*i See preambular para. 1 in each of the resolutions cited 
above. 

the corollary measures of pacific settlement. Thus in 
each resolution, the Council not only extendeds8 the 
stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force 
in Cyprus beyond the period previously decided upon, 
but it also urged *O the parties concerned to act with 
the utmost restraint and to continue determined co- 
operative efforts to achieve the objectives”0 of the 
Security Council. 

In connexion with the question concerning the is- 
lands of Abu Musa, the Greater Tunb and the Lesser 
Tunb, it was observed that it would be precipitate, at 
the given time, for the Council to recommend any 
measures under Article 36 since States friendly both 
to the complainants and the State subject of com- 
plaint had initiated governmental contact, in order to 
bring both sides together and resolve the matter with 
justice. Accordingly, it was suggested that considera- 
tion of this matter be postponed, with the understand- 
ing that if these third-party efforts were to fail, the 
Council could resume consideration of the question at 
the request of the complainants or at its own discre- 
ti0n.O’ Subsequently, the President (Sierra Leone) an- 
nounced,Q2 that in the absence of objections, the Coun- 
cil had decidedo to defer consideration of this matter 
to a later date to allow sufficient time for intensive 
third-party efforts. 

88 See preambular para. 2 and para. 3 in each of the resolu- 
tions cited above. 

80 See para. 2 in each of the resolutions cited above. 
00 See resolutions 186 (1964) of 4 March 1964 and 244 

(1967) of 22 November 1967 for the objectives of the Secu- 
rity Council, including pacific settlement throu h 
offices of a Mediator and later of the Secretary- 8 

the good 
eneral. Note 

that in each of the resolutions adopted subsequent to resolu- 
tion 186 (1964), the Security Council reaffirmed all of its ear- 
lier resolutions and expressions of consensus on this question. 
For treatment of the complaint by the Government of Cyprus 
in previous supplements, see Repertoire of the Practice of the 
Security Council, Suppletnenf 1964-1965, chapter VIII, pp. 
108-127, and chapter X, Case 8; Supplement 1966-1968, chap- 
ter VIII. pp. 105-113, and chapter X, Case 5. 

01 1610th meeting: Somalia, paras. 280, 281. 
02 Ibid., para. 282. 
Q3 Decision of 9 December 1971,. OR, 26th yr., Resolutions 

and Decisions of the Security Councd 1971, p. 11. 


