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AGENDA ITEM 79 

Question of Oman (A/5149, A/5284, A/SPC/73) (continued) 

1, Mr. TARAZI (Syria) reviewed the salient features 
of the problem, 

2. In the first place, Oman was a sovereign State 
which had no legal ties with Muscat and whose inde
pendence rested on indisputable historic foundations. 
That fact was supported by several passages in a book 
by Mr. s. B. Miles, former United Kingdom Consul
General in Muscat, !J which showed the Imam of Oman 
acting on various occasions as an independent sov
ereign, for instance, in dealings with the Portuguese 
Government and the King of France. 

3. In the second place Oman, an independent country, 
had now been under military occupation by the United 
Kingdom for several years. 

4. The United Kingdom Government claimed that, 
under its treaty with the Sultan of Muscat, it had been 
obliged to come to his assistance. That was one of the 
protectorate treaties of the type which the colonial 
Powers had concluded in the nineteenth century, by 
threatening the use of force, with the sovereigns of 
defenceless territories which they wished to seize. The 
United Kingdom no doubt looked back with nostalgia on 
the "gunboat diplomacy" it had practised so success
fully in China and along the coasts of the Persian Gulf. 
However, 1t was an undisputed principle of public 
international law that treaties signed for an indefinite 
period should be interpreted rebus sic stantibus. In 
other words, treaties signed in virtue of particular 
circumstances could not be invoked unless those cir
cumstances still prevailed, Whatever the United King
dom might say, the age of protectorates had gone for 
ever and the treaty signed by the Sultan of Muscat in 
1891 had expired, 

5. The Treaty of Sib,Y which had been concluded 
between the Sultan of Muscat and the Imam of Oman in 
1920, was quite a different matter. It was a diplomatic 
act subject to international law, and could have been 
signed only between two sovereign States and not, as 
the United Kingdom delegation doggedly claimed, be
tween two provinces of the same State. 

!/ Samuel Barrett Mlles: The Countries and Tribes of the Persian 
Gulf (London, Harr1son and Sons 1919). 

2t See Royal Institute of International Affairs: The Western Powers 
and the Middle East; a documentary record (OXford University Press, 
1958), p.46. 
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6. The Syrian representative questioned whether it 
were possible, in international law, for treaties to be 
signed between two provinces of the same country. The 
general principles of public international law which 
were universally recognised, specified that a treaty 
was a diplomatic act in which two States participated. 
Those principles applied to the Treaty of Sib whose 
nature could not be altered by the representative of the 
United Kingdom. 

7. Moreover the United Kingdom Government had 
once before opened negotiations with the representative 
of the Imam of Oman, thus recognizing the sovereignty 
and independence of a country occupied by its forees. 

8. All those arguments supported Oman's complaint. 
Foreign troops must be withdrawn from that country 
and its independence must be disputed no longer. It was 
time to end, by negotiations between the United Kingdom 
and Oman, a foreign occupation whose only purpose 
was to safeguard British oil interests, 

9, Mrs, FEKINI (Libya) expressed the conviction that 
all peace-loving nations would wish to defend the cause 
of the Omani people and that the General Assembly 
would find an equitable solution to that problem which 
was sowing disturbance and discord in the East. 

10. It was an indisputable fact that the Imamate of 
Oman had existed for centuries as an independent Arab 
State. 

11, In the eighteenth century, in order to acquire a 
strategic position on the route to the Indies, the British 
Government had given its support to the hereditary 
Sultan of Muscat, who had ruled over a narrow coastal 
strip in the south-east of the Arabian peninsula, against 
the elected Imam of Oman who had governed all the 
interior of the country and whose people had been 
opposed to all British interference. The resultant 
disputes between Oman and the Sultan of Muscat had 
been settled by the Treaty of Sib, which had been signed 
in 1920 through mediation by the British themselves. 
That Treaty had reaffirmed the separate existence of 
Oman and Muscat and bound each ofthetwo Parties to 
refrain from any intervention in the other's domestic 
affairs. 

12. That Treaty had been observed until sizeable oil
fields had been discovered in Oman in 1955. When 
Imam Galib bin Ali had refused to sanction the oil 
concessions granted by the Sultan to a British company 
in the hinterland, the United Kingdom Government, on 
the pretext of assisting the Sultan of Muscat, had 
started armed aggression in December 1955, and 
renewed it in 1957 with increased forces, in order to 
intimidate the Omani people and suppress the national 
resistance and liberation movement. The Security 
Council, to which the case had been submitted in 1957 
had taken no action, and the discussions begun in 1961 

~/ Offtcial Records of the Security Council, Twelfth Year, SupPlement 
for July, August and September 1957, document S/3865 and Add. I. 

A/SPC/SR.353 
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between representatives of the United Kingdom and of 
Oman had also proved fruitless. 

13. It was clear from the foregoing that the case was 
a typically colonial problem relating to territories 
subjugated by a metropolitan Power that wished to 
exploit their natural resources. Moreover, neither 
Oman nor Muscat had so far been able to take its place 
among the free and independent nations. 

14. That situation was therefore inconsistent, not only 
with General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) and 1654 
(XVI) on the liquidation of colonialism, but also with 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the 
principles of self-determination set forth in Article 1, 
paragraph 2, of the Charter. 

15. Its delegation asked the United Kingdom Govern
ment to try to apply the Assembly's decisions. The 
Committee, for its part, would serve the principles 
of the Charter and the cause of peace by recommending 
that the General Assembly should call for the peaceful 
settlement of the question of Oman as part of the pro
cess of liquidating colonialism; recognize the historic 
and legal rights of the Omani people to self-deter
mination and independence; call for the withdrawal of 
all foreign forces from Oman; call upon the parties to 
settle their dispute by negotiations; and decide that, if 
the appeal for negotiations went unheeded, the United 
Nations might refer the question to the Special Com
mittee on the situation wtth regard to the implemen
tation of the Declaration on the granting of indepen
dence to colonial countries and peoples. 

16. Mr. CROWE (United Kingdom) observed that the 
so-called question of Oman should never have been 
brought before the United Nations. In the opinion of his 
delegation, any debate on that question constituted un
warranted interference in the domestic affairs of a 
sovereign and independent State; no Member State 
would tolerate such interference in its own domestic 
affairs. The principal reason why the Arab delegations 
had again requested the inclusion of that so-called 
question in the Committee's agenda seemed to be that 
the United Kingdom had not heeded a draft resolution 
rejected by the General Assembly in 1961. Y That was 
an extraordinary argument. He had never heard it sug
gested that Member States should be bound by draft 
resolutions that had been rejected by the United 
Nations. 

17. So far as he could understand, the arguments used 
by the Arab delegations were threefold. In the first 
place it was claimed that there was a "situation" in 
Oman which required examination by the United 
Nations. According to the second argument there was 
a colonial question, and the rebellion that had occurred 
nearly four years earlier had aimed at freeing the 
country from colonial rule. According to the third 
argument Oman was, or had been in the past, an in
dependent country separate from the Sultanate of 
Muscat and Oman. None of these were true. 

18. He deplored the sneering remarks which the Saudi 
Arabian representative had made about the United 
Kingdom Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. That 
representative's statement (351st meeting) contained 
such a wealth of inaccuracies that, in commenting on 
it, it was hard to know where to begin. Some of the 
Saudi Arabian representative's so-called facts about 
the situation in Oman probably came from the handful 

Y See OfflClal Records of the General Assembly, Sixteenth Sesswn, 
~agenda 1tem 23, document A/5010, para.lO. 

of rebel leaders who had fled the Sultanate after the 
abortive rebellion in 1957. To judge by the statement 
which Talib bin Ali, one of the rebels, had made to the 
Committee at the 352nd meeting, that particular rebel 
could hardly be described as a reliable source of 
information. Talib bin Ali claimed to have learned a 
few days previously that the residence of the Governor 
of Matrah, the Resin Bahla base and the military port 
of Al Oshish had been blown up. The present speaker 
had checked those allegations. The incident at the 
Governor's residence had really occurred in January 
1961: a small bomb had been exploded and had done 
hardly any damage. The destruction of Resin Bahla had 
amounted in reality to one bomb, which had destroyed 
a civilian pharmacy and injured the Arab dispenser in 
February 1962. Lastly, no trace had been found of a 
military pott called Al Oshish; there was at Afar a 
petroleum installation called Al Oshish, but it was 
situated in the middle of the sands 400 kilometres 
inland, and no incident had been reported in that area. 
Such were the facts quoted to support the claim that a 
handful of rebels and their henchmen constituted a 
revolutionary army. 

19. He had already dealt at length with the history of 
Oman at the previous two sessions; he apologized for 
returning to the subject but felt obliged to do so in 
view of the inaccuracies which had been put before the 
Committee. 

20. In the first place, the Arab delegations contended 
that there was a separate and independent entity called 
Oman. It was true that the country had always been 
independent; but what the Arab delegations did not say 
was that Oman had always included the coastal plain 
and Muscat. As early as the twelfth century, the 
geographer Al Idrisi had mentioned Muscat and Sohar 
as being towns of Oman. In the fifteenth century, Ibn 
Khaldun had spoken of Oman as including the coastal 
area as well as the mountainous interior. In the 
seventeenth century, reference had been made to the 
Portuguese being expelled from the "coast of Oman". 
Even the rebels had never had the temerity to suggest 
that the coastal towns in question were included in the 
area they claimed. In the nineteenth century Abdulla 
Hamid, an Omani chronicler, had stated that the terri
tory of Oman included the coastline as well as the 
interior of the country. Moreover, in the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries, the sovereignty of the Sultans 
over the whole area had been recognized in inter
national treaties concluded with the United Kingdom, 
the United States, France and India. The only reason 
why confusion had arisen about the name of the area 
was that foreigners, whose contact with the country 
had been made mainly through the port of Muscat, had 
started in the seventeenth century to refer to that area 
as Muscat. Thus the country had been called Oman by 
some and Muscat by others, andhadfinallycome to be 
called Muscat and Oman today. All those historical 
facts proved beyond doubt that there was one State, 
which was fully independent and was not a colony. 

21. Its rulers had been in power for over two cen
turies, not because they were the "stooges" of the 
colonialists but because they had expelled the Persians 
and unified the country. Furthermore, none of the 
countries which had signed treaties of friendship with 
Oman would have agreed to do so if Oman had been a 
colony. 

22. The Saudi Arabian representative had argued 
that the Sultanate was not a Member of the United 
Nations or of the principal specialized agencies. How-
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ever, membership in the United Nations was not a 
requirement for independence; nobody questioned the 
independence of Switzerland. Kuwait, an independent 
country recognized by seventy-five nations and a 
member of the Arab League, had been unable to secure 
membership in the United Nations. Many of the existing 
Members had waited years for admission. The Govern
ment of Muscat and Oman had applied in 1962 for 
membership in WHO, whose services would have been 
useful to the country, but its application had been 
blocked by some of the Arab States. 

23. Several delegations had thought it desirable that 
the Government of Muscat and Oman should be repre
sented before the Committee. The Government of a 
sovereign State, however, could hardly be expected to 
accept arraignment before a kind of tribunal on the 
complaints of a rebel. 

24. The Agreement of Sib of 1920, which the Arab 
delegations wrongly called the Treaty of Sib in order 
to give it the status of an international instrument 
confirming the independence of Oman, was really a 
series of provisions concluded between the Sultan's 
Government and some of his vassals, tribal leaders in 
Oman, The Agreement spoke of only one Government, 
not of two; the form of the document was not that of an 
international treaty, such as the Treaties of Amity 
concluded by the Sultan's Government with the United 
States, India and the United Kingdom. The Agreement 
in no way recognized Oman as an independent State 
but granted the inland tribes a degree of local auton
omy, in return for which they undertook to remain in 
peace and amity with the Sultan's Government. It was 
true that during the negotiations the sheikhs had tried 
to secede, but their attempt to gain independence had 
failed. 

25. Under the Agreement of Sib the Sultan's Govern
ment had retained charge of all external matters, and 
correspondence with foreign administrations concern
ing the rights of individuals had been conducted through 
it. The decisions of the Muscat courts had been 
accepted in the interior. The Sultan's Governmenthad 
issued passports. In their applications for passports 
Talib bin Ali, the rebel leader, and his supporters had 
described themselves as "subjects of the Government 
of the Sultan of Muscat and Oman". Again in 1952, at 
the time of the intrusion of Saudi Arabian troops into 
the Al Buraymi oasis, the Imam had asked the Sultan 
for advice about the approaches made to him by the 
Saudi Arabian Government and, at the request of his 
overlord the Sultan, had sent a contingent to help expel 
the intruders. 
26. It was also claimed that British greed for oil had 
been responsible for the "situation" in Oman. There 
had indeed been greed for oil, but from the other side. 

27. The Agreement of Sib had worked well for thirty
four years. After the Imam had died in 1954 certain 
sheikhs, conscious of the 'wealth which some neigh
bouring States were deriving from oil, had thought that 
they might capture for themselves the benefits of any 
oil which might be discovered in Oman, instead of 
extending them to the country as a whole. They had 
secured the appointment of a new Imam, Ghalib bin 
Ali, who had at once claimed to be an independent 
ruler and had expressed the intention of annulling the 
oil concession which the Sultanhadgrantedin 1937 and 
which only the Sultan, as the sovereign, had had the 
right to grant; the Imam had never contested that right. 
Ghalib, however, had gone even further; he had started 
issuing passports of his own and had applied for Oman's 

admission to the Arab League. The present speaker 
would not go into the details of Ghalib's rebellion or 
of the aid which his brother, Talib bin Ali, had fur
nished him from Saudi Arabia: he must, however, 
reaffirm that it had been Talib's incursions into Oman 
which had caused the Sultan to request help from the 
United Kingdom. The fundamental point was that the 
rebels had all along depended on arms and money from 
abroad. 

28. The Saudi Arabian representative had described 
the United Kingdom action as intervention unlawful 
under international law. His quotations from Lord 
Shawcross and Professor Hyde were not conclusive 
evidence. Many eminent jurists held that intervention 
was unlawful only when it involved dictatorial inter
ference with the independence or sovereignty of a State. 
There had been no such interference in the case under 
consideration. In sending troops to the Sultanate, the 
United Kingdom had acted at the express request of the 
Sultan, to assist him in suppressing a rebellion fo
mented from outside and in preserving the Sultanate's 
political independence and territorial integrity. 

29. It had been said that the United Kingdom's action 
had made Muscat and Oman into a colony. That country 
was independent; it was under-developed, but the fact 
that a country was under-developed and needed assist
ance from other countries did not mean that it was a 
colony. 

30. As to the situation in Oman today, the country was 
thriving as never before as a result of the policy of the 
Syltan's Government. Peace had been restoredandthe 
Government was in control of the situation. The only 
disturbances were isolated acts committed by terror
ists sent in by the rebels with the support of certain 
foreign Powers. Incidentally, the victims of those acts 
were civilians. Mines were sometimes laid, but few 
of them exploded. Moreover, the vast majority of the 
population did not support the terrorists. The complete 
failure of the rebellion was shown by two significant 
facts. In the first place the rebels, having failed in 
their "campaign" in the Sultanate, had been trying to 
sabotage merchant shipping and other transport and 
communications in the Persian Gulf, not in Oman; in 
the second place, not only was there strong evidence of 
disaffection among the former leaders of the rebellion, 
but there had been a steady increase during the past 
year in the number of rebels who had accepted the 
amnesty offered by the Sultan and had returned to their 
homes. What he had said was borneoutby passages in 
the report of a Swiss journalist who had visited Oman 
early in 1962. The journalist said that there was no war 
atmosphere or tension of any kind anywhere in the 
country. 
31. Contrary to the assertions of the Saudi Arabian 
representative, there were no British combat troops 
in Oman. There were merely a few British military 
personnel who were helping to train the Sultan's army 
and air force. 

32. Secondly, the rebels did not represent a true 
nationalist movement, and indeed the Arab League had 
consistently rejected their application to join the 
League. Knowing that their historical and legal argu
ments were invalid, the Arab delegations were demand
ing the right of self-determination for the Omanis. He 
recalled the statement which the representative of 
India had made to the General Assembly on 3 October, 
( 1141st plenary meeting) to the effect that the principle 
of self-determination was applicable to all countries 
kept under alien domination by force of arms, and not 
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to a given section of a people. But Oman was not 
occupied by British forces; they had been withdrawn in 
1959. Moreover, the sovereign who reigned over the 
people of Oman was not a foreigner. The Omanis were 
of the same race, spoke the sar1'e language, and prac
tised the same religion as their Sultan. 

33. Recalling the Lord Privy Seal's statement in the 
House of Commons, in 1961,§/ thattheUnitedKingdom 
Government was willing to lend its goodoffices as soon 
as there were any prospects of a settlement by which 
the rebels could return to Oman on terms satisfactory 
to the Sultan and themselves, he wished to make it 
known that the United Kingdom Government's attitude 
had not changed. Unfortunately, there were no signs of 
an early reconciliation. The so-called independence 
movement was merely a propaganda tool in the hands 
of those who were trying to break up the unity of the 
country and dismember the independent and sovereign 
State of the Sultanate of Muscat and Oman. 

34. In conclusion, he recapitulated the essential fea
tures of the question. The Sultanate of Muscat and Oman, 
often called Oman, was an independent country. It had 
never been a colony. As a sovereign independent State, 
it had concluded a number of international treaties with 
other sovereign States. In 1920 the Sultan had signed an 
agreement with certain tribal leaders of the interior, 
giving them a measure of autonomy but not indepen
dence. A revolt led by the tribal leaders of the interior 
had broken out in 1954; and a second similar rebellion, 
aided from abroad, had occurred in 1957. The United 
Kingdom had intervened, at the sovereign's request 
and in accordance with international law, to resist that 
foreign interference; but it had subsequently withdrawn 
all its troops. The rebellion had failed and its leaders 
had fled. Since then, the country had been at peace and 
had enjoyed greater well-being than ever before. The 
acts of sabotage organized from abroad had no military 
significance. The population of the interior belonged 
to the same race, spoke the same language and prac
tised the same religion as the Government. The prin
ciple of self-determination was therefore inapplicable. 
If it were to be held to apply in Oman, it would there
after be necessary to apply it in every country of the 
world in which a handful of discontented people 
attempted to make claims for their own personal 
benefit. 

35. Mr. PACHACHI (Iraq) wished to takeupforthwith 
some of the arguments advanced by the United Kingdom 
representative, while reserving the right to answer 
him in a more detailed manner when he had been able 
to study the text of the United Kingdom statement. 

36. In requesting the inclusion of the question of Oman 
(A/5149) on the General Assembly's agenda, the Arab 
States had been motivated, not by the fact that the 
United Kingdom had not implemented the draft resolu
tion which at the sixteenth session had been approved 
in the Committee but not adopted by the General 
Assembly in plenary meeting, but by the fact that the 
'United Kingdom Government had taken no steps to put 
an end to its policy of repression and complete con
tempt for the rights of the people of Oman. 

37. The United Kingdom delegation claimed that there 
was peace in Oman, and quoted a Swiss journalist in 
support of that claim; but the delegation of Iraq would 
like to be sure that that journalist had really been able 
to speak to the true representatives of the Omani 

'if Parllamentary Debates (Hansard), Fifth series, vol, 636 (London, 
Her Majesty's Stationery Off1ce, 1960-1961), p. 124. 

people, and had not simply gone on a trip carefully 
organized by the authorities of Muscat. It seemed, on 
the contrary, to be an established fact that guerrilla 
operations were continuing in the territory. But even 
if the forces of aggression succeeded in crushing the 
national rebellion of the Omani people, that would not 
entitle them to enjoy with impunity the fruits of their 
aggression, and in such a case the United Nations 
would have even more reason to come to the aid of a 
people crushed by superior force. The United Kingdom 
claimed that there had never been a State of Oman 
distinct from the Sultanate of Muscat, and cited the 
official title "Sultan of Muscat and Oman"; but the 
Kings of England had for 300 years borne the title of 
King of England and of France, without France ceasing 
to be independent. 

38. The institution of the Imamate of Oman went back 
some 1200 years; and although in the eighteenth cen
tury the population of Oman had elected an Imam 
belonging to the reigning family of Muscat, that election 
had created only a temporary union, comparable to the 
dynastic links at one time existing between England 
and the Electorate of Hanover. The people of Oman 
had in any case quickly reverted to the elective system 
for the appointment of their Imams, although there had 
sometimes been an interregnum because of a lack of 
suitably qualified candidates. During the troubled 
period which had followed the election of a new 
Imam in 1913, the British Government had im
plicity shown, by its attitude, that it recognized the 
sovereignty of the Imam over Oman. The correspon
dence exchanged in 1919 between the Consul and Politi
cal Agent of the United Kingdom in Muscat and the 
Imam's chief minister sufficed to prove it. That 
correspondence, in which Oman had been threatened 
with an economic blockade and even with military 
occupation if it refused to accede to the British 
demands, had been exchanged specifically with the 
authorities of Oman, which in it were clearly regarded 
as being on an equal footing with the Sultan of Muscat; 
and it was in the light of that cor.respondence that it 
was necessary to interpret the Treaty of Sib, which 
clearly recognized the independence of Oman. 

39. The heart of the problem was in any case not the 
legal interpretation of the Treaty of Sib, but the mili
tary intervention of the United Kingdom, which had 
provoked the crisis. The United Kingdom claimed that 
it had come to the aid of the sovereign of a friendly 
State, against rebel vassals. Such a claim was un
founded. Far from being an independent State, Muscat 
had since 1891 been subject to the United Kingdom 
under a protectorate treaty by virtue of which the 
United Kingdom representative in the Persian Gulf was 
solely responsible for the administration of Muscat's 
foreign affairs. The United Kingdom was trying to 
claim, against aU logic, that Muscat was an independent 
State in the same way as Switzerland, on the pretext 
that neither the one nor the other belonged to the United 
Nations. But it was precisely because the Sultanate was 
not an independent State that it was not a Member of 
the United Nations. For the same reason, and not 
because of any political considerations, WHO had 
rejected the Sultanate's application for full member
ship in 1962, while at the same time offering it a seat 
as an associate member. But while the Sultan was the 
vassal of a colonial Power, the Omanis were an in
dependent people resolved to reject all foreign domina
tion. 
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40, In those circumstances, the British aggression 
against Oman constituted a violation of Article 2, 
paragraph 4, of the United Nations Charter. 

41. Even however if it were accepted, against all the 
evidence, that Muscat was a sovereign State of which 
Oman formed a part, military intervention by the 
United Kingdom in the internal affairs of a submissive 
ruler, even at his own request, would constitute a highly 
dangerous precedent, It would be an act of colonial 
repression, such as was implicitly condemned by 
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV). 

42, It went without saying that the so-called altruistic 
motives behind the United Kingdom's military inter
vention should not be taken at their face value. The 
only aim of the United Kingdom was of course to 
protect its oil interests, which were secured to it 
throughout the area in question by the feudal sheikhs 
in its pay. The United Kingdom was well aware that, 
once those petty rulers were overthrown, it would have 
to deal with the people, the real owner of that wealth, 
on equal terms. 

43. The problem created by the United Kingdom's 
armed intervention could be solved only by the with
drawal of its troops and by the elimination of the 
effects of its aggression. If the fait accompli brought 
about by unilateral intervention were accepted, that 
would be a mockery of the United Nations Charter and 
of the principles of self-determination which it pro
claimed. The duty of the United Nations was therefore 
to persuade the United Kingdom to withdraw its troops 
from Oman, to engage in conversations with the Omani 
leaders, and to restore the situation to what it had 
been before the aggression. 

44. The delegation of Iraq intended to submit a draft 
resolution on those lines. 

45. Mr. MENSHIKOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) stressed that the question of man constituted 
an important question of principle, which merited the 
most careful study. At a time when the problem of the 
final elimination of the shameful colonial system was 
particularly acute, when the justice of the peoples' 
struggle for independence was universally recognized, 
and when the United Nations had adopted the historic 
Declaration on the granting of independence to colonial 
countries and peoples, contained in General Assembly 
resolution 1514 (XV) a Declaration whose provisions 
were fully applicable to Oman, the United Kingdom's 
colonialist aggression against Oman was particularly 
intolerable. 

46. In their anxiety to escape responsibility for their 
actions, the British colonialists justified them by 
invoking a request from the so-called Sultan of "Mus
cat and Oman", with whom they claimed to have been 
linked for many years by "traditional bonds" and whom 
they professed to be bound to aid under treaty obliga
tions. However, as the representative of Saudi Arabia 
had very rightly observed at the 351st meeting, such 
"bonds" and "treaties" could in no way justify the 
British intervention, which constituted a violation of 
the principles of international law, of the United 
Nations Charter, and of the Declaration on the granting 
of independence. Over the centuries, the people of Oman 
had repelled colonizers more than once. The struggle 
which Oman had carried on from 1913 to 1920 had 
ended in the signing in 1920, through the intermediary 
of the United Kingdom, of the Treaty of Sib between 
the Imam of Oman and the Sultan of Muscat. It was 
well known that for many years the United Kingdom had 

in its policies recognized de facto the independence of 
Oman, since all official contacts between Muscat and 
Oman had taken place through the intermediary of a 
United Kingdom Political Agent. But the interests of 
the United Kingdom's oil monopolies, which were the 
motive for its intervention, had made it forget the 
past. It was an open secret that the powerful British 
company British Petroleum, one of whose subsidiaries 
was Petroleum Development (Oman), had in 1954 
illegally obtained concessions in Omani territory from 
the Sultan of Muscat. It was also known that the private 
army of that subsidiary, which was called "the land 
forces of Muscat and Oman", had been set up with the 
aid of the United Kingdom Government and was com
manded by British officers. The Soviet delegation had 
already pointed out at the fifteenth and sixteenth ses
sions (259th and 304th meetings), that the United King
dom Government was the principal shareholder of the 
oil monopolies in the Omani area. However, there was 
another motive, less obvious but no less compelling, 
which prompted the United Kingdom to maintain its 
hold on Oman at all costs: the territory occupied a very 
important strategic position in the Arabian peninsula, 
by rt>:ason of its proximity to the valuable oilfields of 
Bahrein and Kuwait. 

47. Moreover, the British colonialists bore a grudge 
against the people of Oman because of the Omanis' 
feelings of solidarity with the other Arab peoples; 
since what they most feared was the unity of the Arab 
world, which would threaten their domination. The 
United Kingdom aggression in Oman and in other 
similar cases constituted clear disproof of the so
called "humanitarian character" of the imperialists' 
colonial policy. In reality, the imperialists gave 
independence to their colonies only when forced to do 
so. They did not hesitate to make brutal use of military 
force wherever there was any chance of success; and 
that was what was happening in Oman. All the attempts 
at justification made by the United Kingdom represen
tative had been designed solely to present brutal 
interference in a fayourable light and to conceal the 
real motives for such interference. As might have been 
expected, that representative had not replied to a 
perfectly clear question which had been put to him: by 
what right did the United Kingdom Government regard 
itself as the sole authorized spokesman of the Omani 
people? Since they realized that the international situa
tion had developed in a manner detrimental to the 
colonizers, the British ruling circles were trying to 
create the impression that the people of Oman was not 
engaged in any struggle, and that there was accordingly 
no reason to examine the question. But the facts showed 
that the aggressive actions of the United Kingdom were 
continuing. The Press had stated that 8,000 British 
soldiers had disembarked on an island off the coast of 
Oman. Moreover, military manoeuvres were taking 
place in the Persian Gulf. The clashes which had 
occurred in recent months between the people of Oman 
and the interventionists, at many places in the terri
tory, showed that the heroic struggle was far from 
over. In order to conceal the real situation which 
existed in Oman, the British authorities had imposed 
strict censorship there and were preventing press 
correspondents, and even representatives of the Red 
Cross, from gaining access to the territory. 

48. His delegation felt that the United Nations could 
not disregard the violations of the Charter which the 
United Kingdom had committed through its machina
tions in Oman, and which were likely to endanger world 
peace. The fact that the question of Oman was under 
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examination at the present session confirmed the 
interest which it aroused among progressive people 
everywhere, and demonstrated that, in their coura
geous struggle for independence, sovereignty and 
territorial integrity, the Omani people were supported 
by all peoples devoted to peace and justice, including 
the Soviet people, who had always stood beside peoples 
fighting against oppression in any form. His delegation 
firmly supported the Omani people and the Arab States 
in their demand for an end to United Kingdom aggres
sion against Oman and for the withdrawal of all occupa
tion troops, including those of the puppet Sultan of 
Muscat, from Omani territory. It was the inalienable 
right of the Omani people to live in independence and to 
choose the form of government which suited them best. 

49. Mr. SHUKAIRY (Saudi Arabia), exercising his 
right of reply, said that he wished to refute certain 
assertions made by the United Kingdom representative. 
The latter had questioned the accuracy of the facts 
which he, the Saudi Arabian representative, had cited 
in his previous statement (351st meeting), as well as 
his sources of information. The United Kingdom repre
sentative had added that he had probably obtained his 
information from Prince Talib bin Ali. Although he 
would have been proud to do so, he had not made a 
single reference to the representative of Oman, who 
had been the source of none of the information which 
he had provided. The United Kingdom delegation was 
entitled to dispute the legal interpretation of the facts 
he had reported, but those facts were nevertheless 
accurate and had been obtained from trustworthy 
sources. A few examples would suffice to clear up the 
matter. On 23 July 1957 Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, then Her 
Majesty's Principal Secretary of State for Foreign 
Mfairs had told Parliament that Royal Air Force jets 
had been sent into action against tribes in central 
Oman. That statement appeared in the records of the 
House of Commons. 9./ On 25 July 1957 The New York 
Times had reported that British jet fighters had bombed 
tribes in the territory of Muscat and Oman. Royal Air 
Force spokesmen had indicated at the same time that 
the air raids had seriously damaged the rebel forts 
and that further air operations were contemplated. 
That was surely an explicit confession of guilt. The 
Times of London itself had admitted that those cruel 
raids had taken place. Moreover United Kingdom 
military intervention in Muscat and Oman went back 
many years, as was attested by the records at Bombay 
of the Government of India, which had hadjurisdiction 
over that area. As early as 1866 and 1867 British 
naval units had bombarded the coasts of Muscat in 
support of the Sultan, who had been threatened by 
Omani forces. The warship "Philomel" had done the 
same thing in 1933. In July 1913 the United Kingdom 
Government had sent a detachment of Indian troops to 
aid the Sultan, and further reinforcements had been 
despatched the following year. It should be noted that in 
each instance it had been a question of assisting a 
"devoted friend"; thus the expression used by Mr. 
Lloyd was not new. On 29 July 1959 Mr. Philip Noel
Baker, a British Member of Parliament, had protested 
against the military intervention in Oman. ?.J Unlike the 
United Kingdom representative on the Committee, who 
maintained that countries other than the United King
dom had been greedy for Omani oil, Mr. Noel-Baker 
had freely acknowledged that the expedition had been 
undertaken because of the oil discovered in Oman and 

?./Ibid., vol.574 (1956-1957), p. 231. 

?.J Ibid., vo1.610 (1958-1959), p. 686. 

because the Imam had held that oil drilling in the 
territory of Oman was his prerogative and not the 
Sultan's. That, Mr. Noel-Baker had added, was why 
the United Kingdom had supported the Sultan. 

50, The United Kingdom Government had acted high
handedly throughout the entire affair, putting a price 
on the Imam's head and on that of his young brother, 
who was none other than Prince Talib bin Ali; The 
Times of London of 3 April 1959 had even mentioned 
the figure of 13,000 thalers. That was a fact which the 
United Kingdom representative seemed to have for
gotten, and which gave some idea of the type of sov
ereignty exercised by the United Kingdom in the name 
of the Sultan of Muscat. Such behaviour was surely 
unworthy of a great Power and a member of the 
Security Council. The Saudi Arabian delegation was 
proud to speak on behalf of the representative of Oman 
and to support the liberation movement of the Omani 
people, instead of defending the last vestiges of 
colonialism as the United Kingdom was doing. The 
problem under consideration was, beyond all question, 
purely colonial in character, and the policy of conquest 
pursued by the United Kingdom in Oman was inadmis
sible in the era of the United Nations. It was clear that 
British forces had invaded Oman, as Viscount Stans
gate had flatly told the House of Commons in 1957. 
It would surely not be contended that, when a country 
claimed to have been invaded, its complaint could not 
be admitted. The United Kingdom representative had 
spoken at length of the sovereignty of the Sultan of 
Muscat. In the Saudi Arabian view, that sovereignty 
was open to serious question. He would merely cite 
in that connexion an authoritative statement made by 
Lord Curzon, a former Viceroy of India, whose juris
diction had, of course, included Muscat and Oman. 
Following an official visit to Muscat, during which the 
Sultan had received him with traditional Arab hospital
ity, Lord Curzon had declared that his host's attitude 
had been that of a loyal feudatory of the United King
dom, not that of an independent sovereign. Speakingof 
his meeting with the Sultan, he had summarized his 
impressions by saying that all-sovereign, people and 
trade-were dependent on the British Empire. The 
United Kingdom representative could scarcely contend 
that that situation had ceased to exist. Every word that 
representative had spoken had served to show that the 
United Kingdom Government was pursuing a policy of 
aggression in Oman and, moreover, practising mis
representation in what it told the United Nations. 

51. Mr. MENDOZA (Guatemala) said that his Govern
ment, which was traditionally opposed to colonialism, 
had always had a feeling of solidarity with oppressed 
peoples. It therefore supported the cause of the Omani 
people and favoured the restoration of their sovereignty 
and independence. Guatemala, which had experienced 
the evils of colonialism, considered the remaining 
traces of that system to be out of place in an era whose 
standard was the Charter. He was loth to think that 
such old, discredited and utterly unjustifiable methods 
as armed aggression and the support of puppet Govern
ments were still being used to conquer territories and 
enslave free peoples. In that context the question of 
Oman was, in itself, a very simple one. It was an 
example of a new form of colonialism, which was 
sacrificing a small, defenceless people to the economic 
interests of a great Power. The question of Oman was 
one that urgently required solution, and the following 
were the only acceptable terms on which a solution 
could be achieved: restoration of Oman's sovereignty 
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and independence, respect for its territorial integrity, 
the immediate withdrawal of all foreign forces, and the 
abolition of protectorates and concessions. His dele
gation would support any draft resolution designed to 
settle the matter in accordance with the principles of 
the Charter and with due regard for the fundamental 
rights of men and peoples. 

Litho in U.N. 

52. The CHAIRMAN expressed the hope that the Com
mittee would soon have a draft resolution before it. 
He suggested that the list of speakers in the general 
discussion should be closed on Friday, 23 November. 

It was so decided. 

The meeting rose at 6.5 p.m. 
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