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Cn hes~x St xn itt.e Can the nînth session of

ithe Urit NatOmS Q8ir ssely» New York~,
on~ ~ ~~~~te agfl~ jte 51 - uSiflo fing

oag e nait h emo of the Specal C nm tte o

the on ReestXOt o:'D~' Aggressiofl

Nte :etext of he reSolutionl adolptedby

tNbe T ohe tte8e ald~ the re$ .ts j the
aheeCom0r ded at the end. O± th

Iri195 týfQre thiS Committee the Cariad.iaf

represel 1a952 bae d that the Canadian Government

was ~ j. s~t0p$d~to ae 
fl a e ~eiUïtï but that it

had *igerijQUSjgXls î wht eetQpoa efs fitb l 15uthr

.P O s j b l e , a 'n d , ý e v e fl inL e f u P u rPIitIr,

it in fact would serve 
a us uP0 flfr1eI

the aflns Of the Cýharter1",

Jxidoubit9dlYv the presenft debate Înd1iCa1,1S.

that tagrreement over a 
formula fox'

at he 0rf of disresiWI has nr nowed onsiderabJly

efiUgfr tia o l of a gra Y b~ poizited . out, there are

t jLlg î o r a 4 f Q elas 0 f opi nion" a o g th e

, i p rQ PO SI d 0fr ences? w e -b liv e hQwev r that

s t i p ý O o s f O _ M u a c a T n n 0 t b u t1 b e c n i e e

j.h o hav bîQt o1a U G UL~ S f a drfiflitioflo

wear tijl doubitful wlither 
any derIri-

be h42pful to the competeft

on adr Nations~ in deidifl for

tï0il of t e i caz'g e of t1heir peace
agecie,,,, O s wheheran act of aggression

the~ee PurPrLIeti defînitions might

mainteace .t~ind tacleathezn0  We believe

hadbee ý,,tcj prtOfls of the Charter

well reeas to what constitutes
U.de the stsaactle o 1to speak, and

t h a b t r e l l y e --1 5 t x i n a p p r e c i a t i n g

that he dieffectiYelY remove
thefacýs nd efîitity nd e eel, in fact,

tha an dificl rilto ac'ieve its

or reedy eirlitoe wo sfgade4 the present

tha and nle,5 l j 4Sc'rty Councl and
-r-00sea Aftflqd decide upon
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We believe that any definition ta be reallyeffective wauld have ta be agreed upon by the General
AÉsembly and the Security CoUncil, including thepermanent merubers aof the Council, and Sa as nat tapose an obstacle ta these organs it must nat restrictthe wide discretion which we consider the Security
Cauncil and the General Assexnbly passess. We submitýthat bath these argans, und.er their present canstitu-
tion embadied in the Charter, have the power tadecide in each cancrete case and in the light aofthe particular facts and.circunistances'af the casewhether an act of aggression has been cominitted bya state. Any definition which wauld ".automatically'l
brand certain acts or classes af acts as aggression,
might, we suggest, seriously hamper these bodiesin maintaining ar res-toring the peace, as the casemay be, which function necessarily calis lfor theexercise of very broad political discretion. Inaur view., Iurthermore, in order to be in harmonywith the scheme of the Charter, more particularly
with Articles 39 and 51, any definition aof aggres-sian miust be restrlcted ta the nation afarxnedattack and must not embrace or be applicable ta anyother f orm af aggressian sa-called,

We wauld also like ta point out that anydefinition aof aggz'ession can hardly be exaniinedotherwise than in the light of any proposai fora Code aof Offences against the peace and securit yof mankind and-f'or sanie international criminaljurisdiction ta interpret and eriforce such a code.This in turn again raises the question of harmoniz-ing such a jurisdictional scheme with the existingfunctions and pawers of existing organs af.the,United Nations under the Charter.

In conclusion whilstrmy delegation enter-tains the doubt above expressed as ta the helpful.-ness ai' any definition ta the competent organs ofethe United Nations in decîdîng whether an actof aggression has accurred, it is not opposed taa definition which would appear likely ta beagreed upon by the Geoeral As8embly-and theSecurity Council., including the permanent membersof the Cauncil, which '4ould not be at variancewith the existing scheme ai' the Charter andwhieh would meet the other tests I have autlined0Any other definition, or one which had vertlimited approval., would we think, instead ofhelping to ensure international peace andsecurity, have a tendency towards the oppositeefi'ect.,

'VotingFollowirig ts the text of a resolu-àesults tion (U.N. Dac. No.A/C.6/L<>337 Rev.l)
adopted by the Sixth Comttee on November
10, 1951h, by a vote of 33 in favour tô 3against (United States, Australia andBrazil>, with 14 abstentions (including
Canada and the United Kingdom); and in
a pler±ary session of the General AssemblY
on December 4. 1954e by a roîl-cali vote
of 43 in l'avour (including Canada) to 3
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agaiflst (Australia, South Afria and

the Ujnited States), with il abstentions.

(Three- delegatiofls were absent -~ Egypt,

El Salvador and 
Panama.)

Text o
Resolution

The General AssemblY

< Rcallnl, its$ resolutions 599 (VI) and

688 (V II),

Conide1r~that the discussions to which

the questiOflof 
definin aggression gave 

rise at

the ninth SeS Sion 
of the General Assembly have

revealed the need to 0oordinate the views expressed

by--the States Melnber$,9

1.Decides to establish a Special Çommittee
101-11 reetative of each of the Iollow-

cmprisilg oene rP whih -Will meet at headquarters

ing 1956; Mmbrs

in 1956;St te said pecial Çomrnittee to

submit to the Gfeai AssemblY at its eleventh ses-

SlOf a detailîed report îfol1owed 
by a draf t def ini-

tion 0Sinf 
hgrs5O aving regard to the ideas

exprsse of-gg th. 1nth session of' the General

es seYd 'to the draft resoJlutio~s, 
and arnend-

xents suimitted:

Dide$ to Place the question on the

ag.d t e ntevent session of the General

As seniblY

-----------




