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figures. Mention of such a symbol indicates a reference to a United Nations document.

i
. i
III



A. VIEWS EXPRESSED ON CERTAIN GENERAL ASPECTS OF THE
QUESTION OF DEFINING AGGRESSION • • • • • • • • •

B. VIEWS EXPRESSED ON THE DRAFTS SUBMITTED AT THE
1968 SESSION AND ON THE USSR DRAFT (A/AC.134/L.3,
4, 6, 8 and 12) ••.•.•.••••••• . . •

1. Application of the definition

(a) The definition and the power of the
Security Council . . . • . •..•.••

TABLE OF CONTENTS

11

1

4
11

13

1320 - 22

14 - 18

19 - 51

i"aragraphs

1 - 7
8 - 12

·····13 - 79• •

• • •

• • •

• •

· .
• • • • •

• • • •

• • • •

• •

• •

• •

• •

• •

• • •

• •

• • •

INTRODUCTION • • • • • • •

PROPOSALS AND AMENDMENTS •

DEBATE • • • • • • • • •

I.

11.

Ill.

2. Acts proposed for inclusion in the concept of
aggression . • . • • . • • • • • . . . • • • •

3. Aggressive intent • • · • • • • • · • · • • •

4. The principle of priority • • • • · • · · • •

5· Legitimate use of force

(a) Self-defence · • · · • • · · • • • • • ·
(b) Organs empowered to use force • · · · • •

6. Acts considered not to constitute acts of
aggression . . . • • · • · • • • • • • • • · •

Political entities to which the
definition should apply • • • . • • •

7. Legal consequences of aggression

• • 23 - 24

25 - 35

36 .• 38

39 .. 42

43 45

46 il-8

14

15
19

19

21

22

22

i
i
t:
j
r

I'
l.
!
!
I
I
t

I
t

I
t

I
I
1
i
I,
i,

-iii--

Non-recognition of territorial gains

(a)

(b)

The question of responsibility • • • • •

· .
50

51
23

23 \
}
I
I
I

I
}
I
t:
r
i
f
j.

t
j:
I
h
I
!;
r

j'
~
f,
):

J'

j
~:

"
t i

•••



... ' ............. , " .-

TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued)

6. Acts considered not to constitute acts of
aggression . . • • . • . • . . • . • . . . .

VIEWS EXPRESSED ON THE NEW THIHTEEN-POWER DRAFT
AND THE SIX-POWER DRAFT (A/AC.134/L.16 and 17) •

1. Application of the definition

31

29

30

Page

77

59 25

60 25

61 - 67 26

68 - 70 27

71 28

52 - 79

72 - 73

74 - 76

Paragraphs

. .

. .

. . .

· . . . . .
· . . . . .• • •

. . . .. . .

. . . . . . . . . . .
Organs empowerpd to use force

Self-defence

The definition and the power of the
Security Council . . • . •

(a)

(a)

(b)

The principle of prior~ty

Legitimate use of force

Aggressive intent3.

4.
5·

(b) Political entities to which the
definition should apply . . • • . . . .

2. Acts proposed for inclusion in the concept
of aggression .•... • • . . . • • . . .

C.

7. Legal consequences of aggression

Non-recognition of territorial gains

The question of responsibility

!
!r
l.
I
I
I
f
t,.
j
I;
t
t
P

!
I
1
i

t
1
!

(a)

(b)

IV. RECOr{jyIE~"'DATION OF THE SPECIAL COIYMITTEE

ANNEXES

I. REPORT OF THE WORKING GROUP OF THE WHOLE

11. MEMBERSHIP OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE

. . . .
•

· . . . . .

78

79

80

31

31

32

-iv-

.-.. .



I. INTRotUC'IIOUY

>.~ " . i
l l

1. At its 1676th plenary meeting, on 27 Sept8mber 1968, the General Assembly
decided to include in the agenda of its twenty-third session the report of the
Special Committee on the Question of Defining Aggression on the wOTk of its
session held at the United Nations Office at Geneva from 4 June to 6 July 1968. gj
In addition, it referred the report to the Sixth Committee, w~lich considered it at
its 1028th meeting, on 2 October 1968, and at its 1073rd to l082nd meetings, held
from 18 to 27 November 1968.!J At its l746th plenary meeting, on
18 December 1968, the General Assembly adopted resolution 2420 (XXIII), which
reads as follows:

3/

"The General Assembly,

"Having considered cbe report of the Special CommitteE; on the Question
of Defining Aggression)

"Taking note of .;he progress made by the Special Committee in its
considera.tion of the question of defining a.ggr('ssion and on the draft
definition reflected in the report of the Special Committee,

"Considering that it was not possible for the Special Committee to
complete its consideration of the question of defining aggression and of
the draft definition before the end of 1968,

"Considering that in its resolution 2330 (XXII) of 18 December 1967
the General Assembly recognized the wideGpread conviction of the need to
expedite the definition of aggression,

"l. Decides that the Special COmITlittee on the Question of Defining
Aggression shall resume its work, in accordance with General Assembly
resolution 2330 (XXII), as early as possible in 1969;

"2. Req~st~ the Secretary-General to provide the Special Committee
with the necessary facilities and services;

"3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty-fourth
session an item entitled 'Report of the Special Committee on the Question
of Definine'; Aggre ssion I .11

For a survey of previous United Nations action on the question of defining
aggression, see document A/AC.134/l and Add.l.

For the report, sce Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-third
Sessi~, agenda item 86, document A/7iS5/Rev.l.

For the report of the Sixth Committee to the General Assembly, see ibid.,
Annexes, agenda item 86, document A/7402.
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2. In accordance with that resolution, the Special Corrmittee on the Question of
Defining Aggression, whose composition is gtven in paragraph 2 of its report on
the work of its 1968 session, met again at United Nations Headquarters in New York
and held twenty-seven meetings, from 24 February to 3 April 1969. All the states
members of the Special Committee took part in its work. The li';lt of
representatives to the 1969 session is annexed to this report (annex 11).

-2-

3. At its 25th meeting, on 24 February, the Special Committee elected the
following officers:

On the proposal of the representative of Cypr.us, the Special Committee
also decided to resume its work at the stage it had reached at the end of
the 1968 session by continuing debate on the draft proposals before it at that
time, on the understanding that representatives would still be free to express
their views on the whole question of defining aggression.

Mr. Fakhreddine Mohamed (Sudan)

Mr. Leopoldo Benites (Ecuador)

Mr. Roeslan Abdulgani (Indonesia)

r:rs. Elena Gavrilova (Bulgaria)

Mr. Matti Cawen (Finland)

Vice-Chairmen:

Chairman:

Rapporteur:

4. The 1969 session was opened on behalf of the Secretary-General by
Mr. Constantin A. Stavro'?oulos, Legal Counsel of the United Nations.
Mr. Anatoly P. Movchan, Director of the Codification Division of the Office of
Legal Affairs, and Mr. Chafic Malek served respectively as Secretary and Deputy
Secretary of the Special Corrmittee. Mr. Tatsuro Kunugi and Mr. Eduardo Valencia­
Ospina served as assistants to the Secretary.

5. At the same meeting, the Special Committee adopted the following agenda
(A/AC .134/L. 9):

(a) Opening of the session;

(b) Election of officers;

(c) Adoption of the agenda;

(d) Organization of work;

(e) Consideration of the question of defining aggression (General Assembly
resolutions 2330 (XXII) and 2420 (XXIII);

(f) Adoption of the report.

6. At its 35th meeting, on 14 March, a draft proposal on the organization of
the work was submitted to the Special Corrmittee by the following countries:
Colombia, Ecuador, Haiti, Mexico and Urug~ (A/AC.134/L.14 and Corr.l and 2
and Add.l). The Committee took no decision on the draft proposal. It read as
follows:

I
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liThe Special Corrmittee,

"Decides to establish a \lJorking Gr':Jup composed of all its meml')ers;

IlFequests the Working Group, applying the rules of procedure of the
General Assembly for the conduct of its work, to prepare at this first
stage a draft definition of aggression bearing in mind:

itA. The various documents and specific suggestions submitted by its
members or which may be submitted in the Working Group;

liB. The following points, as far as they are an expression of the
general wishes of the majority of the Corrmittee:

Ill. This definition of aggression should include only the concept
of the use of armed force;

112. The definition should contain an abstract formula setting fcrth,
in a condensed form, the essential and characteristic elements constituting
aggression;

113. The definition of aggression should contain a non-exhaustive
enumeration of the most common types of aggression;

114. The idea should be expressed that the definition cannot
prejudice the powers of evaluation and decision of the competent
international organs which may be called upon to determine the aggressor;

115. The idea should be expressed that no considerb.tion of a
political, economic, strategic, social or security nature can justify
the commission of the acts constituting aggression. 1l

liThe principles enumerLucd above will in no way prejudice the
position of States either in the \'Jorking Group or in the Special
Committee and the Assembly, and will not rsstrict their right to submit
the same proposals or new proposals or to alter those already in
existence or to submit amendments. lI

7. At its 37th meeting, on 18 March, the Special Corr.mittee, on the proposal
of the representative of the United Arab Republic, decided to establ;sh a
working group of the whole, and instructed it to pursue the Special Committee's
task by giving more detailed consideration to the proposals, suggestions und
points of view presented. The report of the working group, which was adopted
by the Special Committee, at its 48th meeting, on 27 March (AjAC.134jL.19),
is annexed to the present report (annex r).

-3-
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11. PROFOSALS AND P.J~NIMENTS

8. The Special Committee had before it various draft proposals. The draft
proposals listed below, which had been submitted during its lS68 session, are
repr'Jduced in paragraphs 7 to 10 of its re.Qort on the Ivork of that session: 1:J

(a) A draft proposal submitted by the following twelve countries: Algeria,
CongJ (Democratic Republic of), Cyprus, Ghana, Guyana, Indonesia, Madagasc~,

SudaD, Syria, Uganda, United Arab R~public and Yugoslavia.

(b) A draft proposal submitted by the following four countries: Colombia,
Ecuador, Mexico and Uruguay.

(c) A draft proposal submitted by the following thirteen countries:
Colombia, Congo (nemocratic Republic of), Cypru~, Ecuador, Ghana, GUY~,
Indonesia, Iran, Mexico, Spain, Uganda, Uruguay and Yugoslavia.

(d) A draft mnendment to the draft proposal mentioned in sUb-paragraph (c)
above, subrnitted by Sudan and the Un i ted Arab Republic.

9. During the 1569 session, at its 27th meeting, on 26 February,_ the Special
Committee had before it the following draft proposal, submitted by the
Union of Soviet Soci~ist Republics (A/AC.134/L.12 and Corr.l (Spanish only)):

llThe General Assembly,

'IBasing itself on the fact that one of the fundamental purposes of the
United Nations is to maintain international peace and security and to take
effective collective measures for the prevention and removal of threats to
the peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches
of the peace,

"Noting that according t'J the principles of international .11;1;'; the
planning, preparation, initiation or waging of an aggressive war is a
most serious international crime,

llBearing in r:iind that the use of force to deprive dependent peoples
of the exercise of their inherent right to self-determination in
accordance with General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) is a denial of
fundamental human rights, is contrary to the Charter of the United Nations
and hinders the development of co-operation and'the establishment of peace
throughout the world,

lTConsidering that the use of force by a State to encroach upon the
social and political achievements of the peoples of other States is
incompatible with the principle of the peacefUl coexistence of States
with different social systeres,

Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-third Session, agenda item 86,
d;CUmeDt~1857Rev.l.

-4-
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"Recalling alsD that Article 39 of the Charter states that the
Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to the
peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression and shall decide what
measure~ Shall 'be taken in acc·,Jrdance "Vlith Articles 41 and 42 to maintain
or restc~e internatiDnal peace and security,

l'IBelievinp.; that, although the question whether an act of aggression
has been committed must be cDnsidered in the light of all the circumstances
in each particular case, it is nevertheless appropriate to formulate basic
principles as guidance fo:c such determination,

"Qonvinced that the ad8ption of a definition of aggression would have
a restraining influence on a potential aggressor, would simplify the
determination of acts of aggression and'the implementation of measures to
stop them and would also facilitate the rendering of assistance to the
victim of aggression and the protection of his lawful rights and interests,

"Considering also that armed aggression is the most serious and
dangerous form of aggression, being fraught, in the conditions created by
the existence of nuclear weapons, with the threat of a new world cDnflict
with all its catastrophic consequences and that this form of aggression
should be defined at the present stage,

JlDeclares that:

"1. Armed aggression (direct or indirect) is the use by a State, first,
of armed force against another State contrary to the purposes, principles
and provisions of the Charter of the United Nations.

"2. In accordance with and without prejudice to the functions and
powers uf the Security Council:

"A. Declaration of war by one state, first, against another State
shall be considered an act of armed aggression;

"B. Any of the follm'ling acts, if committed by a State first, even
"Vlithout a declaration of war, shall be considered an act of armed aggression:

11(0.) The use of nuclear, bacteriological or chemical weapons or any
other weapons of mass destruction;

II (b) Bombardment of or firing at the territory Cl.nd population of
another state or an attack OD its land, sea or air for ces;

tl (c) Invasion or attack br the armed forces of a state against the
territory of another State, military occupation or annexation of' the
J',erritory of another state or part thereof, or the blockade of coasts or
pr:rts.

IIC. The use by a State of armed force by sending armed bands,
m'l','elJaries, terrorists or saboteurs to the territory of another State and
U~. ~;enlent in other forms of subversive activity involving the use of armed
rorce 'vdth the aim of pron:uting an internal upheaval in another State or a
reversal of pclicy in favour of the: 3ggressol' shall be considered an act of
indirect aggreGsi0u.

-5-
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be dn..:l!!l'd L ' t'.)1181;'1 lute an a,-~t of
"Gllt'Y ~l'e decl:.:tl'l,j to l'l' snch by a

118tvJ ctl'(lVe .• \..,th,,:'I' act.:3 l)~/ ~)Latt:s mt1Y
. .. l' . 1 .. .,. . laggl'e SSl.0n 1. HI t'ac I Spl'Cl:L 1(' :1 tH'~mlCE-:

t'kci sLJl1 of tLc S<:'cl.ll'ity COUth.:il,
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Ill+. No tcrriLC'rial d;a..Ln:3 or SC'E'c.l31 advun'lngt-;S l't-'sulti.ll,l: froPl ul'lned
agt?;l'cssi utI shul1 bl; rccoe:uizl,;.l.

11 5. Armed 3.f~gre ssiol1 shall liE" uu in cl::t'na tiotl,11 cri-mE: again st fll:acc
entail ing thE:' poli t5 ~~al and. 1118..terinl respol1 G:Lbility (.J1' statp.s anJ. tlw
criminal responsi11ility L'f tilt, P,-:l'[;UI1}3 l~ui1ty of Ll1i::: crime.

ilL). Nothing in the f:'I'q~.~~illt': shall prt~vel1t the use of armed force
in acc.:'rdunce with t.ht: Charter of thl: United Nations, including its use
by dependent pe,",plC ~3 itl ('rclel' t(l exercise the'ir inlkrt'nt right of SE:'lf­
determil1Q tiotJ in accordance \Vi th Gl'l1l'raJ AssL":mbly rot'S(11uti0l1 1'511+ (XV),"

10. At its 421hl i.~t'l;ti.ll;':~ l'n 21+ M:'!'cll, t.he' f{t'l'ciCLl Ct'mmitt,t.'(' ll~td l\l~r\lrl~

it thEe:' f ,-.,llcnving Jraf't proposal subt,ri ttbJ lly tht: f,-)lJ.mvin!~ thirteen c()1.mtri(:' ~:
Cc lombia, Cvprus, ECL13.J (Jr' ~ Ghan3..~ Gu y::tna ~ Haiti:J Iran, Mc1lit1 gascar, iVlex :Leo, Spuic,
Uganda, UTuf:::uay ,:Jnd-Y~:;S-~aiv81A/AC:I3~/L-:IG ,1Dd-(~ol'l.'.1-(8pai1i~311 DnJY;- --­
aLJ~~ Add.1 and 2):

"1. BQsilF( itself on Ull' Lie!', tbot onc of l;l1e l.\lldulllHl·Lal J11..11pOSeS
of the Unitecl Nations is tc, maiutain internati ;"l1a1 pcacl' a11(l ~:wcul'ity and
to t3ke effeetive collecU.\'C' !Y1l'QSUl't'S for tee prevention and removal of
threats tD the VC:J.cc, allc1 S\1l' tl1l~ 8UPPt'~8~~j :.."tl uf nets (If nt':t"l;1'ilssiol1 or
oLhcr ~l'eUChe3 of the PL8..C0,

"2, C.)tlvinc(~J Uwt. :J.l'tlll~J ~lr,tLll~k (,l):'tlk:d 8l!;rJ.;I'1,~ss.io;l) is thl' Ir.i~st

sCi'i,1US alld dm~'~;(~I'OUS fOl'lll of ~lL';1.~1'('ssioL alld thd~ iL is propt';Y' at tJd u
sr.:lC;C: L' ~)l'ccl·'e,1 t,e a dl:finition ()f Ui,is f::..,rm vi' ng!'TC'ssiotl,

Ilj. FUl'tllcr ~ltlvilJct...'d tJmt ~,ll\:: <.hk)!Jtj(;ll n.L' Cl ('lt~L'i\d.t:L()I: of' am~l'essiol1

1dould S('l'Vt' te disc:.YUl.'c1i3l: fOGsil'll' Q!,:[~r(·;ss()I'::: an" \v.'uli1 ro.t~j '1 :Lt,at.e tlll'
de1,ermino.tion of acts i..d~ at3grc GSil',n ~J

"Ll·. Ik3.l'illi~ ill mind aL:c· tlll' 1'.1\':(1'0 :)[:,1 duties of the th~'t:urity Ct'mncil,
C'llll~~ljit'(~ in j\rth~lt: ;J() of Lilt: Cl:n.rtlT, to :Ictel'milll' the ~xist(~l1cC of uny
till'cat 1,J tile rt;ace, llr("';ucll of t:1H.': JKace, or acL of ngfJ.;l'essjoYl;1 8n-1 to
dccil1t: th( r.lt:'aSUl'ES to 1)(-: takLll il I 3CCOl'·jatH'l: \"itll l\rticlcs ~,1 and 1.I'~?, to
main tain (11' re GtJI't.: in tc:rrw bi '1tial peace anJ Sl"ClH'i ty:,

If 5. C;m Gi dCl'itlfJ.; tb,1[. ~ n1 t l':ouc:1'l tile que S L,j 011 WIll: till; 1.' at~lTrl' S8.1 ()tl ha s
OCCU1Tl,:d rr.ust 1'( ,'1e Lt.;rmitlcd in the circumst.ance S () r' each l'o:rt,1. CUJ.D.l' l'asc,

j t j L' tll'VIl' r,IH.'ll,u~l D IJproVt' l:1Lc' to facil j L.o. tl: dlt.lt to ~d\. by f 'T'mul" ting
(';l'l't~dt: 'principJ.t;o fen' such ,k1.c:rrnitl'-ltiuli"

11',,;. HI~3..i'rirtllilJf~ fuel',h0l' tbL": Juty ()f ~;l:3tes Utl~l(;l' the Chartt.}I' ()f t.lll.
Un i ted No. t -Lun G to settle t heir in t.el'!:1 atiCltlal d i S.l/Jtc; s by l'[lC:U'ic me tllod s
in 0 l'd LT Y)n L l:.) l't1dc.~ t'itr,l' r i l~ t t:l':H"l t j C'11 al lJf.::tl.:;e, r-;l'::C lU' i ty an d .i w.rt:i c c.',)
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11 'O( • C~)llV.LllC ed. t.ba t 110 (:1)11 oidcra t.i on s of wbatev\.:l' 11 atul'e ~ save as
::-~t.i puln ted in o}: ~~ra 1,'i. vc:' paragraph '3 1)(.: reaf, may provide ern excu SI.;! for the
use of force by \)ne Gt:ltC C:ic;nillst Q.n::)'Lll\.~l.' 8i..atl: ~

"Declares that:

"l. In t}w perl'vrmtH1Cl.J of its futH~tion 'l:J maintain illterllotional
pGnce and securi ty, the United Nations ::.mly 11n s compctt2tlCC" to use force
in c,)llfJrmity with the Charte):';

112. For the purpose of this definition, ar,gression is the use of
armed f,Jrcc.; by a state against anotll~r State:) incluJing its territorial
waters or air space, or ill any way affecting the territorial integrity,
s~vercignty or political indepelldence of such state, save under the
yrClvision s of paragraph 3 hereof or when undertaken b;! or under the
authority of the Security Council;

113. The inherent right of individual or collective Self-defence
of a state can be exercised only ill CaSl-7 of the occurrence of arrlled
attack (armed Q.[mreSsioll) l1Y another state in accordance 'i'Jith Article 51
or the Cl1artel';

1I~,. El1f()l'cemen l. actioll .,'1' allY use al' armed force by rcc;iona 1
(u:rullgl'm-.:nt..s or o.gencie s m~..l.Y 011l~r bt: resorted to if there is clecisL)n
to thu ~ l'ffect b~r t1ll: Security CI..JUl;cll llcting under Article 53 of the
Cbar-Lf'l' ;

115. In accordatlCe wit.h the.;; fort.:going an\.l 'iViti~out prejudice to th'
'pmvcI'~) [111:.1 ctuties or tbe: Secnrity Council, as provided in the Churter,
allY of tbI':; follclwing acts when c:)lmnittcd by a. St[1tc fil'st against another
state in vh~luLi(,111 If the C1wrtlT s11all constitutt,;; acts of ae;gression:

"(0) DL:clurat:loll 01' 'i'!LU' by 011(: state a.galu::.:t ulJotlh.;l' state;

I1 (11) The iuvEl.sion or at.ta.d" by l,lle arlllE:d i\Jl'cCJ of a state, again st
till' t.('lTi t:)r1.e: s or alloUwr ~)t ~ltl' ~ 01' o.U y mi} i tary ~'ccu'pntiOll, however
tHnJ'~')rorY~1 or t..1J:Y [.'reil"'l,; ~ll111c'xaVL\.'l1 ~lf' tile tel'ritc.'ry of anot.iler state
(\1' [ll1rt tlll::l' ('('f;

11 (c) I3'Jml'ul':.1nlent. l)y till:: arlllt:\1 r'2'YCt:s \,If a state at:QillSl; tht: territory
c,f :"1llothl'l' ~3t:..1Ll', \:-.1' till' ww ef nny ,.;eapcm:.:, JXJI'ticularly \vcapol1s of mass
,11' Dtl'llct j '.111, 1\y ::l ~)ta b' al)~~d tJ st the territury CIf t..mothcr State;

11 (d) Tile:: .;luckadc of tbe C;JDsts ()]' IJOrt~~ of n. 8t:'l.te liy the armed
fo1":'(:;s of [111,thLT Stat\.:;

11(;. N\)t.ldllt~: ill 1):1ra;':ral)h 5 o.l)·)ve shall be (~unstrue:1 as entitline; the
Gtutl: l:Xl'l'('L~ 1. rit': a l'iC;ht uf incHYidual \..11' c.:.)ll,:ctive self-de-fencE:, in
aCC('\l' ,1 t..Uh~C \J 1. tll AI' t· i(.~}x fjl uf tl1l' Cl18.rtt~r:. to tnkl:.' ony measure s nob
l'CU8(!r1[ll,ly l'l'opo]"tL:'lno.tc r.e) tlJ" arl1ll~d att8.l~k Qf,a.i11St it;
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"7 . Hhen a state is a victim in its 0'\'111 tel'ri tory of subversive andlor
terrorist acts by irregular, volunteer or armed bands organized or supported
by another state, it may take all reasonable and adequate steps t~ safeguard
i.ts exil::itence aud its insti tution S;I wi tl10ut l1a"il1l~ recourse to the right of
individual or collectivE stlf-defence against the other state under
Article 51 of the Charter;

"8. The territor~r of a state is invi,:-,lable and ffiay not be the object,
even temoorarilv " of militar v .)ccu.L,,:)a tian or uf other measure s of farce caken. ..' ~ "')

by another St,ote 'JL! a!'lY ground8 '\vhat.cvel', anj that such tt-Tritori3.1
acquisitions obtained by force shall not be recognizeJ;

"9. Armed aggression, as defined l1erein, and the acts enumerated above,
shall constitute crimes against international peace, giving rise to
international resfonsibility;

"10. None of the preceding paragraphs may be interpreted as limiting the
scope of the Charter's pr0visior: 1 concerning the right of peoples to
self-determination, sovereignty and territorial integrity.1t

11. At its 44tl: meeting, on 25 March:, the Special Committee had before it the
follm.,ring draft proposal submitted by the following six c-Juntries: Australia,
Canada, Italy, J~, the United states and the Ullitt:'J Kingd:"1m (A/AC.134jIJOI7 DJ:d
Corr.l (Spanish only) and Add.l):

ItI. Under the Charter of the United Nations:. 'aggression', js Cl term
t.o be applied by the Security Council wl1er; apprcpriate in the exercise of
its primary responsibility f.)r the maintenance of interuationnl peace and
security under P.:ct:i.cle 24 and its functions undel' Al:'ticlc 39.

It IT. The term 'De;gre ssi()n' is applica1:1c, \vi thout pre;judice to:) Cl. finding
of thre:"'lt to the peace or breach (If the peact', t) the use of force it1
international relations, overt Cl' C':"Nt;rt , direct. (II' i.ndirect, l'y a State
again s t the tt2rritorial intee;ri ty or p,Jliticul indepcndeuce et' any otber
State, or in any LitheI' manner inc ..msistent ~.,; th tLl: Purposes of the United
Nations. Any act which would constitute aggression by or a~ainst a state
likewise constitutes aggression when committed by a state or other political
en ti ty delimited by in ternational bGun-laril.' 8 or in Lernathmally agreed line: s
of demarcation against any state or other political entity so delimited and
not SUbject to its authority.

It III . The use of force in the exercise of the inilercnt right of
individual or collective self-defence, or pursuant to decisions of or
authorization l'y competent United Natione ort~n,tls or l'egil.."it1al or(1;cwizations
consistent ·\Vi toll the Charter of the Dni ted NatLms, does not con stl tu te
aggression.

"IV. Tht:.: uses :)f force which may const.ituLl~ aggressio~j incluo<:-., but are
not necessarily limited tJ, a ust= of fc...rce by n state as descl':L1'.1ed :in
paragraph 11.
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(3) bombardment by its armed forces of territory under the jurisdiction
of another State;

(1) invasion by its armed forces of territory under the jurisdiction
of another State;

(2) use of its armed forces in another State in violation of the
fundamental conditions of permission for their Dresence, or maintaining them
there beyond the' termination of permission;

inflict harm or obtain concessions of any sort;

secure changes in the G:)"\Terrunellt. of Clnother state; 01'

diBru':lt or interfere "hrith the conduet of thc) affairs of another

diminidl the territC'ry or alter t 11C b(')urh1a:;.~ies of anotller state 5

alter int.t;'.rnetionally 8.t~l·E'eCl line8 of (1emal'cati()n;

By such means as:

In order to'

(,- )\ .,, ..

(4 )

"/.~ ,

":8.

(1)

(3 )
State;

(4) inflictinc; physical destruction on anuther State through the use
of other forms L'f armed force;

(5) carrying uut deliberate attacks on the armed forces, ships, or
ajrcraft of another state;

(6) org~nizing, supporting 01" directing armed bands or irregular or
volunteer forces tbat mal\.e incursions or infiltrate into another state;

(7) or~anlzlng, supporting or directinG violent civil strife or acts
of terrorism in another State; or

(8) organizing, sup~)orting or jirL~('ting su't'vers i ve activities aimed
at the violent overthrow of the Government of another State."

12. At its ~·l)th meetintj on 2t~ March,. the Special Committee had before it the
follmvinG draft resolution suumitte(1 by: C,?lombia, Congo_\'pemocratic Republic of),
Cyprus, Ecuador, Ghana, Guyan['l, Haiti, Madagascar, Mexico and Uruguay
~A/AC.l347L-:lBl-: --- -_. -- ----

"!h~ [)~JL~cial Committee 011 the '~estion of Definin{:; A!~r~ression,

lIBe~ril1g in mind resolutions 2330 (XXII) and 2420 (XXIII) of the
General As sembly,)

TlHecop~nizinlq; the pl'Ot~ress made durinf: this session in the consideration
uf the question of defining agc;ression and on the draft definition, as
reflected in the report l)f the Special Committee,

-9-
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"Noting that new pro"9osals concerning a draft definition of aggression
were submitted in 1969,

"N~~ing further that there was not enough time in which to complete its
important task,

tlRecommends to the General /\ ssembly, et its twenty-fourth session, that
the Sgecial Committee be asked to resume its work early in 1970."

··10-·
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13. The d(;bate dealt e:::r.:entielly i·Tith thE: draft ~)roposals "'<)efc)re the Special
CommittC'e. During the cr/ns ideration of those pro\Josals) views were eX'Jressed on
certain general aSDe~t;::: ':)f the Guesti0n of def'i:1inG ac::e:ressian. Pert A of this
section "1;l]"il1 <.;onta in an account (;f tJ:~e views expreseed on those general as'~Jccts;

~Jarts Band C Irill deal ";'J"ith the vie-;'.'"8 ,,:xpl'essed on the draft proposals
submitted.

A. VIE,1S EXPRESSED ON CERTAIN GENERAL ASFECTS CF THE QUESTION
OF DEFINING AGGRESSION

1LI' " Some representatives expressed doubts regarding the possibility of agreeine;
on [-l definition of' aggression and regarding the usefulness of a definition, even
if it could be agreed 1..11)On. Indeed, the value of tL'ying to define the term vTaS

auestioned and it was stated that it would not be useful to continue to do so.
It was emphasized that although a substantial majority of the members of the
Special Committee clearly wished to submit a draft ctefiniticn to the 0.-eneral
Assembly~ it vrould be wise to consider Tdhether, in viel'J' of the manifest differences
of opinion reflected in the texts 'which had been submitted , it was really
necessary to ado!:Jt a definition at the present time. The fact that the Security
Cuuncilfs power to act under Articles 41 and 42 of the Charter in no way depended
Uljon 8. determination that an act of aggression had been committed had been one of
the major reasons \'lhy the San Francisco Ccnference had rejected pro1?osals to
include a definition of aggression in the Charter. ~Ioreover, therr. was some doubt
that the ado:Jtion of a definition 1:Tould discourage Dotential aggressors; it might
have the op~osite effect.

15. On the other hand, several representatives expressed the view that a
definition of F'ggression 'VoToulo. constitute a basic element of international law and
would be indisgensable for 0urposes of ensuring order in the international
community. There were constitutional, legislative and Dolitical reasons, they
said, for comoleting the task of defining aggression by an early date. From the
constitutional Doint of view, the General ARsembly had already accomplished much
substantive \fork in elaborating certain basic concepts of the Charter such as
human rights, self-determination and the sovereign equality of States.
Legislatively, the General Assembly had taken a number of im~ortant ste9s to
develop international criminal law, but had deferred action on the draft code of
offences aGainst the peace 8n~ security of mankind and on international criminal
jurisdiction, since it considered those subjects related to the question of
defininc ag~ression. It was stated thctt the political reasons for ex~editing a
definition of aggression were cogently stated in the seventh preambular paragraph
of the USSR draft proposal.

16. SOlTle arguec~ that there 1'ms no longer any question, at the present stage, of
wondering ~'Thether or not Cl definition of aggression was necessary because the task
of the SJecial Comnittee, as stated by the Corr~ittee itself in the resolution it
had ado9ted at its first session, was to define aGgression at the earliest possible
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date and to submit a roqort to th\:~ G,~"neral A~~jembly containing a (lraft. definition
of aggression. 0th(~rs disaor~el1 with this inter:)retation of the manc;ate of the
:~ pecial Cormnittee .

1'7. Some re l'esentati'les, 'Fhile reserving their ~'os i tions re[?;ardinr, the utility
and wisdom of defining aggression, said tl1at thpy 'were not again8t ,'Torking out a
definition which could contribute to the maintenance of international neace and
security by means of the system of collective security ~rovided for in the Cherter,
and the protection of the territorial inte~rity and political independen~e of
states. Tlj Dchieve that obje~tive, a definition should above all: 'be compatible
with the Charter and be basecl on the Charter; not affe,~t the discretionary 'JOWl.:>r
of the Security Council an(l, generally s~)ea}'dng, the divis iOD of ~!owers and
functions made l,y the Charter betvTeen the organs of the United Nstions; fully
reco[!:nize the right of self-defence; not be so restrictive in its enumeration of
what constituted ace:ressi,:;n '38 to exclude certain soecific cases of armed attacl\;
enjoy the S 11PPOl't 2if all the 'Jermanent members of the :'c:curity Council. The
section of this report ~'Thich follo\'Ts and \'Thich deals with th0' discussion of the
draft definitions ~)rol:<)sec1 will reflect the various view"s ex~)YPssec1 concerning
those con(1itions, and others regarded by Gome re')resentatlves as indispensable for
a satisfactory definition.

18. It should be indicated here, however, that all the lnembers of the ,Special
Cl)mmittee agreed that the defin,iti~:m shoulu b-: c01U1Jatible \{iVl the Charter and
l,ased on the Charter. The viel'! that the definition should have the sU)Jport of
all the permanent members of the Security Council '\vas challengl,d by several
representatives. Phile they l't"'cognized that the definition should be aC\'~f~)table

to the uverw~elminc Plajority ,Jf Member States of the United N8tions, they \·rondered
"Thy the sUDport. of the c;reat j~c"\'!ers \'ias particularly nec:essary. lvloreover, the
Charter contained no provision justifyinL; spcll a rwmirement. It vras stated that
there \Vas no reason tll thinl\: that the definition of agt:ression ':'lonld be used only
by the :::f::curity C01..U1Cil; to :tflal\:8 that assuln."!ijion would lJe to prt-\judge Cl question
'dhich \'Tat.:: for the Gener"ll J~~'sem11y to decide; it "!as therefore astonishing, in
vie\'! .-::f General A::cembly resolution 2330 (XXII) aDd the fact that one iJermanent
member of the Sccurity Council \'Tas not El. member of the C'.Jmmittee, to hear it
asserte::-~ that th.:' d\;.;finiti,.'m would have tu be approved uy all the permanent
members of the Council. It \Vas also said that 0. definition ()f Elggression
sunported by the vast majority .)1' Member States ~ (~ven if it "das opposed by the
great Powers, vTOuld give notice to world:mblic oljinion ef the restri.ctions [)la~ed

on the use of violencp in internatiom.tl i:elations; tlw clefinition vTould enable
individual citizens to ,judr;e the for(::i~n ">olicy decisions of Governrnents ano \<[ould
encoura~~e them to eXI,~rt ;-'l'essure for chall!'es in ~'olicies which deviated markedly
from UCcf,,)tabll' international ~ondllct. J~ definition ("If ae;cres8 ion, even if it
\'Tas only a,:'lc,ptec1 by majority votc,:- vlOuld help tc, brine; about a 'better legal order.
In response it ':'T3.U pointed out that, in 'Jrder to be' satisfactory, the definitioD
would have tu be useful to the ~ecurity Council and that the concurrence of its
permanent memb8l'S vlUulcf br,' indisr;cnsnble.
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P. VIEHS EXPRESSED ON THE DP.AFTS 81JBMITTED AT THE 1962- SESSION
AND ON THE USSR DRAFT (A/AC.134/L.3, 4, 6, 8 end 12)

19. The discussion centred mainly on the USSR draft (A/AC.134/L.12) and the
thirteen-Power draft (A/AC.134/L.6), both of which were sup~orted in Drinciple by
a large number of members of the S-pecial Committee. vTi1>h respect to the USSR
proposal, submitted to the Special Committee on 26 February 1969, several
representatives stressed its constru~tive character and considered that it
furnished a good working basis. The views expressed on those drafts, including
their ~reambles, are set forth below under -the a)"ro~!riate headings.

1. A~plication of the definition

(e) The definition and the UOIver of the Security Council

20. Most reuresentatives felt that the definition should ~)reserve the
discretionary ))ower vested in the Security Council as the organ of the United
N3tions 'vrith primary responsibility for the maintenance of "geace; it should not
restrict the power of the Council to determine the existence of an act of
aggression in cases of threat8 to or l~reaches of tbe p~ace. It vras further
~:u'zued that the defini tioD should in no circumstances apply automatically; it
::,hould leave the task of decidinG \'lhether or not it should be ap91ied to the
Security Council. It Ivas stressed that, ,} ccording to the TJSSR draft proposal,
whereas the Security Council enjoyed a certain measure of latitude with respect
to acts other than those enumerated in the draft l)roposal, it did not enjoy the
same latitude with respect to the apJlication of the definition to the acts
specifically mentioned; thus? the effect of the S!,.lviet draft proposal might be to
force the Security Council to act in a certain way in certain circumstances, and
t.hereby diminish its pC;\ver ef discretion, It was also held that it would be
desirable 1'\.."'r the definition to be founded entirely on respect for that
discretionary llovrer; not only should the definition contain a specific provision
in that l'et:;ard, but it 3hould 3.1S0 contain nothing 'i'Thich \vould actually run counter
tu that principle and destr\..)y the freedom of action of the Security Council. The
elelill"nt of aut(lrnaticity in t.he application of t.ile idea of priority contained in
the ;.' )viet draft tJropo~"al mic;ht create serious difficulties. It had also been
said that any -:wrdin(,: ::-imilal' t,,') that. ir_ Opl?rat j Vl~ r:aragraph 1 of the twelve-Power
d caft lJI'ODOE'c11 j for example, Ill' \..'1'(' l'ati YC !~8.l'Qcra '~h 3 ,)f the four- Power text or
() pc'rrt i vc~ paracra ph ::2 (If' t 11l' t l1irtt=el1-1 ,-':'!l'l' '-~ l'Clft pl'opOSCtl vlOuld not be acceptable
if it ·Jid ~1(\t l)lul.'~ sufi'i..·:i.\?J.t. eU"'l-3.tiiu :.l11 the:" t'xclUt~ivc pm·rer vl)sted in the
"c"curity G)uncil under ·\l't.icll" ; I \..'1' till Clmrtl='r bc-t·ll tt) determine the c::xistence

," cl LCXC3::3 i(]l1 and to ,na];:e r':'C'L'Irl!nt' 11uatiOES (''II' ta I\C measures accordini~;ly. The
;ncill:~ t;X'.:lu3ive jnrisdiction in that respect ,'ra~~ bey'ond question.

~ '., Jther re~)resentatives fell 1',11<:'.1. l)perati't,'t l-;aral~rp~)h 10 uf thf.' thirt.een- n'!\·rer
Jl'ai't and ())eratiVI? paragraph '3 1::"1' llk' U~ ~:H text shou1(1 be reworded l-ecause they
might be construed as emiJovTcl'inL the ~~,.'cul'it.Y Council tu add, ur to classify es
aggression, acts uther than tho~(~ ('nwnel'att:~dhl 'Ut':' c1c'i'inition. If the present
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wording ';75.S retained, t~lC se t'tTO (;ara::?;l'aphs \<TOuld not only make any definition
useless, out, t~1ey itTould also c.~estory its raison Cl etre, becauE:e to lay down a
legal definition im:~liec1 lirlli -tin:3. a field of cOi:qetenc(_~, In working out a
definition of a:Gress~on, they said, the SDecial Committee should choo~e Gl1ce and
for all beb·reen tlTO alternati~v~es; either a cefinition had its own intrinsic
value, in ;;.;rhich case the S::curity Council should respect it~ or, if the ;=::curity
Council vTas to retain its freedom of action in the matter, the conclusion should
be that a definition "'a8 of no value 1iTh8tsoever, for it \·~as illogical to accept a
definition and then to authorize non-com~)liance, It vTaS '90inted out that
regardless of the valu8 of <3 definition of agC?;ressiol1 from the standpoint 0f
international laitT:I internatlonal law '~leyed a lesser re-le in the United Nations
than in the League of Nations because the ~ur~ose of the United Nations was not to
restore the legal order once it had been violated,~ but rather to rnaintain IJeace.
Since that was so: a practical effort should be made to bring ~olitical action as
closely as ·.Jossible into line Hith international la,,:,r. For instance, instead of
insisting on the :9ovrer of discretion vested in it by the Charter ~ which authorized
it even to go agllinst a general )rinciple of law; the Security Council should
endeavour to abide by the }rinciples of international la':T and, conseouently, 8
Clefinition of abgressio~1. should not have reGard to tn.e .:?ower of discretion vested
in the Security Council.
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22. One representative eX~:,ressec1 the vie'/T that while a reference to the pmvers of
the Security Council could really do no harm, it vTas not necessary. The pOifTers of
the Council, lil;:e those of the other organs of t:'1e United Nations, he eX:9lained,
derived from the Charter, and the provisions of the Charter could not be modified
in any circumstances except those specified in Article 108. Concequently, the
definition could not modify the ~m[ers 1iThich the Charter vested in the Security
Council. Nor could it confirm the existence of those }owers. In any event, far
from reducing the Councilts power of judgement, it would enable it to discharge
its task mort' effectively. The same representatj,ve )ointed out that the Charter
conferred t~·lO distinct ,?OvTers on the Security Council, namely, a sovereign ~JOi/rer

of assessment, exercised by the Council in jUdging the situation und~r

consideration, and the discretionary power to ta]:e ~'Thatever measures it thought
best; that distinction was clearly fundamental if it vTas borne in mind that the
Security Council's power of assessment could not be strengthened by the existence
of a definition of aggression, vThile, on the other hand, its discretionary power
could not be lessened b:r such a definition" FurthermoI'e, it vras argued;> the
General Assembly was also legally empowered, under the Charter, to determine the
existence of &D act of aggression. To be strictly correct, it would perhaps be
better to omit any reference to the General Assembly from the definition of
aggression. Such an omission, however, vrould not diminish the ge~erally

recognized com:;>etence of the General AS2embly to consider questions concerning the
maintenance of Deace.

(b) Political entities to 'vrhich the definition should a')ply

r
J

1
t

23. S0me representatives considered that any definition of aggression should be
specifically 8")plicablc to ~Jolitical entities 'ftftich -vlere not generally recognized
as states or whose status in international lavr could be questioned in some other
way, but which vTere bound to respect 'the obligations imposed by international la\<r
as regards the use of force. It was ~~1ointed out thc;.t the Soviet draft ~ro~)osal
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VIas less flexible than the Charter, \,rhich envisageci the 'oossibility of aggressiOl:'
committed by an entity which was not universally recoGnized as a State or of
aggression committed against such an entity.

24. It was stated~ on the other hand, t.hat if the term tr)olitical entityll was
interDreted in the usual iilay, it might encompass any cp~losition ~)arty in a
democracy. But if it was intended to mean a llgeopolitical entity!l that term
should be used. In any case, any definition of aggression strictly in conformity
with the Charter should vecessarily exclude any geopolitical entity not envisaged
by the provisions of the Charter - in short, all entities vrhich were not states _.
the only excel)tion being the United Nations itself.

.
2. ~ct~y!oposed_.fo~~nclusi~=m~n the concept of ag;gression.

25. Most representatives expressed the vie"r that ths definition should be limitec'j
at least for the time beinz, to the idea of armed aggression as envisaged in the
Charter. HO\,!ever, different inter}retaticns Here given 813 regard.s the scope of
that idea. One of the ':roblems "'I!O..s to decide \'!hether, for :Jurposes of exercising
the right of self-defence~ the idea of af,gression included 'Jhat Fas generally
knOvln as inc~irect armed agbression. The ouestion "'rhether the concept of aggression
extends to forms of aggression not invc1lving the actual use of armed force was
also re ised.

26. vTith regard to that point, some reJresentatives held that the concept of
aggressi.on ap)lied only to the use of force in violation of Article 2 (4) of the
Charter, that is, the U2e of armed force or 9hysical force, direct or indirect.
The ~oviet draft yropo8al, it 1:ms said, ap:Jeered to extend the concept of
aggression to acts not involving the use of ferce uithin the meaning of that
Drovision of the Charter. Hhile it was true that the oGcrative Drovisions of that
~ ~- -
lJro '?osal Ivere limited to ,<:',.cts I'rhich vTere regarded a s constituting tr armed
aggression",.the very use of the expression trarmed aggressiontr seemed to imply
that there were other forms of aggression within the meaning of the Charter than
lIarmed" aggression, \,'hich \'Tas confirmed by the last preambular paragraph. It vras
further pointed out that the same applied to the thirteen-Power draft, which
enlarged the conce'9t of aggreGsion in its 0-gerative LJaragraph 1 by extending it to
all forms of the use of force in international relations} Ivhich clearly went
beyond the ~)rovisions of Article 2 (4) of the Charter. It T/Tas also stated that
the concept of agsression 'vhich emerGed from the Charter was based on two
essential factors: the use of armed force and an attack on thr:; territorial
integrity or i)olitical independence of another State. If, therefore, the
definition of aggression was to conform to the Charter, it should contain no
indication or qualification '<rhich might give the im)ression that forms of
ag~ression other than armed aggression remained to be defined; no~ should it
appear to exclude certain serious, less direct, uses of force in violation of
paragraph 4 of Article 2 of the Charter. It i'JaS also l)ointed out that the concept
of aggression included only armed attack as discussed in frticle 51 of the Charter.
The aggression with which the Corrmittee was concerned, they noted in that
connexion, I'ras Il armed attackll

, the }hrase u.sec1 in the English text of the Article,
which alone would establish the ccnnexion l)et"Teen aggres sion snd self -defence;
the latter rigl1t being established under the Charter only if the attack was Clrmed.
In any other ca se, the-re might be a threat, but i.t I,ras not nrecisely \'rithin the
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'Yu.rvie1,,:-·f' th.':-; )p.(;i.al Con:nlittee. Snw:lerating 1".he es sp.ntial characteristics of
"8reed ::ttt8.cl~lI; they sLated thee the a+'tacl~ :::;hould ccnstitute ~~. Lreacll ·.)f the
peace, in ether '~';crc13 it ~::lc)'J.ld b~ of sufficien~ seriousness, the de~ree of i!hich
c:culd t:e =:auced b,:' the :'Jt?c'vlrity C(':l~l1cil; that, t~lE: connexicl'l betvreen th: ides of
Et~.~;ressi,.::n and c~ i reach :,l the ')eace l'ollclirec1 from _~rticle 1 (1) ~)f the Charter
\·rhic~l:> by refel'ring to If ~cts ;)f r·c;::;:ression or other breaches of the peace!l ~ '·Jut
a;~sression in the cate"ory of breaches of tte !)eace; that such a breach of the peace
should be the result .)f actic'L1 tal-ccfl bi' the a!:~£':ressor. ::::n that c:cnnexion, it..... ,,-)-

'Has su;?:gested that the first sentence introd:.winr, the enumerations in all the
draft s sl..l'oclitted to tte Comuittee (it '\'TOulc1 te added to Y)ara2:l'aph 2 B of tht? USSR
text) should I:,~ :c~\·,-~l'J.ed as foll~:;ldf: lIhn,y ,)ne of the folloliring actE~, I;ornmitted Ly
a State fil'st, :3 s et breac:1 ',-i"' t:1e Jeace 8:..td without its adversary havinc; c(Jnunitted
such an act, shall be considE;l'··~d aE act of armed 8g€.yos2ion

t, . It liTas felt that
the eX9ression It contrary to the )ur~oses:> ;·rinciplc s a:ld ~)rovision3 of the Cbarter lt

in Jgerative )araGra)h 1 af the Soviet draft, would fresent some danger as it
mizht in-::l-Lcce ;jtates to involce those l)urposes :J.nd prirlciples in order to justify the
use of f2rce. It was therefore suggested that more ~recise and restricted wordin[
should. be used 1 such as the follO'.V'ing; which \·,'ould replace tl1.:, end of operative
Daragra:gh 1 of the 'USSR draft _ I1 • •• in a ny manner other than in a ?plication of'
tile relevant .:..Jr')visions of t~le Charter, GS essent.ially contained in C1V:1pter ViI It

•

27. Fu.rthermore, ,;·rhile they rec0f:;nizc::d that the definition should he restricted
to armed aggression within the Ee~ning of Article 51 of the Charter, Eeveral
representatives ":Jointed out that there '\vere other fcrms of alsgression. In that
connexion; it was argued that economic and political pressure should be regarded
as p~rt ~f the ccncept of force. Economic ;r~ssure, it was ?sserted, c:ould mean
starvaticn end starvation l:.illed as surely as the ::!tomic ~ol11b. There could
therefore be nc :3oubt thet such l-.reESUl'p constituted an unla'l:.Tful act vlhich violated
the Charter. Lven if it WaS acc'2';lt~2d \.. d.t the concept (jf force as used in the
Charter '\ras restricted to 9rrtler1 force, that did not necessarily lead to the
conclusion that arrrled a~r~ression \Jas the only form of 8c~ression, Ar~gression

implied an att9ck, ,;·rhich could tal~e many forms. By limiting l,he exercise of the
right of self-def~nce solely to the c:ases of armed attack undey Article 51, the
Charter had recognized that there <;·rere other types of aggressicn. However, those
forms of aggression could not be equated with the :recognized forms of armed
aggression within the meaning of Article 51 of the Charter.

28. Htth regard to armed aggressi011 in its indirect form, some representatives
argued that the definition should be 8~)"!1icable to that. form of aggression, as
well 2S to direct armed aggression. It was pointed out that the thirteen-Power
draft referred to the indirect use of force in its general definition of aggression
in operative paragraph 1, but did not include any 2uch act in its enumeration in
r)Bre~raph 5. More oVt:-r , it Axplicitly denied t.he right of self -defence in most
cases ";.rhere the acgrAssor indire'~t1y uc:ed force; that 31)proach lims, in some
essential respects, incousistent witb the Charter and, in any event, mistaken.
Similarly) it liras stated, the S0viet rlraft was not true to the Charter lirhen it
1 d · t.' t . b t 11 , • t . il ,.::] 11· " t .!f. fcrew 2 lSJlnc len e-wee~ ~lrncJ ?CereSSlon an,~ lil01rec, a~gresslon ; 1 a
State 'J.sed force in ~;iolati()n clf fIr-tic-le 2 (4) (if the Charter, chat Get constituted

. t l' If·. ttl 11· l' t: r •• 'I .... ·"t· taggresslon; 0 srea£ ~t 01r0C 01' l~Llre~J ?ggrecslon ln 0 ~eIlnl lon was '0

introduce a r'l istincti,)n ,,:"-hiC'11 liras both alien to thE:.; Charter and superfluous.
ThouCh an:tviouG irc~lrovemcrlt nn thc; thirteen-F:;llTer dre ft, the ;~oviet nrop02al
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still has 8eri,::'ju~' shcrtcominr'2 in t~'}at respe-2t. e~ra3raDh 2 C dio treat the
indirect Llse of force 8S an act cif 9,>;r:;ression iE certain circumstances, but it did
not recognize as act~; cl' ag~;ression t ~le f::up:?ort ()f Rrmeli. i:ands, the encouragement
of subversive activi~' ~~';ainft an0th:~r State or the ~"efusal to taIce all necessary
n12af.:mreS to deny 8rrned 1)ano.s aid or ;Jrotection. lvlor~(1ver, the intent referred to
in oDerat:i_ve Jara::::;ra[lh 2 C of the')r.iviet draft :::eemed too narrQT:J to oe com~-::atible

\-rii:,h the Chsrter; th\~ ~.:;rgr(;ssion (Jescribed in th[..Jt provision could te due to many
othel' .cf·e_~ons;J such as tnreat'", to Yne terJ"itorial inte[!rity or 'Colitical
independer:,cl-; '~)f El State er B.~tempts totally 'tc:h:;Sl..:l"Oy that ;:~t8.tE:. It ~'ras pointed
out that tne failure to ~ive bdeyuate s;ace to the question of the indirect use
of force in t:1f; text of the Sr,viet draft 1'jrobably made it unacce9te,blE: to a number
of Member states, ane1 in }8rticular to some '~)eEI1anent lllembers of the Security
Council. in:;art from the fact thet it def1ned the concent of indirect use of- ~

force too narrovily, the (~oviet draft 1cilaced such acts in a seyarate legal category.
~'1hether it vTas cirect or indirect:, hm-rever, aggression had 1?recisely the same
legal con.:}equences under the Cnarter and a definition of aggression should not
suggest other~rise; if the indirect use of force was included, as it should be, in
the definition of aggression vithin the meaning of Article 39 of the Charter, it
follui'Ted that it i-[ould naturally ~ive rise to the right of individual or
collective self-defence 0rovided for in Article 51 of the Charter; the validity
of operative paragraph b of the thirteen-FovTer draft i'TaS therefore questionable.

29. Some representatives expressed the view' th8t the vrords l'direct" and "intlirect"
used in o;)erative ~aragraph 1 of the thirteen-Power draft and operative paragraph 1
of the Soviet draft to qualify armed aggression should be deleted; those vrords
did not appear in the Charter and might cause confus5.on. In the vie'iT of those
representatives and of several others, the definition should relate only to
direct armed aggression, which alone, according to Article 51 of the Charter,
would justify the exercise of the Tight of self-defence. Nevertheless, it vTaS

argued that the definition should mention types of action which a State should
be prohibited from taking I'Then confronted with unfriendly measures falling short
of armed attack and of the counter-measures which are Dermissible. Subversion
and terrorism by another State undoubt8dly threatened thE "erritorial integrity
and independence of the victim State; acts of tha+ ':inel \vere prohibited by the
Charter but, if they were equated with armed attack, that might jeopardize the
restriction in Article 51 placed on the right of self-defence. It was noted that,
while the wordi~3 of operative paragraph 8 of the thirteen-Power draft might be
confusing, its inclusion 'Has based on the distinction betvreen those lileasures
which could be adopted by a ftate, in eXercising the rir'tt of sovereignty, against
subversive and terrorist acts, on the one hand, and the exercise of the right of
self-defence against armed attack, on the other. The definition should indicate
that distinction without any possible ambiguity. It was true that the Soviet
draft designated certain acts of indirect armed aggression; however, it might be
concluded, on the basis of operative oaragraph I of that draft, that such acts
justified the exercise of the right of self-defence, and that was unacceptable.

30. One representative emphasized the difficulties inherent in defining indirect
armed aggression. The greatest uncertainty lay in the difficulty of providing
proof; yet the fact that what was involved was not merely non-intervention but
the more serious idea of aggression made the importance of proof all the more
decisive, and the 8 1)OnSOrs of the texts \lhich had been submitted had not tried to
solve that ~roblem.
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31. On the g~estion whether the concept of aggression applied only to acts of
armed aggression or whether it also included preparations for aggression, it was
stated that it would be more in accordance with modern le~al ideas and conten~orary

international practice to consider aggression in its oroadest sense, as a complex
of interrelated acts J i.e., the planning, preparation and launching of an
aggressive war. The second preambular paraGraph of the Soviet draft ivas clearly
oased on such modern principles of international lffiv.

32. The question of llprovocation" was raised. One representative observed thai.;
the question, ivhether, and how' far, provocation exonerated an attacl~ing State
from the ch~rge of aggression had been much discussed in the tinle of the League
0:2 Nations and since that time. The Soviet draft took no account of the vital
element of provocation in the definition of aggression. flnother representative
en~hasized that any use of force was prohibited, except in the case of a United
Nations action in conformity with the Charter or in the case of the exercise of
the right of self-defence~ J.rticl.e 51 of the Charter precisely defined the limits
of' that right, which a 3ta·ce could use only if an armed attack occurred; and not
~n the event of threats, provocations or preparations for an armed attack against
it.

33. 1'1i th regard to the actual enumeration of acts of aGgression in the: Soviet
draft, some representatives observed that declaration of war, annexation of
terri to}.'y and the blockade of coasts or ports i.Jere ~n extrerllely serious matter;1
and in most cases constitl~ted a threat ivi thin the meaning of I\rticle 2 (~.) of
the Charter J but that none of them necessarily involved the actual use of force,
and the~T might amount to nothing more than a claim for a certain right which,
being in violation of international law and the Charter) was without international
legal effect. ilhen those acts diet result in the use of fQj.'ce in violation of the
Charter, it was the use of force itself which vlas to oe re~arded as aggression.

31.1.. Some representatives considered it inappropriate to ~lention in the definition
the kind of weapons used. It vTas, they said, clearly not just the use of weapons
of mass destruction, referred to in operative paragraph 2 B (a) of the U83R
draft, which constituted aggression, but their 'L.:se by one ,3tate against another
in violation of the Charter; but that was true of iveapons of any Idnd, and it vas
therefore not relevant in a definition of aggression to include ce:ctain l::inds of
~Teapons to the eJ~clusion 01' othe:cs. Hhethel' aggression had been cOl11mi tted i{aS
determined not by the kind of weapons usec1) but by the nature of the acts
commit,ted. Cn the other hand, it -Vlas stated that, while a:..:.gression could be
committed otherwise than !)y the l.1.S2 of nuclear i'Teapons or other i'leapOns of mass
destruction, it was nevertheless necessary to place the eElphasis in the definition
on the prohibition of the use of such weapons, \{hich vrere beyond any doubt by
far the wost horrible weapons~ since there was not at the present time a special
convention prohibi ting the l~se ol' nuclea:c weapons J' it \-rov.ld be useful to
indicate in the definition of aggression that, from the lesal point of view, the
use of s'L~ch weapons was inadmissible" that wO'L.lld help to pl"event the outbrea.k of
nuclear conflicts and i'TOuld also pave the way for the subsequent conclusion of a
suecial convention in that field.

35. The opinion was expressed that if a State permitted another State to use its
territory in ord.er to attack a thil~d State, that constit"-.lted an act of indirect
a[:[:,ression ... it vlaS also said that States shoulrl. refrain frOlil using force by
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>:0~)ilizing or concentratJ.ne:; their armed. forces near the ~)(n':ler of bnothel' ")tate;
8. l)oint whi ch should be l"ec:al~dGd as a concret'= prolxisal fxc the considE'l'ati')n of
the Cm'nr,li t tee.

jb. lame re~resentatives tooL the view that ?niD~~?~~ressloniswould be a
cheracteTistic eleL::mt of the use of force '" In addition tc' the 1l.nla'i·lfu1. act ~ the
~lef'initiorl shr::.uld. talce into account intent - tvlO elements vrhich; 1"11hen cOln'bined"
vloll.1LL C~Tlstitute El2:Gression. Other representatives expressed a different 'liei'T;J
s'catinz thc::t a definiti()n of aggression could not tat,e into account the element
of intent if the criterion of strict interp~etation of the Charter was to be
uc'intainec.',. The context "in i'lhich the Charter had been drafted an:i the vrorClinc of
r.rticle 2 (l.i') ar'gued ae;ainst the vieu that intent was a necessar~i componGnt of
ae:'Gr',::~3si()no If that elel11Gnt iv-ere included. in the c1efinition, it lilight te.ilpt 8.n
aGgressor to rely cn sl.'..ch spv.rious defences as anticJ patoI'y' self-defence, cluTess
")<;:;r '(!linas. or n~istakec No legitimate defence of r:~istal~e could be oiJen to a ,3tate
irlaLlVeT"GCntly l.'..nleashing a nu.clear attack.

37 c It was also stated thot the idea ivhich i{aS ipmlici t in the fourth preE1i!lbulE'.i'
pnraGraph of the U33R draft could oe interpreted as sanctioning the Joctrine of
lir:1i ted sovereigntyj it "\lOuld oe better to use th3 broader tern:inology of the
Charter and to refer) for instance) to acts which miGht encroach upon the
terri torial integl'i ty or political independence of Gtates. hs iv-orded) the.t.
paragraph of the Soviet draft) by speaking of the peaceful coexistence of Jtates
i'Ti th different social systems;I would imply that the Fse of force vTaS permj.ssible
~Jeti'1een i3tates vli th similar sociel systems. Nowhere did the Charter disti nguish
'::et'veen nses of force Hhich encroached UDon the sccial and l)oli tical achievei",len-cs

, .
of peoplGs and other uses of force. f.ny use of force in internation,8.1 relations)
it vlas noted, 'ivas lnconrpati,)le Hl,th the principle of peaceful coexistence of
Dtates ~ all 3tates) irreSi)ective of their political Cl' social systems) had the
j.'ight to a pea.cefv.l existence c That vIas a principle of ."l~cogeps, becall.se ::. t
'ilaS c1il~ectl~T related to the maintenance of international ~)i.l-01ic order, and hence
2;~ected a.ll 3tatesc

:;3. It was stated, on the other hand, that the purpose of the fourth paragra'~)h

of the Ud.3R draft ivas to highliGht the necessity of prevd1 c.ing any attempt by one
3tate to change the social and political SYSt~l of anotherc That was of
partic1...l-lar importance to countries which hed recently aCCl1..',ired their independence.:­
tbe use of force by a Stnte to encroach 1).iJon the 30cial ai.1.} )olitical achiev2'1l:ents
o:~ peoples was;; in all circumstances, contrary to internatlonal lavl, vIhether ·the
S'cates involved had different social systems or similar ones. The principle of
t;,ood -neigh"'uourli Dess laic1 dOvTl1 by the Charter covered the ~?rinciple of peaceful
coexistence, and to criticize the latter would be to criticize a princi,le of ~h8

Charter c The fourth preai11:)ular paragr8:qh of the 30viet draft WBS designed to
I)rotect the sovereignty and indel)enc1ence of all cOl.".ntries;. including those \'ihich
V8I'e not yet regarded as Gtates. In that connexi.c)n, it shJuld be noted that the
teJ~lJl ";3ta ,-ell used in oper.ative pa:::'agral)h 1 of the 30viet Clraft sho\..<,lc1 be
interpreted as applying also to State~ in the process of formation.
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e • The ;J:;:inciple of prit:ri ty

3S'. ~~evel"8.1 representetives ar(jv,elt. that thE:; princ~ 1)le OJ": y:ciori ty or tlfij:'st use'!
shoulci. b0 included in the c1efin~tion" and felt that the US,·JR draft vTaS satisfactory
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loi.l that poict. 1..1 ·::.he Vi>2IT of those representatives; the.-c principle should be
the ni9.i n cr5. terion in dete.cmi niG[;: I'Tho Ivas the aggl'essor in an i nternational
c~nf'lict; even g~'eatel~ pl."'oblerDs 1-IOEld be created by tryinG not to inclLLde it in
'c,he defini·tion. 'I'hose '.-Thc) argued that the question was not who b'3.d crossed the
.L·~"'ontier lirst 01' ,:,rho hal:.1 attackec:. first aLLt vThe had pre;JaT2d for war lfTere
ovel'L")c~::.iLl:=: the fact that) in the present ab:: cl the E:l.r.~.8i[ients r&ce, with that
c;.:..~i tc::-5.on i t ~vol.l,.1 ~Je ii,lpossible to identify the G.d.£I'c2S0:L' l.lflless b hlstoJ.:'J.c:al
O~· st.tet,"'~,i.cal st·..ldy I'TaS r.lade o:f the reasons 1111y es.ch side hau st£:i.l'tecL to acU tc.1

its 2.:csen8.1. The Tlfirst vse" p:L'inciple must be included also because I'rticle 51
c~ the ChsT'te~ endorsed it 2S a condition for exercising the right of self-defence;
the vTo:L"'ds I: if 8.n al"i·.1ecl attac.~ 0CC1..l.:;''''S aga! ns t a IvIer.i'oer ':::Jf the United Nations 11

c learb r ueant that oche :;."'i,ht of self-defence deriveJ. excl1...1.si veLr from an al"l"'1ed
~ ,_ u

cl.ttacl,. Hence; \'1hile reco8nizin;; the increl::'i:Jle variety oi' strategical
i~'~91icati:)ns, theJ c:)nclud2c1 that the Il f irst w,e" principle must be incll.l.ded in
the definition? as it was in the Joviet draft.

L:C. It was also stat,eJ. that the prL1ciple of prioi.'i t:/ was not a ne'iv p:cj.nciple;
i'c \Tas :ce.L'er:ceo to in 801 1:e ol' the de lib2 ...~atioi1s of the LeaGue of Nat..i.ons ~ it I'TaS
8.1so a:ffirE~:~c in cel't&.in ti.'eaties and i'TaS l'ecognized by :cE';i1O\mec1 experts on
international law. In short> those holding these views 90inted out that it was
2,enerally :,,'ecoc;nized that a ,~tate Ivhich Has the -first to :tesort to arLled l'o:r.'CG
asainst another ~3tE:.te \-Tas the a2:.Jresscl'.: and that vielv I'TaG confirmed by the
studies of the Il1tel~natic.i.1al la\I COl1Tmission, the Special Coml1ii ttee and other
Unitec.l N2.tions 'uodies. 'Ihe 01:.is8ion of that principle I':CO:.~ a d,afini tion of
ag~Tession ~,rould have the efi'ect ol' justifying the theoi"Y ol' preventive vrar;; iJut
acceptance 0;: that theol"'y ';·TOll.ld l'ender Eleanin§,lesE' not only the d.efinition of
ag2,ression but also all the r:'lcasures "rhich the Uni ted Nations too:~ under
Chapters I and VII of the Charter. Even aSBuLling that it l'1ould be difficult -Co
cletermine \[ho ha(:~ CGiImi ttec1. aY'l.1ed aggression first, investie;ation and evid.ence
"\TOuld be r'equired in~rder to ci.eterl.1ine pl'iority,; and the Security Council, vThieh
;-ras :;,'esponsible fOl" that tas~:.; had sevel"'al means of establishing vTho hed
80rJi".1i tted. aggressL)n first.

L:·l. On the other hand; the principle of p:ciority vTas dispEted b~r SOffle
rep:cesenta.tives ... \'rho took the viell that it \'Tas inccnpatible Ili th the Charter and
might be danGerous. It vTaS steted that the consequence of that p.cinciple was
that the right ef self-defence would be arbitrarily restricted either to a
response by the saQe methcds as those usecl by the agcressor or to the use of
s:JlJ1e means c,:: defence not cc.;v2recl ~JY any of the acts em.lE.i.erated in operative
paragl"aph 2 B of the U;.:L3R jre.ft,. Perhaps abgression should -IJe taken to mean the
cO:.Jl;lission 'by 9. State of anyone of the acts enumerated." i:.~ none of those acts
had alree.d~/ ;Jeen COL:r:ll ttecl. against it ... in that case, a victiill of anyone of
thos8 enL:meratcd acts could defend. itself by anyone or several of those acts;;
since in so doin~ it \lov.ld net oe conside~~ed to he the fil~st to comfJ1i t one of
thsse acts. HmTever" an even nore serious d~ 'ficulty would then arise: if a
,Jtate cor,1ui tted one relatively inconsequential act (say" an attacL~ on Cl shi'o or
a single shot ac:;.'oss 8. bO:L'Cler), the victim could respond I'Ti th the Ivhole of his
r.lilitary might" inclUding nuclear I'reapons, vTi thout being hl..lcl an ag~ressor; such
vT8.s not the r1).lt~ of the Charter) L'nder which defensive measures should be
proportionate to the a~tack and the use of force greatly ~~ceeding that used by
the aGGressor might constitute agcression. If the Soviet cll"aft HaD not to be
interpreted as Lioc,if'ying o~~ restricting the right of self-defence, which vTaS the
e:~p~ess intention of the 3eneral saving clause in operative paro~raph G,
pa~"aGra.phs land 2 B should ~Je ...:'e2,al"'dec1 as ruling out fi:cst uses of force except
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in self-defence. However J S\.Lch &1.1 iD.terp:cetation "lOuld imply that States C:. 2-d
~se force first in self-defenc~, in anticipation of the use of force. It was
also pointed out that th~ principle of priority raised pro~leDs of inter~retation

ai1(~ would not be appropriate in 'che case of fl'OGt.ier inciclcnts. Since its
application in specific cases "101..'~1c1 be vel'Y Cl.ifficult, i'c \Tould 1Je desil"able to
leave it to the Security Council to deteTmine whether an act of aggression had
,)een cOLtmi tted .

42. One representative stated that he did not agree with the en~hasis on the
principle of priority in operative paragraphs 1 and 2 B of the USSR draft. Since
'c,h8 legitil]ate use of force;, under hrticle 51 of the Cha:ctcr, necessarilj~

involved a response to an illegal nilitary move, it was ha~d to conceive of a
situation in which the aG~ressor ,iould be any other than a State first resorting
to force in contravention of the re~evarrt Charter provisions. Moreover, operative
parae;raph 2 B of the .3ov:i.et d:raft did no'c appear to eJ~press the intention of its
sponsor;; since a State covld resol't fi.rst to any of the ac'cs enumerated pUI'suant
to a determination of the ~Jecuj:'it~T Council, as operative paragraph 6 appeared to
y(jcognize. huother representative observed that the princi~)le of priority
app~~areJ. valid if considered in the abstra.ct, since t;he idea of armed aggression
"ras inseparable from that of initiati'le in the use of ary.~ed force. /"S forrnulated
in the Boviet draft, hm-rever, that principle ap'qeared to involve dangers. The
fundawental danger \Tas thatit miGht be tal~en to impl~" tha't, if a 3tate wa,s
attac~ed by the armed forces of another State it was entitled to counter-attack
in self-defence. iilthouGh an a38re8sol" li1USt be censured and its victim p:cotected;:
lJoth nevertheless remained subj ect tCl the provisions of the Charter, in particular
vTi th l~egarc.1 to the peaceful settlel,lent of disputes. Self-defence should only be
considered to cover acts necessary to halt aggression; beyond that point it
:Jecame Fnla:';-Tful and itself consti t1..~ted aggression.

(a) Self-defence

1~3. Several :J."epresentatives st~_'essed the need to include in the '1efini tion of
aggression a clear and precise provision recosnizing the right of self-defence as
provided for in Article 51 of the Charter. The absence of clear and undisputed
cri'ceria fOl" distinguishing aggression from the legitimate use of force i-TOEll not
only make the definition meaninGless but would also be fraught with dangerous
consequences. Both types of action involved the physical l~se of armed force) but
they I{ere fundamentally different in their legal, moral and political nature.
Under J~rticle 51 of the Charter and in accordance with generally accepted
international rules l a 3tate had the right to use ay'wed fOl~ce in its ovm defence
only to repeal an armed attack against it. It could not do so in order to take
preventive measures or to respcDd to violations of its rights other than armed
attack. The Soviet draft) it was stated: made a clear ~istinction between the
legal and illegal use of force.

L:.!:.. It I'TaS pointed out" on the other hand) that the TJ.JSR Cl.raft did not e:xpressly
mention individual or collective self-defence, which was referred to only
indirectly in operative ~araGraphs 1 and 6. Express mention should be ~~de of
the Pl'ovlslons of the Chartr-:r tha'c, were referred to in oi;J8}.'ative paragraph 6 of
the draft.
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)~5. It was also stated that operative paragraph 6 of the USSR draft, mentioning
the. uSP of force in accordancG with the Charter as an excel)tion to the principle
of the prohibition of the threat or use of fOTce, significantly effected the
legal content of the principle of the prohibition of ''1ar as an inst~cument fur the
settlement of international disputes. Only the competent organs of the Unitecl
Nations had the right to use force in order to maintain international peace and
security. j,.ccordingly, the use of force by any State constituted the crime of
aggression and entailed the liability deriving from the rules of law in force,
liust 111.ce a crime under a national system of la,'1. The definition of aggression
should beGin by 'referring ,to the ~'11,onopoly of force vested. in the Uniteu Nations,
Ivhich I-ras the point of de~?arture taken in the thirteen-Power draft. In that
~t3Spect.? the Soviet draft raised some difficulties. It viaS also stated that the
:Ci3ht of self-defence \'1as not an exception to the principle laid dow'n in
Article 2 (4) of the Charter, just as it was not an exce~tion to the criminal
code of an~r country with respect to the crime of homicide. Under the Charter,
no State lias e:n;rpm'rered to use force ... llrticle 51 recognized the right of
self-defence only to the extent that it exempted the State using force to repel
8.n arr,led attack froE1 liability lLl1til the Security Council had deteY.'f11ined what
means vrere to be erllployec1 to maintain international peace 8,nd secu.:rity. The
thirteen-Powe:r draft carefully placed the only two cases in which the Charter
recognized. the use of force as lesitimate in the legal context of the syst~n of
security set up oy the United Nations.

1..:-6. ;30Ele ::'8';rresentatives stresseCl the importance of the p:c-inciyle.? origine.lly
inclr!.deo. in the fou_r-Pmrer draft, that.l in the per:fOri'11anCe of its ftl.nctions to
r~le.intein internat.ional lJeace.., the United Nations alone had competence to use
fo:..'ce.l e~ccept when =\tates exercised their right of self-defence. That extremely
i 1.1portant principle 'Ivas en1.oodiec1 in the thirteen-Povrer te::~t, although in a
slightly E1oc~ifien :'0rEI , out w'as nissing frOE" the 30viet dI'aft, although it might
oe i~-1:plicit in the fifth 'P:re9'irlbt~lar pa:~ce.i3raph.

L:·'i. One repres'entative stated that operative paragra:9h 1 of the thirteen-Power
draft aPPc8.red to exclude the General f\ssembly, wi tho'ut an~r valid legal reason,
from United Nations orGans which l~ight authorize the use of force in accordance
"Tith the Charter, by including the vTOrds !lather than when undertaken by or l1.nder
the authoI·j.ty of the Security Council or in the exercise of the ri~ht of
inc1ivi(,~ual or collectlve self-defence".

1..~3. Several rep:cesentattves stressed that operative paragraph 1..~ of the thirteen­
POlTer draft concerning regional agencies should be included in the definition of
E~ggression. In the vie-v of other rep:resentativesJ, hovrever, that paragraph
deviated from the Charter, in that it referred to "any use of armed force",
"iThel~eas l~rticle 53 of the Charter spoke only of flenforcement action". One of
the conseeJ.uences of that variation "Tas to deny the possibility of collective
self-defence, as recognized in Article 51 of the Charter, through regional
aGencies.

6. Acts considered not to constitute acts of aggression

49. Several representatives stated that the definition should include a clause
providin0 for an exception when the use of force was necessary to ensure the
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exercise of the right of peoples to self-determlnation. The definition should
be bas1d on the p£inciple that the use of force against people exercising their
:;.~i0ht to self··d.etermination '\l8.S 8. violation of the Charte:c and gave those LJeo:;:Jles
the :c'iGht to act in self-defence. Some delegations;; hmveve:I':- argued that such a
provision 1ffiuld be out of place in a definition of aggression that was liBited to
inter-State relations. J.·.ccordinGly J one representative felt that the last pal...t
C:L operative.;!a:i....agraph ;5 of the Soviet draft;; beginnin6 vlith the word "inclucdng ll

;;

should be c.~eletec1. i.nother representative expressed the -,dew that the amendDent
subll1i ttec.l by the :3uden and t,he United )\rab Republic) and operative pa:cagl"'aph 5
:)f the Soviet draft 7 vroulcL be improved if they w'ere '\IOrc.1ed 28 follows: "Nothing
in the foreGoing ma~ be inter9reted as restricting the SCO~2 of the provlsions
of the Chapter relating to the riGht of' peoples to self-de-cerYI~ination.II It was
also stated that :cepellins an imrader and l"'~sisting occupation forces should i.10t
be considered acts of ag~ression.

50. 30me representatives e:~~ressed objections to operative paragraph 5 of the
U..:i~R draft. It "TaS stated that that paragraph raised the pl"'obler:~. of the
l"esponsibilit~/ of indii.riJuals un:1er international law - a very difficult B.nd
cOlilplex pr'o-blem 7 consideration ol' which "I{as outside the texT.ls of reference of the
Special COl1ll:1ittee) vrhose tasl~ viaS to define ac;g:cession;; 8.nd not to consiC:~2:i.'" the
VarlOl.lS le2:al consequences 01 the commission of an act of aggression. In the
view of other representatives) those objections were gro~ndless as it was
in~')ossiole; after defining a cri"l;le} to say nothing at all. alJout i ts conseq_1..~ences.

Reference ,TaS (liaele to the princi-91e nullum crimen nulla pC?~_sine lege> end. it
vras stated that, since the lavr cou.ld not define a crime 'I·dthout pi...escribing the
p1.'.nishment fOl' it, there could not be any crime "I'1i thout a punishment or;;
conversely, any pt:.nisbment without a crime. That 'C'leant that there "I{8.S n8 cl....ime
without responsibilitYJ and that was the pl"inciple applied in the Soviet draft.
The inclusion of that p:r..... incl.ple in the draft was also 'oased on another
consideration. l\S it was essential to produce a definition which 'Ias cll2ar and
precise;; all )oints relatin8 to aggression must be i,Qcluded in the draft
Qefinition:- and it would therefore be wrong to set aside certain elements for
incoI'pol~ation in other inst:i."tl"i'Ylents.

Non-recognition of territorial gains

51. The idea expressed in o~erative paragraph 4 of the USSR draft 'Ivas considered
oy SOl'~e uelegations to be OEt of place in 8. definition of acgression.
l'Jon-recogni tion of advantages resulting f1'ol,l aggression could not form part of a
definition of aggression. Other delegations, however;; stated that the question
of the consequences of aggression and the question of responsibility were
essential elements of the definition of aggression. It was stressed that the
defini tion iloulc1 ~Je of no value unless it indicated to the organ empowered to
apply it - namely, the .3ecnrity Council - what the responsibility of the
aGgressor was and 'vhat political and moral sanctions should be applied to it
under the Charter. -Jithout pl"'~visions of that kind) the definition "TQuld lose
its p:ceventive character and. vlO'Llld not be the effective instrnment it should 08
in the hands of the United Nations.
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C. VIR·j8 EXfRE3SE:U ON THE NE},I THIRIJ:'EEN-PO~.'I;R :UPJ1FT !.JID
THE ~3I~~ -POHER DBi1FT (i•. j lC . 13l.:· 'L. 16 8. nd 1'7)

52. FollmIing its consideration of the draft proposals stloui tted at the 1968
session and beginning of the 1969 session, summarized above in sectirn III B~

the 3pecial Committee he1cl. a p:-celi i,ilinary discussion on the two additional draft
proposals sl~b1i1itted respectively by thirteen and si:x Pow'ers at the conclndino
staGe of the session (see paras. 10 and 11 above).

53. \{ith regard to the first of the additional drafts> nawely, that submitted
by the thi:i."teen POvTers (1... ,'/.C .134, L.16 and !\dd.1 and 2 - herej.nafter refe:-cred to
as the Il ne"li'T thirteen-PovTel" draft ll

), several repreE',entatives pointed out that it
was in 8. sense a revision of the d.raft sncmi tted like"livise b~r thirteen POvTers at
the 1968 Geneve. session (1.,/;:.C .131-!-/L. 6).'l ,{hile ta~d.ng into accol1nt the vievlS set
forth in -the USSR draft (!./ J\C" 13l.!·, L .12) as well as those e:~p:cessed during the
iebate on these t'HO latter drafts. On the other hand, SmJ18 representatives
considered that the subm.ission of the second additional are.it, namely" that
sponsored 'by 3ix Powers (J~/il.C.13l.~/L.17 and hlc1.l - hereinafter referred to as the
ltsix-Pm·rer draft!l) had been prompted ay the fact tha.t none of the other drafts
before the Committee had taken account of t.he viel'ls eX:9ressed. by the delegati0i.1s
of the 'slJonsoring Powers on a numbeI' of important issues.

5l.~. SCLlC .te:9resentati.ves 'i'1e:ce of the vie"T that the new' thirteen-Pol-Ter draft, far
:fl~cr:, enc,jl"!,raging general agree;~'J.ent) only vrtc3.ened the rJi:L'l':::rences of opinion
l.Jl~t,~.,reetl certain members of the Committee. ,Several oth8:'~ r:=pTesentatives regarded
'GnE: ..3 _:;·,Pc\'ier proposal as one ,·rhich ~'laS negative in spirit and could under no
circull:.ste.l1;:"::-s serve as a basis for the CO[rJE1i ttee 1 s future vrork.. I. number of
representati'/es, hm'fever:; ~felcor.l(~d the sub!:1.ission of the -e,'ivO drafts as a positive
contribut.ion tOGh2 ftllfilment of the Corr:m:Ltteels task. In particuleT, the
six-PovTer prc,posal :8.8 regarded by severE.l.l :-cepresento.tives as evidence that no
delegation had ' .(r longer 8. nec;ative 8.t-citt1.de to the principle that aggression
should be defined. It 'i'ras:; n.m·T8v8J.'; emphasized in this r~;s:;:>ect tba t the.
s~onsorshi-p of that proposal did aot rf1.ean a change in long-standinG, reservations
regarding t.he usefulness of a definition of agGression.

55. Those representati'les v/ho exyressed. genere.l support :Lor either of the -[MO

drafts including the prealilbld.ar pa:i."t of one of theD, did. so mainly in so far as
one or the other met the cri te:tia "Vrhich j,l1 their opinton any proposed definition
should fV.li'i 1. Seve!'sl rep:cesentF.,i:'lves "Ii'Tere of the viev ths.t the nel'1 thirtecn-
Power proposal Ivas cCf.'J.pa.tible "iit-.1 and based. on the Charter of the United Nations 0

30me other representatives held e. similar viev regarding the six··Power draft.
Bor.:.e representatives stressed t?JE'.t the new thirteen-PovTer draft represented a
consider8.~Jle step fonrard al1CL that there was a basis for bringinG closer together the
p~ovisions of that draft and the provisions of the USSR draft during the course
of the Comni ttee 1 s further work. Oth8rs felt the,t, the ne- r thirteen-Power draft
represented. an increasing divergence from 801.1.n(3. 8.nO. reason8,"I)le interpretations
of the Charter.

~5J. 3C)U8 representatives clarified their position on the question of the
cleGiI'alJilit~T that a draft definition of e.ggression sho1.}.lc-:' oe acceptable to the
perrllanen'c nembeL~s of the Secvri ty Counci 1 emphasizing that that lTaS not a leGal
l'equire11ent but a political onc;. The minimun constitutionE:1.l L~eq'L'.Lr,'-:ment 'iTS.8 th~,;I.t

the definition should be acceptable to the General i\ssemol~.r and the 3ecuI'ity
Council.
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57 . 'I'he 18.c~~ of e. pTear:1:Jle j."'l the six-Po~Jer :J.:raf"c \-ras rec:;ax'ded by SQLae
renresentatives as a retro3rade step. For some other representatives, the
21J:Jence 01'"' 8. ·prea·r,l.iJle shouL~ not ';)e tal~el1 to indicate a negative atti tude
to-.Jerds having one or t.ovT8rc1s the idea of defining aggression.

53. In the opinion 'Jf 30me representatj.ves; the Six-PovTeT c":.rBft treated
. 1 t h· 1 II l" b 1 II 11 t " 1· d ll .1ha@'c:;resSlOl1 'i"lere_ y 2S a eT':: "r lCl Vl8.S ap1;:'_.lca.t.e O:C 0 oe app le ; G us

reduc~_n~ the iE!.portance of the c1efini tioD e.nd. the \oTor~\: done by the Committee;
\I1:i..ch had 'Jeen establish20. not to deal 'Hith terl:1inologic8.}_ points but with the
pr"_ncipal c:cir:.e in internElticnal law. OtheT representatives; however, pointed
out tha.t the CO'l:imittee WES (lealinG: 11i ch the problem of def::' ning the term
aGgression; that is;. ",i th the pj:,olJler:1 of its proper application, and not \Ti th the
proble~ of asgression itself.

1. J.-.:mlication of the c~ -:;fi~"itioD

(a) 'I'he definition am:: the 1~m!.er of the_Secnrity Council

5S'. In the opinion of a number of re'9resentatives 1 the provisions in the ti'TO

cLx'afts ;;vel:'e \-,i thoEt p:cejudice to the pOTrers ancl. c::.uties of the Security COl'nc:il
as \)rQvic1ed in the Charter. It \-18.S stateci. that the words llfacilitate that task"
hacl. oeen llserl in the nel·r thirteen-Povrer draft instead of l:as a guidance!! in order
to indicate that there TIlas no Questi.on of limiting the Secl1..ri ty Council's pOvTer
of determination. ;Jcme repj,"esentatiyes expressed the vie'i that the Charter did
not g11ant the Securi t~T COl:ncil d.iscretionary pmlers; i t sir'~)ly stated that the
Council should deteTmj.l1e the existence of an. act of aggression; the ne;;·r
thi:~cteen-Pm'ler draft referred to the "povrers and du.ties t: of the Gecuri ty Counci 1
in order to remain fei thl1).. l -Co the purposes and ~Jrinciples of the Charter. It
vas also stat,::.J. tbat the s:LX-Pm'Tej," c.1.:caft l?reServed. the discretionary pm,rer of the
.Jecurit~T Council 8.S the oTgan having primary responsibility for the maintenance
of peace; this draft would not re~~ire the Council to determine the existence of
aG~ression in. every case of a breach of the peace; since it allowed for the
application of the defin5.. tion l\rhen a.ppropriate rt

, nor ;;ofoElcl.. it require the
Council to ri.. nd that an act ol' agg:...'ession e~dsted even in a case where the
circumstances I'iere clearl~/- coverec. b: c the definition; tha.t is, there "TaS no
element of al~tomaticity in the definition: the non-exhaEstive list of possible
cO-ses cont2.ined in paragl'aph IV of the l):LOposal was meant to prov2 de general
()_licLance only. It \Tas a.lso pointed Ol).t that the six-Pm'Te:-c draft was of a very
aos-tract and artificial chare.cter Ivhich clic1 not contribll.'ce tmvards a clee.rer
idee of the c1efi ni -Cion of aggl'ess10n and that the dra.ft cOl1.1d therefore he.rd.ly
seJ:'l.re to help the Security Council in the discharge of its functions.

(IJ) Pqli t;Lca~ entities to Hhich the defini tion should alJi)ly

-::;0. .. nun:I,IJer of rerres8ntatives cll'e\T e.ttention to the second sentence of
~)araC!,raph IT of the si~:-FoVTer cL!.'af·c, ~ '\rhich \-Tas intended to ensure the.t a
definition of aggression ~ 'vered acts by or aGainst those political entities
uhcJse clairns to statehc.c.c.~ F1ibhc not IJ12 uni \rersally recognized but upon vrhich the
o·,Jligations of -che Chart..:r and international law as regards the use of force
nevertheless fell. ReGret wa.s e::pressed in this connexion that the ne"T
thirteen-I'ovler llraft had J.-nileci. to deal uith such aspect o:{' the c1efini tion of
e·3Lressj.on < Other l'epresen"t.::,,-c,iv:;s) hm·reve-L') considex'ed tha.t the introdllction of
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· 1 t ' hill' t . 1 . t 11 ~ • • d' t " fn0vT and 1.:""'l"e e"\,re.n conce"9'cs svc as po l lca en"Gl"y c·~.l, -·~:)j..].ca·ce, lns eac,_ 0::

:.;~ciL.tatini~ th l2 Con:wittee T s tes~\.. It was also said that that conce~?t W8.S

G..'.;:fj ,::1.. '.tC.O acc::::pt f:;:-'all} the pai.nt of \~ie'\v of l~OSltive internationE'l 18.w 0 The
·l~;:::.·,. ";:;:::~-Cc tl sholJ.1CL ~),<; 1'e t&ined; in :(2eping with the fr'ai..~2i'TOl~1::. and Lirl~!,l.~aGe of
:~.~.~\~ C:h:,,:,:·t,,~;~::,., \.;ri.tb:m·r, ·:;JI'ejuc.1.Lce tc, th2t;)osslbility of its ~:.nterp:':·etatiC'n ill 8.

",..- ·,':'E"·."."'.·.J.~ ., •.•. "~(.,,, "'11'-'+· "j':; 'lllJt ·..·,::-.(11 I' -1."1 P' i',hGt t'np. nState ll cG[]cerneci shoulr\. IX".... ' _ _ h) ~'.1,."' ...... I \ ..' c.)..... . .. _ , _.. ........... .!... ..L.. - -b ...... J.." - .. -.. ,.;. .,

'cotEclly D.r.,'~'I.,-:e.roL.~C'L18::'Y .!.· ...:.cc'g;l1ize'-;. b"r all 1ieGJ.'.)E:l' ,:~ c::J.tes of the United. N8.t·Lc~ns.

01. .:.lObe :.:-::pl'2.sent2ti~,'·es cons:Lcl2:i.~e6. that ai.1j/ c1efii.litiol1 cl' aggression must IJe
·,)6.sed 0-':1 • i·t:~ cl:.:: '2 (L;.) 01 the ChETtei.' and it should state clearly the unlavful
nc.tv,re of ai1Y l.lnjus ti fied 'L-.se or' lorce. IIhe delini tion, therefore;> Sh01} 11 flilly
c(;'\re~.' aC;;.:::.'·e331:Ji1 involv:i.n:: Lndii'ect or covert uses of illc;~al fOl~ce intended to
in:~·:ci'CL."':: tl~2 teITi cC'l'ial inteC;I'it,~/ e.nd the political inde'~"'cmc1ence of Jtates. It
VQ3 3'i::atec.. 'chat th~_s poj.nt \·ras 2.;~l~)ly covered,:! first;> by the inclusion of the
i)h:..~ase ::m,-:::.:.."t or covert, c1i:cect or inc'Lirect ll in par8.~raph IT of the six-PovTer
p:coposa.l an.d;, secol1c11~T, oy the em'.. l21'ati'::m of certain typical cases of s'L1.ch acts
in r)2.l'E',~i'a'Ph IV; the US2S of fOl.... ce '\vhich could not conotitl1.te aggression undeI'
t112 te~~s 0; the Charte~ ~Tere defined in paragraph III of the proposal. Some
::c\::.,Jl"'2sentati'les sta·ted that 9 jt.;finition whi ch did not contain e.n adequate
:?I'o,,:·'j,sL:,i."l :cege.rc::.inb armc:;:'.. 'b2 nds i:"')".. lc1 rL1al(e li ttle contri !Jution to the tasl~ of
ap.) l~?i .il2: the Charter to c'')nter.'.po.!.~8.:c~r facts.

:,2. :~:;\;-eral Te?resentati'res \'Je:i.~e of the opinion that acts constituting vihet ~va.s

:.'':;11\:;rallJ "~l1Oi'in as i n::~irect &gc;res ston shoFld not be ple.cec1 on the same plane as
~.. . ,. ,. 1 . . h '.l..' , • ht f lJ:l ~ .pCllT(3C'C aI'll'l.ed a3't.':Tesslo:1;1 '111 -peT'clcu ar Wl"G respec"G wO 'cne rlg O' Ge i -(:Le.Lence
It ~ ias ste:. ced that this ')oint i'12S ind.icated by o-perative pal~a2,:caphs 5 and ~( ol
the nevl th:Lct,een-Pmler pi'cl,?osal, paragra:Jh 5 I,ras desiGned to :permit the e~~ercise

of the rl~ht 0f self-defence in accordance with I,rticle 51 of the Charte~, and
~)Gt:caGl'8.ph '7 incH catec.l that certain acts, inclL"ding those af aI\jlec1 bands I in the
t8~I'ito:.:·y of a ,)tat2 ";'Te1'e Dot Sll.fi'icient cause for that :.Jtate to have x'eCOU.i.:'se to
the :riL;ht oi' self-d2fence ~)y :llilita~c~T action by virtue of j'rticle 51.. It 'das
:32i:L ia this c'Jnn2xion the'c the e::~vcession llarm2d e:ttac~;:,ll llsed in t,rticle 51 of
'~~1e Ch['l:ter :cefeT:ced c1:i.-'..~ectl~r t() the expression Pact of 8.G~ressionrr ll.sed in
I.:i.'ticle :JS·. In SUPPOi't of this pGsi tiQn) a l~eference ~'TaS dade to the d.raft
Coue ':.1 O·~:2nces against the Pe&ce and. ..:k~curity of Mantinc.~, Ll which 8. Qistinction
\TaG dr8.I,1i.1 'oetiileen acts 0-;-" agGl"ession; on the one hand; al1c~ the o:cganize.tion of
ai'E12d baG,J.s and coercive ~:leasures of an economic or 'ooli tic3.1 na tl':lre , on the.. ,
other. ·";0::.8 rep:cesentatives f't.::cther emphasized. the c1an.;ei' that indirect al"med
azgression such as ii::vasion by El.:j..~rtled bands might oe invoked not only to exel"cise
the ri6ht 0:::' sell'-deI2nce ':)ut also,:! lHl'ler cover of the.t right;, to cOl11ni t
i_ntel"venticns.

6S. Other representatlves ~·rere opposed to the inclu.sion G=C any provision
:cele:bint:; to indirect a6:;1~ession foi.~ various reasons such as the follovTing:
indirect a~~Tession fell Ivithin th~ scope of another principle of international
la\'1 .~ namelv. the duty, of ;Jtate to :cefrain froL: interference in the internal, ,
aff'ail~s of other 3tates; the ci:cc'Lil":stances cOll.lc1 dif.rel" .:::;reatly frOG one case of
ll!cliri:=c t, aGgr:;ssi~n to another; State respon.3ibility i,vas not incurred ~JY moral
sU]J)o:ct or 2vc~n ol.rert c;oncLon21llent of acts of inc"Lirect 8.G...:>Tession; the principle
:..~elatins ';:.0 indLcect a~~I'e8sion vlas irrelevant at -che present state of the
Cor'·':.1ittee T 8 ~vor~;:. ~30m2 representa.ti 'les a 180 eX~:)I'essed () 8l....iJt aoout the
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2.dvisability of including indirect use of force to the scope of a definition, j.n

view of the difficulties in establishing proof. In this respect, it was pointed
out, however, that even in cases of open conflict, it was at times diffic~lt to
8stablish which side had fired first.

91·. Ilccording to several representatives the concept o:f aGsression as statecl. in
operative paragraph 2 and certain other provisions of the new thirteen-Povrer
d:.caft.? if adopted, \·TOulc.1 8.i".lount to a revision of the relevant articles of the
ChaTter stl..ch as llrtic les 2 (L~), 51.1 53. The a~)proach of the draft was considerec\
also unacceptable to some repI'8sentat.ives as it seemed to clecla:ce that the
~uestion 0:;: whether force had been used or not and whethel~ a State had the risht
to defend itself depended s:;"rIQly on the lllethods enlployed.

65. The principle of proportionality was raised concernin[) the question of
stuJversion by armed bands organized or supported by another 3tate. It was argued
that to ieny the victim of aruled subversion the ribht to determine for itself
I{hether it I'ras justified to exerc::Lse its right of self-c1e:1.'ence was fraught with
cle.nger at a tirn.e when armed subversion I{as increasingly iJecor;ling a substitute fo:c
the Dlore conventional methods of armed aggression. Some representatives considered
therefore that paragraph 7 of the nevr thiI'teen-Power draft should be modified to
take account of the fact that, in certain cir~lmstances, the presence of arme&
bands constituted an imminent danger similar to an armed attack. In this
respect it was stated that a fori!1ula could be cOl1sidered uhich vTOulQ specify that
in the event of a large-scale invasion by armed bands involving imminent clanger
coaparable to that resultinc::; frOE1 an armed attac~,-, the victim of the invasion
could react as if it were exercising its right of self-defence under f,rticle 51,
ui thout fi:L~st bringing the i;Latter before' the ',:2curity Council.

"00. ~a th rec;ard to the 2l1L.li·l1eration of acts vrhich consti tt'.ted acts of aggresslon,
some representatives expressed the viel,r that a legal COl1ne:~ion should be
established between the 'fe.rious eleElents of the enumeration in such a i{ay that,
if a State 'Hhich 1{aS the victirl of an e.ct of aggression not featuring in the acts
entrmerateo. resorted to sel1'-defei1ce;; it irould. not for that re9.son be considered
an aggressor itself. l,B to the specific enumeration in paragraph IV of the
six-Power draft) some representatives considered that insufficient account had
been taken of the basic differences among the various Qeans l~sted in part, B,
since they alone helped to clarify the very difficult question of distinguishing
internal revolts or dissident move;:lents from acts of aggression of externEl
OJ..~lgln. It I,ras also stated. that some of the activi ties listed in paragraph IV B
should not be included in the same ~aragraph with invasion or bombardment, for
such activities would not cI'eate the same emergency as an open attack against a
State.

67. The six-Pm{er proposal vras criticized for its failure to refer to the 1110St
dangerous aspects of aGgression; namely the use of weapons of mass destruction
as a il1eanS of comLJli tting an act of aggression.

11
). ~ggressive intent

of
L

68. GOille representatives consi~ered that a definition of aggression should focus
on the two elements of unlavrful intent and illegality of the act itself. It Has
stated that that point ,'!as met b~T the fOllEula er....ployec'i. in the six··Pm{er Pl'o-yosal.;,
reference to intent was inade in paragraph II, which spo~e of acts of aggression
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othe:c :'ltat:;,; in pa:cagl"'a)h Ill, which dealt 'itfi th the use of '~'orce ~n ~3elf-,3.:;{c;nce

a:.:' :!;n..l.l"'S1.~,3.11 c' to c~ecJ...sionG of th2 Uniteo. Nations or otheT (;,'/l,'Jetent orga.nizations ..
8.1K~ in" ;·.1Fch gl"eate:c detail in ~)s.-cagraph IV; part :. ,)~' ;?8.r8.l;raph IV clescr-ibecL the
intended ef?c;cts of e. b~·e3.ch of the :peace '\vh:i.ch j').8tiZie,~~ th~ 3ecurity Council in
conclL1,cLin~; thsO:~ a.n 8.2t of agsr'ession had 1.12(";n cOlrm5_ tt(~;1 all~L part B lis-c,'3c1
A""r. "1"')1 e·..., ......0 r 1 T}e .... ]· ;='i'-, r" =-8ns irher",,')""r vl-h'" l' n+·~·...... ~I-l· .- .,,\~ rlasc ('l- .... \~.., l' 11 par~r- f\ ''Lr~''''':::'~,:,"c<!. ~. _ b '.'.l.. Cl.t C .. -'-._ \.,; ,JI,::.. . L; I I v..... l' ..... U U" l..,; lJ.,::> ,. C .. I,C\"~ • • L' I.. Y I:• .L ,~

car:"l eel Ol.. ~ t .

S9. -Jo::-.~.e l....ep:cesentat.:i.v2S '90intecL out that while paragrai)h IV of the si~r:-J?owel'"

c1:."aft tco:~. :::'ull Cl CCCl.'nt of ,.:.he "ride 'variety of the fOl....'~lS 0; i 11'2gal use of force
\'Thich i..;..::\..tl.:.l CO'L1St:t tl.~te aG.::;:cession l:nc1er the Chartel") the enl~meration of :Lntentions
8.n::::. mee.ns ivas illl:strativ2 enc.!. not exhaustive .. there E11.1.St therefore be cases in
\vhi ch 0112 "iTOl~l~..l hav'3 to :ce1/ on l~rticle 2 (4.) of the Chart.'3l"';, ubi ch "TaS the
-~::.eystone of the si:c-Pc'J(~:;'''' ")1"',:)1)088.1" 3mr.e representatives 8E",phasize:1 that it 'Has
essential to exclt~J.~ ac"cs uhich i·re:.... e l::1intentional, and 'Lhi3.t tha.t reC:luLc'2rD.ent vas
Llet ~)~r ",)ar8.sraph IV . (5) of the si::c-Power proposal. Hith re,saI'd to the vieF
theb intentions were often ~i!fimllt to prove) it was stat3d that) if the facts of
the C3.se 1tTere rec~lly se Enclear thet the 3ecu:city C01...~ncil could not detel~r;line

even ·l~hat. the act i·rae in'cencional" ]".e., calculat'2c~ to inl'lict the harm vrhich it
in fact infJic:ted .. then ':l~·2s'U.L:aol~r no O~1e vTOtLlc1 uish the ;:j,:.:;curi-cy Ceuncil to
~ecide that &3gression haG occurred.

~l~: . :jeVel"'B 1 l"'epresentati "I/2S; hO\Tr;;ver, did not agree that the aP"9roach ·t-.aken in
the si:C-PU'i'T21'" pro~')osal ~-TE:S sat~Lsfactory. It vras said that, '\-rhile .lche intentions
of an 8.ccused alQ':".L'essol" Ile:':'e no d01:"ot l"elevan-'c to make a de-cerfJl::i..nation 0.2

~'-'

ag8,Tess:Lon depenc.l2nt on theEl \-rc'l~ld oe highly dangeI'Ol..1s 1n the l'):cesent state of
th3 in-ccTne.tional C0l"1~mtL.1it~r. j,·lo:ceove:c such a criterion vT01.1..1d hardly be an
2?fectiv3 deterrent to potential acgressors. Not only would it be impossible to
list all ~)os8ible intancions / IJUt ae.-,6rE:sSOrs ahrays claimed that their goal \TS.S

a le€;itimate one. In the 'lieu 01 some representatives t11>'3 ::"ntroduction of such
subjective eleGents in the criteria foI' determining c2~ression would serve to
el1~:)urase invasions or other acts ostensibly carried out for pvrposes not
L'l2ntioneci. in pa:......ag:taph IV of the si}~-Poi'Ter proposal. It iTO.. S also said that the
c~efinitioi.l ','!lUS t be ·:·8.S ed en o'l:}J ec·ciV2 J not subj ective; criteria, cl.erivi 118 fron~

oche nat'L~re of the act i tsel!. In that cC'nnexion, i t i~8.S observed that the U:3SR
draf·c. and the nei'r thirteen-Povre:...... ch"'af't had the advanta[;e of taking only 1l:8..terial
facts lnto account) basing thewselves particularly on the principle of priority.
It ~ras also pointed out that only the Latin hnerican draft (f\/i~C .13i.~/ L.~.) and
the tiT0 thirteen-Power ~rafts usgd solely objective criteI'ia.

4. The priLciple of priority

71. Certain representatives pointed out that the principle of the first use of
force had been incorporated in operative paragraph 5 of the new thirteen-Povrel"
draft but had 'been OYii.i tted from the six-Powel" proposal. In the opinion of
seve::cal repI'esentatives~ that vIas the only principle on vrhich a definition of
aggression could oe based. It T~ras furtheI' stated that the new thirteen-PovTer
draft ~ basing i tself ~al"'ticularly on the principle of pI'iority) had taken only
mate~ial facts irrto account; which made it ~ossible to avoid the difficulties
arising froB a list of objectives such as that included in yaragraph IV of the
six-Powel" draft. Other :i:"epresenta tives, hm,rever, reca.lling the:i.r previous
objections on the matte:{' (see para. J.~l above)) stressed that th~ nevT
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thirtep.n-Power draft had failed to avoid the anolualies attendant upon any effort
to su1)stitute the CCi'lCept of lli'irst l~se" for the inherent l"'ight of self-defence
as a criterion for determining the legitimac~ of acts of force in international
relations. The definition shc"L.:.ld foc1.1..s rather than on llfi:cst use" on the tvo
elements of unlawfvl intent and illegality of the act itself as had been done
in the si:c-Povler draft.

(a) 3elf-defence

72. Several representatives noted vli th satisfaction the inclus:i.on of the
inherent right of self~defence in the two additional draft proposals. In the
o~Jinion of some rep:cesentatives the only legi tiiilate exceptions to the Charter 1 s
pI'ohibition of the use of force l1ere the inherent l"ight of individlwl or
colL~ctive self-defence and participation in meaSl)"res to i~laintain or restoI'e
international peace and security decided on by the appropriate organs of the
Uni ted Nations or by other cODpetent bod.ies. fls rega:L"'ds self-defence, the viel'T
vTaS expressed that the key questions were at \That point in tinle the right came
into beinG and what ~dnd of action constituted aggl"ession; whether it WE.S

sufficient to ask merely vTho fired the first shot~ vThether there must be an
actual use of force; 'Hhether a thl"'eat of force could be so seri01.1..s as to
constit"L.:te a threat to the peace and, as such) aggression; I'Thether a .3tate uhich
massed. troops on its 'border in ol"der to menace a neighbonring ~3tate was guilty of
ae;gressioi1;: and \·rhether Et country must await the actual ESG of force before
invoking its right of self-defence. It \'Tae fErther stated that the right of
self-defence cOl.1..lc1 oe eJ~ercisec1;, not in response to threats and provocations, but
only j_n response to an armed. attacl~, I,rhich ml.1..st therefore precede it; those i'Tho
'lllaintained the contrary i'Tel"e draw"ing their arguments either from analogy idth
QQ,.lestic lau.' 1:-rhere the concept of self-defence vTas highl~, developed" or fl"Ol:l
international law as it had existed pTior to the Charter, i-Then force had been
accepted as a means of pursuing national policies. Sone representatives
considered that paragraph III of the six-Power draft had followed a wise course
by indicating the geno.ral e~~ceptions to the prohibition of force a.nd leaving the
Securi ty Council to deterYiline ivhether those exceptions wel"e applica-ole in any
given instance. In the vievl of SOEle representatives, it I'rould be even vriser to
reproduce in its entirety, in paraGraph 111; the languaGe of the first paragraph
of /\rticle 53 of the Chal"ter.

73. Several representatives supported the inclusion of the principle of
proportionality in operative paraGraph 6 of the thirteen-Power draft. It was
stated that the purpose of the principle ivas to oblige a 3tate which vras the
victim of an armed attack and iThich was using armed force in self-defence to
control its reactions and to keep them vTi thin the "bounds of what was necessar"lT- v

and sufficient to halt the aggression. The view was further expre~sed that as
for t,he scale of the attack;J no one claimed that the right of self-defence vlas
an unlimited right and that it justified an action of any scale without regard
for the scale of the attack suffe:i....ed. Some representatives, rowever -' resel"ved
their position I·ri th regal"d to the principle since in their opinion such a notion
vras difficult to handle, e:::cept if it vTas regarded as signifyine; that there i'TaS
aggression only Ivhen the operations vTere sUfficientl~r serious.

-29-



74. Referring to operative paragraph 1 of the new thirteen-Power draft, some
representatives emphasized that it did not prejudge the question of the respective
rights and duties of the Security Council and the General Assembly with regard to
the maintenance of peacej that was why the text stated that the United Nations
only had competence to use force in conformity with the Charter~ without
specifying tile competent body; similarly, the fact that the Security Council was
mentioned in operative paragraph 2 of the same draft did not imply that the
draft adopted any J;articular position on the question. In the opinj.on of seme
representativeR, however, although operative paragraph 1 of the thirteen-Power
draft did not prejudice the issue, it was a little too broad. It would be
preferable to state unequivocally that the Securit.~: rCJUncil had competence to
determine an act of aggression in accordance with Article 39 of the Charter. It
Has also argued that operative paragraph 2, read together with operative
paragraph 1, clearly decided the issue, depriving the General Assembly of its
most important responsibilities for the maintenance of international peace and
security. In this connexion reference '\vas made to Article 11 of the Charter and
General Assembly resolution 377 CV) "Uniting for Peace!!.

.. ~t
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Cb) Organs empowered to use for~e---_......._--. _._~_..-.._."'" _.'- _._.., ---~

'T5. Some representatives referred to the difference of langue.ge in paragraphs I
and 111 of the six-Power draft, which referred respectively to the Security
Council and trthe cempetent United Nations organs 11

• The latter provision was said
to mean that United Nations bodies other than the Security Council could authorize
the use of force, a vief,v unacceptable to some representatives. In thj.s respect
seme .representatives pointed out that the Charter conferred Ilprimary" but not
sole responsibility on the Councilj in certain cases such as those concerning
colonial problems the General Assembly could play a rolej paragraph 111 of the
six-Power draft c07ered the cases in which a decision on the use of force had to
be made by organs other than the Security Council without prejudging the various
points of view regarding the competence of other United Nations organs.

76. In the view of some representatives, operative paragraph 4 of the new
thirteen-Power draft, unlike paragraph 111 of the six-Power draft, was compatible
with Article 53 of the Charter. Some representatives considered, however, that
the Charter provision had been inaccurately paraphrased in the new thirteen-Power
draft, particularly by the use of the terms 11 armed force tl and Ildecisions 11 instead
of t:enforcement action" and ttauthorization" respectively. In the opinior~ of
some represer..tatives, paragraph III of the six-Power draft was contrary to the
letter and spirit of the Charter since it placed regional organizations on the
same footing as the United Nations. In their view, the Charter fJade it perfectly
clear that the coercive measures decided upon by regional organizations could
not be taken until they were authorized by the Security Council. In this respect~

some representatives indicated that the six-Power text used the phrase :'consiotent
with the Charter of the United Nations!!. It was further stated that a provision
authorizing the use of force by regional or[Sanizatiol1u or arrangements was
contained in Article 52 of the Charter, and Article 53 envisaged the granting of a
similar authorization in specific circumstances.
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77. Several representatives noted with approval that the new thirteen-Power draft
contained, in operative paragraph 10, the principle of the right of peoples to
self·-determination, sovereignty and territorial integrity. In their view, the
exercise of the right of self-determination was rightly included in a draft
definition of Rggression since it often involved more than one State and helped
make clearer that definition by stating what did not constitute aggression; in
many instances, colonial situations constituted continued aggression since an
external Power was maintaining its demination over the people by military force.
A reservation was hO,vever made to the second part of paragraph 10 for if there
was to be a mention of sovereignty and territorial integrity it should be made
plain that it concerned States, and reference should also be made to Article 2 (1)
and (4) of the Charter. The six-Power draft 'was criticized by some representatives
not only for completely ignoring the struggle of peoples for their national
independence 9 self-determination and sovereignty, but also for attempting~ in
their view to give legal sanction to the colonial system by using the expression
rlterritory under the jurisdiction of another State rl in :r::aragraph IV B (1) and (3).
'rhey considered that in so doing, the six-Power draft introduced a new idea
intended to claim that the territory of colonial dependencies was under the
jurisdiction of metropolitan Powers, thus contributing to perpetuate the colonial
system and encouraging aggression. Tl1is interpretation was however rejected by
seme representatives 'vho considered that the Charter provisions \-,Tere clear as
regards the progress of dependent peoples towards self-government and independence,
and ,vho saw no dj fference between the expression in question and the expression
llterritory of another State ll

•

78. Some representatives noted with satisfaction the inclusion in the new
thirteen-Power draft of the concept of international responsibility for acts of
aggression since, in their opinion, the Special Committee's task was to show (",hat
Ivas the international crime of aggression and to indicate the consequences of
that crime. Other representatives expressed the view that such a notion was no
part of a definition of aggression and consequently did not fall Within the
CommitteeTs terms of reference.

79. In the opinion of several representatives, the principle of non-recognition
of territorial acquisitions obtained by force, contained in operative paragraph 8
of the new thirt.een-Power draft and in operative paragraph 4 of the Utl8R draft,
was an essential ingredient in a definition of aggression; it was a principle
fully in accordance with the provisions of the Charter, well established by a
nwnber ef basic international legal instruments and emr;hasized by the Security
Council; further the retention by the aggressor of the fruits of his action made
the aggression a continUing crime, a concept which existed in all systems of
criminal law. Some representatives, l1c"i'leYcr, reGarded the reference tu
non...r~co2:ni tien an irl'cl.avc.nt or tl:.cucht ttL-.t the prir~ciple miGh t 1'(; placed n~ore

apPl'opriutcdy in ·the prC:D.mtlll ratlwr thc.n in J~he defir.:.itiun i'~Gelf ~illce it
COnC81'1wd. a lec;al. COllO e 2.l: o:.c"-; of tbr:l n0.t of Clc..:;rec E.: icn.
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IV. RECCMI·IENDATION OF THE SPECIAL CClVlMITTEE

80. At its 50th meeting, on 28 March, the Special Committee considered the draft
resolution submitted by .9S:>]..2!!1bia:, .99})P-:Q_ {P.~:!TIo~}:.!3-.t_t~ ...Re'p.~.!?li£. o:r), CYJ.?F}!§" EC.llaq.pI.: ,
Qh§na:, GUYAP.§:, §aitJ.~ M?-S@,g?~.c.?-r, ~!e29-.s.o and !J~.!1B.u§.:v: (A/AC.134/L.18). At the
same meeting the representative of Cyp~us on behalf of the sponsors orally
submitted a revised text of the above draft resolution which the Committee adopted
without objection.

The text of the resolution adopted by the Special Committee reads as follows:

liThe Special COTlllnittee on the Q,uestion of Defining Aggression__ .... ....,.- ..- ...,...., ....._._'_._., . _ .......__ ..-.••'....__ ....... ,.....__ .. , __,.. ·n.,.... _r __ .....'....- ..._ ..... _ •• __... ,,--•• _ ......_ ..... _~

1l~E??-!.~~E.. in_~ind resolution 2330 (XXII) and 2420 (XXIII) of the
General Assembly,

flEe.c9gn.tzi1]g the progress made during this session in the consiaeration
of the question of defining aggression and on a draft definition, as
reflected in the report of the Special Co~nittee,

ll~joi~..illg that new proposals concerning a draft definition of aggression
were submitted in 1969,

"No~J.pg~ ?1-.l3S2 the common ;tlill of the members of the Special Committee
to continue consideration of the question of defining aggression,

tlNot:i;,!.l\_'~.J}lrtb.:er that there was not enough time in which to complete
its task,

ltB.~S9'!p'[g.~.nds. to the General Assembly, at its twenty-fourth session,
that the Special Committee be asked to res~e its work as early as
possible in 19'70lt .
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1. The HOTking G:coup of the 1'!hole, established by a dec:isic·n of the Sreci8J.
Committee tal~e.n at its 3'(t.h meeting on 18 r;arch 1969 ~ held nine meetings f:r'cm
19 to 27 1·1arch 1)69 •

2. At its 4th meeting on 20 Harch 1969 the~·!·orkj_ng Grcup, on the ba.sir.:. ()f a
proposal made b:y- the rer:resentative of the USSH as alilE"m.ded by t.he representE.tive of
Canada conce:.rning th(~ method of vlOrk 5 decided 'as follmlS:

To concentrate first, with a viei'[ to thei:i.'" form·L.l1ation~ 011 those l.:'aragraphs
with ~cespect to ~ihich agreement can ()e reached among all members of the \,'rorY~ing

Group~ not only as to their content but also as to their actua.l fOTm of words;

To take up next those paragraphs vdth respect to which agreement can be
reached among all members of the ;[orking Group as to their content although not
as to their actual form of vTOl"ds and on ,,,hieh t'i·ro or more formulations could be
submitted:,

To consider then those paragraphs with respect to \1hich there are grave
differences among menuJers of the ~lorking Grolip and on which alternative fonnulations
could be sUbrtdtted;

To have an initial consideration of all paragraphs tc ascertain vrhether or
not there is general agreement on the concepts reflected in each paragraph,
leaving aside questions of tel~fiinologJT if there is some disagreement to second
reading.

At its 5th meeting on 21 Harch 1969 the Horl-;:ing Group reaffirmed the foregoing
procedural decision.

3. The representative of Canada in referring to the procedural decision
reflected in paragraph 2 above explained that his understanding of the amended
proposal as decided on by the Conmlittee, was that 'the Horking Group would leave
aside until second reading all disputed questions relating tc the actual language
of those provisions which might be included in a definition of aggression and
vrould. confh1e itself during first reading to an attempt to place the provisions
in the appropriate categories 9 intended to reflect varying degrees of agreement~ as
set. out in the amended proposal. He was prepared;) hm·rever 9 to acce~:::t the decision
as reflected in paragraph 2 above. The Committee then adopted the proposal as
contained in paragraph 2 above.

4. A number of representatives further expressed the viei'T that the procedural
decision referred to in paragraph 2 above~ as well as any decisions which the
IIorJdng Group might take regarding provisions of the proposals under its
consideration, would be without prejudice to their positions on the question of
their ultimate adoption for inclusion in a definition of aggression.
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5. The Horking Group agreed to include the first preambular paragraph of the
USSR proposal among those provisions in regard to \-vhich there \..,as general
agreement as to their content but not as to their particular formulation.

"..c. 'The ::orking Group agreed to include tbe fifth preambular paragraph of the
'L(3SH propG3al ~ as amended by the representative of France, among those
provisions in ret;ard to \ifhich there v1as general agreement both as to their
content and to the form of words. As amended 9 this prerunbular paragraph includes
the v10rds Ilmake recommendations ~ or!1 before the word lldecidell . Thus this
paragraph, as amended 9 reads as follm'ls:

IlF.e~.a.l.l)..ng also that Article 39 of the Charter states that the
Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to the
peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression and shall make recommendations
or decide vhat measures shall be taken in accordance with Articles 41 and ~·2

to maintain or restore international peace and securityll.

7. The Harking Group agreed to include the sixth preambular paragraph of the
thirteen-,Pow'er proposal, as v1ell as the seventh and eighth preambular paragraphs
of the USS~ proposal, among those provisions in regard to which there was general
agreement as to their content but not as to their particular forn1ulation. It was
generally accepted that there vIas a common core of agreement expressed in these
paragraphs, although a number of delegations entered reservations that certain
aspects of some of the particular fonnulations of these paragraphs considered in
the Hor-kinG GTOUp vTould prejudice their positions of substance in a way
unaccept~)le to them.



ANNEX 11

ALGERIA

R~J?_r~e~~e?~~.~.i y_<::
Alternate:

AUSTRALIA

Representative:

Alternate:

BULGARIA

ReEE.erS..~.nt~~J..Y~ :
Alternate:

CANADA

B.epr.es~p.j?atJye :

Alternates:-----'.........- ....-

COLCMBIA

Mr. Nourredine Harbi

Mr. Mohamed Berrezoug

Sir Kenneth Bailey

Mr. David ~'ryke Evans

Mrs. Elena Gavrilova

Hr. D. Kostov

Mr. John Alan Beesley

Mr. D.M. Miller
Mr. A.\'J.J. Robertson

Mr. Jose Maria Morales Suarez
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CONGO (DEMOCRATIC REPllBLIC OF)

CYPRUS

~eE~.§_e~.ta ~.~ve:

Alternates:

CZECHOSLOVAKIA

Mr. Vincent Mutuale

Mr. Zenon Rossides

Hr. A.J. Jacovides
Mr. Michael El Sherifis

Mr. Ladislav Jahoda
Mr. JJ:r:f. Mladek
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FINLAND

Re.P..r.~.~ ~11:.t§:~ i-ye:

Arlvisers:_.... ..... _-... -.-.-

FRANCE

Representatives:
_ _ ·• ...-... • -.-r _. _ ..... _- .., ... _

GHANA

Re.I?x~es~D.t§..jJj.y~ :

A.Ite,rna,:te:

GUYANA

Representative:
-.", ..."...... ~"'. -'" _...... - ....."

Alternate:

HAITI

INDONESIA

Representative:
~..., _.~ .. _......... .--._-

IRAN

IRAQ

R~12.res~ptat.ty~;

..Alt~t.!J.a te :

A.Q.riSBJ::

Mr. Leopoldo Benites
hir. Gonzalo Alcivar
1·11". Hugo Jativa

Hr. Matti Cawem

Mr. Erik Castren
Mr. Tapani Brotherus

Mr. Charles Chaumont
Mr. Claude Chayet
Miss Sylvie Alvarez

111". R.H. Akwei

lVIr. Ermnanuel Sarn

Sir John Carter

Mr. Duke Pollard

Mr. Max Duplessy

Br. H. Roeslan Abdulgani

111". J.B. P. Maramis
Mr. Partono
~1r. SUl"OSO Prawirodirdjo

[.11". Davaud Hermidas Bavand

Mr. Nustafa Kamil Yasseen

Mr. Adnan Raouf

Mr. A.A.R. 11unir
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ITALY

Representatives:____"_0 •• ~ .... - a

Alternate:

JAPAN

Repr:~.§_en~a ~~.Y.~:

Alternate:

Adviser:

:MADAGASCAR

B..~p~es~~11:.~a~i~:

Alternate:

MEXICO

B.ep~~.§~r~~~.!i v~~

Alternate:

NORWAY

Representatiyes:_ ...... r_~,;,__:o-...... - _

ROMANIA

r~epre..§~eJl ..t§..tJye:

A~:t~~n~t..e:
Ar;lvj.s~r:

SIERRA LEONE

SPAIN

Re12r~.§.~ntJ?:.ti ve:

.hJ.;..t.S'!rll.ate :

Mr. Francesco Capotorti
Mr. Vincenzo Starace

Mr. Joseph Nitti

Mr. Hisashi ~lada

£;Ir. Kojiro Takano

Mr. Hiromu Nitta

Mr. Armand Rafalihery

Mrs. Reine Raoelina

Mr. Sergio Gonzalez GalYez

Mr. Jose Luis Vallarta Marron

Mr. Peter M. Motzfeldt
Mr. Per G. Ravne
Mr. Per E.S. Tresselt

Mr. Gheorghe Diaconescu

Mr 0 Gheorghe Badescu

Mr. Vergiliu Ionescu

Miss Meliora Taylor

Mr. Gabriel Canadas

Mr. Fernando Arias-Salgado
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SUDAN

Representative:___ -..a.."'" ............. _~__

Alternate:-_ --

SYRIA

Representative:- _-... ....-

Alternates:
~._------

TURKEY

Re]2reE!Sln:t;atiy:.~.:

A:l;.~§rnate:

UGANDA

Mrn Fakhreddine Mohamed

Mr. Cmer El-Sheikh

Mr. M. George J. Tomeh

Mr. Dia-Allah El-Fattal
Mr. Rafic Jouejati

Mr. Ahmet Akyamac

Mr. Erkut Onart

Mr. A.M. Ogola
Mr. S. TWine-Bigombe

UNIG" 'k" SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

Re.12resen"ta..t..ive: Mr. Viktor H. Chkhikvadze

Alternates: Mr. E,N. Nasinovsky
_.--,... .......- ~ ......-

Mr. D.N. Kolesnik

Advisers: Mr. V. I. Menjinsky__. ___.-0.

Mr. O.V. Bodganov

UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC

~e!2res~e!1ta tJ.~ :

Alternate:

liir. Abdullah El-Erian

Mr. M.M. El Baradei

UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND

Re.p.r~§~Jlta tiye:

Alte:rna~es :

Mr. H.G. Darwin

Mr. P.J.S. Moon
Miss S.N. Harden

UNITED STATES OF AlvIERICA

B§12res_ent{itiv_~:

Alternates:

Mr. John Lawrence Hargrove

Mr. Robert B. Rosenstock
Mr. Everett E. Briggs
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URUGUAY

B.~pr§Jl_~E~.~_i!J.y~ :

Alternate:
_ .•..--.._.•._r' ........

YUGOSLAVIA

Represent.~.:tAve :

llC!.vi§.§r:

Mr. Pedro P. Berro

Mr. Alberto D. Fajardo

Mr. Zivojin Jazic

Mrs. Gordana Diklic-Trajkovic
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COMMENT SE PROCURER lES PUBLICATIONS DES NATIONS UNIES

Les publications des Nations Unies sont en vente dans les librairies et les
agences depositaires du monde entier. Informez-vous aupres de votre librairie
ou adressez-vous a: Nations Unies, Section des ventes, New Yark ou Geneve.

10056-May 1969-4,500Price: $U.S. 1.00 (or equivalent in other currencies)

HOW TO OBTAIN UNITED NATIONS PUBlICAT:ONS

United Nations publications may be obtained from bookstores and
distributors throughout the world. Consult your bookstore or
write to: United Nations, Soles Section, New York or G~neva.

COMO CONSEGUI,R PUBlICACIONES DE lAS NACIONES UNIDAS

Los publicaciones de las Naciones Unidas est6n en venta en Iibrerias y
casas distribuidoras en todas partes del mundo. Consulte a su librero 0

dirijase a: Naciones Unidas, Seccion de Venras, Nueva York 0 Ginebra.

Litho in V.N.
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