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1. The General Assembly, at 1ts 682nd plenary meeting on 20 September 1957,
included in the agende of its twelfth session the item "Question of defining
aggression: report of the 1956 Special Committee", and referred it to the
Sixth Comaittee,

2. The Sixth Committee considered the item at its S14th to 528th meetings held
betveen 7 October and 4 November and its 530th to 538th meetings held between

6 and 21 November 1957.

3, At the outset of the debate, the representative of the Netherlands,

Mr. B.V.A. Roling, Rapporteur of the 1956 Special Committee on the Question of
Defining Aggression, introduced the report of that Committee.i/ He steted that
the Special Conmittee had not succeeded in fulfilliné a part of the task
entrusted to it by General Assembly resolution 895({IX), that is, to draw up &
draft definition of aggression; however, it had fulfilled the other part, which
was to study the question of aggression "having regerd to the ideas expressed at
the ninth session of the General Assembly and to the draft resolutions end
smendments submitted".
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i/ Official Records of the Genersl Assembly, Twelfth Session, Supplement No. 16
(A/35T4). - S
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Proposals and amendments

4. Two draft resolutions containing & definition of aggression'were submitted
to the Commitiee: ‘ _

(a) By the Union of Soviet Socialist Republies (A/C.6/L.399);

(b} By Iran and Paname (A/C.6/L.101).
5. In addition, the representative of Belgium submitied & working paper !

containing & definition of aggression;e

6. The representative of Afghanistan submitted an orel amendment to the USSR
draft resolution (A/C.6/1..399), to add to the list of acts of aggression
contained therein the closure of historical trade routes of & land-locked
country or the creation of difficulty in the way of free and normal trade and
commerce. He also submltted & simller amendment to the draft resolutlon of
Iran and Pename (A/C.6/L.kO1).

Ts Two draff resolutions relating to procedure were also submltted:

(a) By the United States of America (A/C.6/L.402), whereby the General
Assembly would decide to postpone indefinitely further consideration of the
question of defining aggression. This draft resolution was later withdrawn.

(b} By Chile, Colombisa, Cuba, Eeuador, El Selvador, the Philippines and
Venezuela (A7/C.6/L.403 and Corr.l). Under the terms of that dreft resolution,
the Asgembly would: (1) teke note of the report of the Special Committee on the
Question of Defining Aggression and express appreciation for the velueble

work done; (2) ask the Secretary-General to request the views of the new
Stetes Members on the guestion and renew the request to States Members which
have not done so ﬁo‘submit comments es provided in resolution 688(VII),
furnishing them with the documentetion produced after the adoption of that
reaolution; (3) ask the Secretery-General to report to ‘the Assembly at 1ts
fourteenth sesslion on the replies received; and (k) place the question om the
provigional agenda of the fourteenth session.

8. An emendment to the seven-Power draft resolution (4/C.6/L.k03 and Corr.l)
was submitted by Afghanisten, Bolivia, Guatemels, Halti, Mexico and Peru
(a/C.6/L.404) to replace operative paragraphs 2 and 3 by provisions whereby

2/ See A/C.6/SR.51k. foos
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the Assembly would: (1) re-establish the Special Committee on the Question of
Defining Aggression and incremse 1ts membership; and (2) reguest the Special
Committee to convene in 1959 and o submit itsrreport to the Assembly at its
fourteenth session,

9. A sub-amendment to the above-mentioned amendment (A/C.6/L.4O4) was submitted
by Ceylon, Egypt snd Indenesia (A/C.6/L.406) to insert in peragraph 3 the phrase
"to give priority in its work to the elaboration of the notion of armed
aggression" after the words "in 1959".

10. An smendment to the seven-Power draft resolution (A/C.6/L.%03 and Corr.l)
wes aleo submitted by the United States (4/C.6/L.407): (1) to delete the words
"which heve not done so" from operative paragraph 2; (2) to replace paragrephs

3 and 4 by the following:

"3. To ask the Secretary-General to refer the replies of the
Members to e committee composed of the Member States the representatives
of which have served on the General Committee of the most recent regular
session of the General Assembly, which committee shall study the replies
for the purpose of determining when it shall be appropriate for the
General Assembly to consider agein the questlon of defining aggression
and shall report to the Secretary-General when it has determined that
the time is appropriate, setting forth the considerations which led to
ilts decision;

"L, To request the Secretary-General to place the questlion of
defining eggression on the provisionsl agenda of the General Assembly,
not earlier than its fourteenth session, when the committee has advised
him that 1t cmsiders the time appropriste;

"5. To request the Secretary-General to convene the first meeting

of the committee prior to the fourteenth session of the General Assembly."

11. Another amendment to the seven-Power draft resolution (A/C.6/L.403 end
Corr.l) was submitted by Egypt (A/C.6/L.%09):

(1) To replsce the third and fourth paragrephs of the preamble
by the following:

"Having considered the report of the 1956 Special Committee
on the Questlon of Definlng Aggression";

/e
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(2) To replace operative paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 by.the following:

"2, To postpone further consideraticn of the question of
defining aggression during the present sesslon of the General
Assenmbly;

"3, To plece the question on the provisional agenda of |
the fourteenth session of the General Assembly,”
Poland leter joined Egypt as & co-sponsor of this amendment.
12. An oral emendment to the seven-Power dreft resolutlion (4/C.6/L.403 and
Corr.l) was submitted by the representative of India, to replace in the second
peragreph of the preemble the words "other aspects of the definition of
aggression” by the words "other aspects of a definition of aggression”.
13. The sponsors of the draft resolutiocn accepted ‘the amendments of Indie
and the United States (A/C.6/L.h07) and 'issued a revised text incorporating the
United States amendment (A/C.6/L.403/Rev.l).
1. An oral emendment to this revised text was submitted by the representative
of Ceylon (also on behalf of Egypt end Indonesia) to insert a new third presmbular
paragraph as follows:
"Considering that the debate on the question of defining aggression
at the twelfth session of the General Assembly has revealed the desire

of o great number of delegations that priorlty should be given to the
eleboration of the notion of ermed sggression.”

General debate

15. Many delegations were of the opinion that the importance of a definitlon

of aggression wes becoming steadily greater. At a time when the internationel
atmoéphere remeined tense and alarming and the srmements race was gathering speed,
public opinion was celling for a definition of ageression. Such a definition
ghould take its place among the measures designed to eliminete the threat of =&
nev war, for it would serve as = warning to aggressors and would meke it harder
to justify aggression. A definition of aggreseion would reduce internationel
tension, serve to develop international criminal law and provide guidance for

the competent orgens of the United Netions responsible for meintaining peace and
security.
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16. On the other hend, e number of delegations held thet a definition of
aggression would hardly facilitate the task of the Security Council or of the
General AsBembly sinee it wnuld restrict the discretlon vhich those organs
possesséd under the Charter. Moreover, the practical importence of & definition
wvas very limited because, however worded, it would be easily evaded. In case

of aggréssion, the main thing was not to have & definition but to ensure that
the system of collectlve security should be epplied. In the past, the
achievements of the United Nations in mainteining international peace and
gecurlty had been accomplished without the aid of a definition of sgegression;
its fallures could herdly be attributed to the sbsence of such e definition.

17. Another asrgument ageiunst defining aggression was that the international
situatioﬁ had placed greater emphasis on the funetions of couneiliation and
medietion of the United Nations rather than on the coercive function. Member
States were reluctant to underteke ccllective military action for fear of
provoking a third world war. donseqpently, it might be a sound policy to
refrain from brending &s an aggressor one of the parties to a dispute which
might be settled by mediation. '

18, It was also felt by some delegations that any hasty attempt to define
ageression would not promote intermational peace but would only accentuate the
existing international tension. In eddition, international lew at the present
time could not foresee all the problems crested by the possible use of nuclear
and thermonuclear weapons and by experiments made to promote thelr further
developrﬁent.

19. Meny delegations stated that no definition of aggression would be really
useful unless 1t was accepted by a large majority of Member States. Some
expressed the opinion that the majority should include the permanent members of
the Security Council.

20, It was sald thet the General Assembly should limit itself, st least for
the time beilng, to assembling and, if possible, interpreting the most serviceable
end pertinent provisions of the Charter on the matier, and only thereafter attempt
to analjse what exactly constituted armed attack'and the other forms of aggresslcn
which various States congidered definable, '

[eos
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2l. With regard to the type of definition to be adopted, the delegations that
favoured a definition of agsression recommended & mixed definition, that is,
one in which a general description would precede and govern a ligt of definite
acts of aggreséion, wnich would be included merely to illuatrete and not to
regtricet the géneral deseription.

22. With regcrd to conteﬁt, several delegations stated that there was no need
to definé aggression wilthin the meaning of Article 39 of the Charter, but that
the definition should be confined to the notion of armed attack, in the sense
of Article 51 of the Charter. It was conceiveble that certalin acts other then
agegresslion might be declared illegcl‘in an 1nterﬁational convention, but 1t would
only leed to confusion if they were ineluded in the notion of aggression,

25. On the other hand, meny delegations peointed out that under the Charter
aggresaion weg not confined to the use of armed force, and that the notlon of
"srmed attack” menticned in Article 51 of the Cherter was but a special case

of armed aggfession in the sense of Article 39, Article 39 authorized the
Securlty Gouhcil to teke measures in the event of a threat to the peace, and in
modern times it was indisputeble that.certaiﬁ econcmic or ideolcgical messures
might constitute such a threat. Attempts %o deprive a State of economic
resources or o endanger its trade or trade routes should be considered acts of
sggression. _

2k. Some delegations, however, which thought that un&ér the Charter indirect
aggféssicn, eccccmic aggfession énd_ideclogical agegression might be included in
the definition, poinbted out thet it would be bebter for the time belng to confine
the definltion to armed attack, without prejudice to the recognition of other
forms of aggression.

25. Oae @elegation held the view that particular attention should be paid to

the practical functions that a definition of eggression ﬁight be called upon

to serve. GSince the main purpose of the definition was to essist the competent
organs of the United Nations in performing tﬁeir functions, it wes mecessary

to decide at whet point in & dispute those organs would need‘such a definition:
the beginning of the dispute, 1ts development leading to intervention by
United Nations orgens, the decision or reccmmendatlion of thoge Orgens, the

ees
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attitude of the parties towards such a decision and, finally, the reaction of the
Unlted Netions to that attitude, Accordingly, the problem would only have to be
faced if any of the States concerned refused to accept the decision of the

Unlted Wations, and only at that polnt would it be necessary to determine who

was the aggressor. |

26. In the opinion of some delegations, the chronologlcal order of events was

an important criterion and would be decislve in determining who was responsible
for aggression. It wes meintained that it would be necessary, vhen prepering

a definition of aggression, to0 explain that the aggressor State would be that which
first committed any of the acte enumerated in the definition. A definitlon which
neglected that principle of priority would not only be embiguous, but might also
be used as & justificatlion for preventive war.

27. For other delegations, the definition could not be based on the chronological
order of events because thet would lead 1o dangerous consequences. The aggressor
would not necessarlly be the State which first committed an act considered as an
act of aggression. Whether or not the State was the zggressor would depend on

the eircumetances peculisr to each particular case,

28. It'vas also proposed to include in the definition a certain number of
circumstences which in no case should serve as a justification for aggression.
That proposal was criticized by smme delegations as likely to give the impression
that other circumstences, not included in the definition, might Justify aggression.
Furthermore, some critics contended that it would be illogical to glve various
pretextslwhich could not serve as justification for aggression when the basie
principie was that nothing Justified aggression.

Procedural debate

29. During the generasl debate, it appeared that a mejority of delegations were
not in favour of definiﬁg aggression at the present session, bub wanted the
question to be postponed. Some delegations wished to postpone the guestion
indefinitely; others were in favour of placling the qpestibn on the provisional
egenda of the fourteenth session of the General Assembly.

[one
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30« Among the latter group, many delegations suggested that the States newly
admitted to the United Nations, as well as those cther Members which had not
submitted their comments as provided in resolution 688 (VII) of 20 December 1952,
should be given the opportunity to do so between the present and the fourteenth
sesglons. They also wented the Secretary=General to report af the fourteenth
sesslon on the cbservations received. .

51« Several other delegations considered such a procedure insufficient. They
were in favour of re=-esteblishing the Speciel Committee on the Questlion of
Defining Ageression established by resolution 895 (IX) of b December 1954 and to
increase its membefship, in particular by adding some Member States newly admitted
to the Organization. The,Special.Committee ghould report to the General Assembly
at 1ts fourteenth session.

32, Towards the end of the discusslon, another proposal presented as a

compromise solution found considerable support, namely, that the Secretary-Genersal
should refer the replies of Member States to a commititee composed of the Menber
States the representatives of which have served on the Generasl Commitiee of the
most recent regﬁlar session of the Assembly, and thet this new committee should
study the replies with a view to determining when it would be appropriate for the
Assembly egaln to consider the guestion of defining aggression. This Proposal was
incorporated in the amendments submitted by the United Stetes (A/C.6/L.ho7,

see para. 10 above).

35. ©Several delegations strongly opposed that proposal on the ground that it wes
not a compromise solution but woﬁld5 in fact, emount to an indefinite postponement
of the question, because 1t would be left to a small pelitical body to decide
when the time wes eppropriate for reconsidering the matter. Some feared that the
edoption of the United States proposal would restrict the right of Mewber States
to propose an item for inclusion in the General Assémbly's agende and would set

a dangerous precedent.

3L, Many delegations which favoured the adoption of the United States proposal
stated that their attitude should not be construed\as meaning thaﬁ they were
against a definition of aggression. Indeed, they were of the opinion thai a
postponement of the qneatién until eircumstances were more favourable would, in
fact, enhance the poseibilitiles of achleving a definition of aggression.

Juun
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Yoting

35. At its 53Tth meeting, on 20 November 1957, the Commititee declded to vote
first on‘the reviged draft resolution of Chile, Colombisa, Cubsas, Ecuador,

El Salvedor, the Philippines and Venezuela (A/C.6/L.403/Rev.l) and the emendments
thereto. The results of the vote were as follows: \

Operstive paragraph 1 of the draft resolutlon was sdopted by 61 votes to
none, with 9 abstentions.

Paragraph 2 of the amendment submitted by Afchanistan, Bolivia, Guatemals,
Haitl, Mexico and Peru (A/C.6/L.404) was rejected by a roll-call vote of 34 to
28, with 11 aebetentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albenla, Bolivia, Bulgaria, Burme,
Byelorussien Soviet Socialist Republie, Ceylon,
Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Bthiopia, Guatemsls, Haiti,
Hungary, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Mexico, Panama, Peru,
Poland, Romenie, Saudl Arebla, Syria, Tunisia,
Ukrainisn Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Sovied
Socielist Republics, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Ageinst: Australie, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, China, Colombla,
Cuba, Denmerk, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador,
Finlend, France, Honduras, Iceland, Israel, Italy,
Japen, Liberia, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealend,
Nicarague, Norway, Pekisten, Paragusy, Fhilippines,
Portugal, Spein, Sweden, Turkey, United Kingdom of
Great Brltain and Northern Treland, United States of
America, Venezuela.

o Absteining: Avgentine, Austria, Cambodia, Chile, Costa Rica,
Greece, India, Malaya (Federation of), Nepal, Thailend,
Uruguay.

In view of this result, paragreph 3 of the amendment and the sub-amendment

submitted by Ceylon, Beypt end Indonesia {A/C.6/L.kC6) were not voted upon.
Paregraph 2 of the emendment submitted by Egyot and Poland (A/C.6/L.409) was

rejected by a roll-call vote of 35 to 28, with 10 sbstenticns, as follows:

In favour: Afghanisten, Albania, Bulgeria, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet
Socislist Republic, Ceylon, Czechoslovekia, Egypt, Ethiopia,
Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Hungary, Indis, Indonesia, Iran,
Irag, Mexico, Panama, Poland, Romania, Saudi Arebia,
Syria, Tunisla, Ukrainisn Soviet Socialist Republic, Union
of Sovliet Socialist Republies, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

[oos
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Apalnst:

Abstaining:

Argentina, Australis, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, China,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic,
Ecuedor, E1 Salvador, France, Honduras, Iceland, Israel,
Italy, Japan, Liberia, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New

Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakisten, Paraguay, Philipplnes
Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great f
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, /
Venezuela. :

Austrla, Bolivia, Cambodla, Chile, Finland, Malaya
(Federetion of), Nepal, Peru, Thailand, Uruguay.

Paragraph 1 of the-amendment, as well as the Ceylon oral emendment, were not

voted upon.
Cperative paragraphs 2 to 5 of the draft resolution (A/C.6/L.403/Rev.l)

were adopted by 4l votes to 23, with 9 sbstentions.

The second preaﬁbular paragraph of the draft resclution wes adopted by
54 votes to none, with 16 abstentions. .
'The preamble as a whole was adopted by 43 votes to none, with 27 abstentions.

The draft resolution as a whole was adopted by a roll-call vote of 41 to 21,
wlth 1l ebstentions, as follows:

In favours:

ggainst:

Abstalning:

Argeﬁtina, Australia, Belglum, Brazil, Canade, Chile,

‘China, Colombia, Coste Rica, Cube, Denmark, Dominican

Republic, Ecuador, El Saelvador, Ethiopia, Finlend, |
France, Honduras, Iceland, lsrael, Italy, dJapan,
Liberia, Luxembourg, Nepal, Wetherlands, New Zealand,
Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Paraguay, Philippines,
Portugal, Spein, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, Unlted

" Kingdom of Great Britein and Northern Ireland, United

States of America, Uruguey, Venezuela.

Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaris, Byelorussian Soviet
Sociglist Republic; Ceylon, Czechoslovakia, Egypt,
Guatemela, Haiti, Hungary, Indonesia, Mexico, Poland, -
Romenia, Saudi Arebie, Syrila, Tunisia, Ukralnian
Soviet Socielist Republie, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, Yemen, Yugoslavla.

Austris, Bolivia, Burma, Cambodia, Greece, Indis, Iran,
Iraq, Malaya (Federation of), Panama, Peru.

36. As the procedural draft resolution had been adopted, the draft resolutions
relating to the substance of the question (A/C.6/L.399 and A/C.6/L.L0L) were
not put to the vote, '

/o
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Recommendation of the Sixth Committee

37. The Sixth ﬁommittee therefore recommends to the CGeneral Assembly the
adoption of the following resolution:

Question of defining ageregsion

The Generel Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 599 (VI) of 31 January 1952, 688 (VII) of
20 December 1952 and 895 (IX) of 4 December 195k, -all referring to & definition

of eggression,

Congidering that, ln spite of the progress mede in the study of the question,
the discussion at the present session shows the need for the elucidation of other
aspects of a definition of aggression,

Gonaidéring thet the reporf/presented by the 1956 Special Committee on the
Question of Defining Aggressionl is an importent study based on the views
expressed by States Members of the United Hations up to the date of the reports's
preparation,

Congidering that since then twenty-two additionel States have joined the
Organizaﬁion and thet it would be ﬁseful to know their views on the matter,

Resolves: .

1. To_take note of the report of the 1956 Speciel Committee on the Question
of Defining Aggression and to express appreciation for the veluasble work done;

2. To agk the Secretafy-General to request the views of the new States
Members on the question, end to réenew the request to States Members to submit
comments as provided in resolution 688 (VII) of 20 December 1952, furnishing
them with the documentation produced after the adoption of that resolution;

3. To_ask the SecretafyﬁGEneral to refer the replies of the Members to a
Commitiee composed of the Member States the representatives of which have served
on the General Committee of the moat recent regular session of the General

&/ OfﬁiciE% Records of the General Assembly, Twelfth Session, Supplement No. 16
(A/557k).
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Agsembly, which Committee shall study the replies for the purpose of
determiping when 1t shall be appropriate for_thexGeneral Assémblyito consider
agaln the qﬁestion of defining aggression, and shall report to the Secretary-
General when 1t has determined that the time is appropriate, petting forth!
the considerations which led to its deciéions;

L, To reguest the Secretary-General to place the question‘of defining
raggression on the provisional agenda of the Géneral Assembly, not earlier than -
ite fourteenth session, when the Committee has advised him thgt it considers
the time appropriate;

5. To-reguesﬁ ‘the Secretery-General to convene the first meetding of the
Comuittee prior to the fourteenth session of the General Asgenbly.




