
Communia ue No. 63/14 

(unof f i c i a l )  

The following information from the Regis t ry  of the In t e rna t i ona l  
Court of J u s t i c e  i s  comunicated t o  the  Press: 

The In t e rna t i ona l  Court of J u s t i c e  today ( 2  December 1963) 
del ivered i t s  Judgment i n  t h e  case concerning the  Northern Cameroons 
( ~ r e 1 i ; ù i n a . r ~  object ions)  between t he  Federal  Republic of Carneroon and 
the-Uni ted Kingdon of Great B r i t a i n  and Northern I re land .  

Proceedings were i n s t i t u t e d  by an  Application of 30 May 1961 
i n  which.the Government of the  Republic of Cameroon asked the  Court 
t o  dec la re  th&, i n  the app l ica t ion  of the  Trusteeship Agreement f o r  
the  Ter r i to ry  of t h e  Cameroons under B r i t i s h  Administration t he  United 
Kingdom f a i l e d ,  r ~ i t h  re&ard t o  t he  Northern Cameroons, t o - r e s p e c t  
c e r t a i n  obl igat ions  flovring from t h a t  Agreement. The Government of 
the  United Kingdom ra i s ed  preliminary object ions  . 

By 10 votes  t o  5 the Court found t h a t  i t  could not  adjudicate  
upon the  rnerits of t he  claim of . the Republic of Caaeroon. 

Judges Spiropoulos and.Koretsky appended t o  t h e  Judgment 
Dechra t ions  of t h e i r  d i s s en t .  Judge Jessup, n h i l e  e n t i r e l y  agreeing 
with the reasoning i n  t he  Judgnent of t h e  Court, a l s o  appended a 
Declaration.  

Judges Wellington Koo, S i r  Percy Spender, S i r  Gerald Fitzmaurice 
and Morel l i  appended Separate Opinions. 

Judges Badawi and B u s t a n t e  y Rivero and Judge ad hoc Beb a Don 
appended Dissentine Opinions. 

I n  i t s  Judgment, the  Court reca l led  t h a t  the  Cameroons had formed 
p a r t  .of the  possessions to  which Germany renounced her r i g h t s  under 
the  Treaty of Versa i l l es  m d  mhich had been placed under t h e  hfandates 
System of t h e  ~e 'ague of Nations. It  had been d ivided i n t o  two Mandates, 
the  one administered by France and t h e  o ther  by t he  United Kingdon. The 
l a t t e r  divided its t e r r i t o r y  i n t o  the Northern Cameroons, vihich w ~ t s  
administered a s  'part of Nigeria,  and the  Southern Caneroons, v~hich w a s  
adminis t e red  as' a separate  province of Nigeria.  Af t e r  the  c rea t ion  of 
the. United Nations, the nandated t e r r i t o r i e s  of t h e  Carneroons were 
placed unaer the i n t e rna t i ona l  t r u s  teeship  sys t en  by t r u s  t eesh ip  
cagreements approved by the General Asseriibly on 13 December 1946. 

The t e r r i t o r y  under French adminis t ra t ion a t t a ined  independence 
as the Republic .of Cameroon on 1 January 1960 m d  becane a Member of 
the  United Nations on 20 Septenber 1960. I n  t h e  case of the t e r r i t o r y  
under United Kingdom adminis t ra t ion,  t he  United Hations General 
Assenibly recommended t h a t  t h e  Adminis t e r i ng  Authori t y  organise 
 leb bis ci t e s  i n  .order t o  a s c e r t a i n  the wishes of t h e  inhab i tan t s  . 
f'ursuant t o  thehe p l eb i s c i t e s  the  Southern Camemons joined the  
Republic of ~ a k e r o o n  on 1 October 1961 and the  Northern Cameroons 



on 1 ~ & e  '1961 .joined t h e  Federation of Nigeria,  which had i t s e l f  
become independent on 1 October 1960. On 21 Apri l  1961 t he  General 
bsse,mbly endorsed the res.ults  of the . .p leb i sc i t es  and decided t h a t  
' thë  .TfiSte'eship ~ ~ k e & & n t  c.?ncerni& .th& ;can?e+oiiis k d e r  United 
Kingdon adn in i s t r a t i on  shou.ld be terninated upon the  two pnr t s  of t he  
t e r r i  tory  j  oining the  Republic of Ca~zeroon, and Nigeria.  respec t i v e l y  

. . . . . ~ 

( r e so lu t i on  i 6 0 8 ( ~ ~ ) ) .  
. : ; y  . . . . .  

The Repuhiic of Cameroon vbted iigninst t h e  adcption of t h i s  ' 

reso lu t ion ,  a f t e r  expressing i t s  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  the manner i n  
which the  United Kingdom had administered the  Northern Cameroons and 
liad organf sed the p ïeb i s ' c i t es ,  maintaining t h n t  t he  p o l i t i c a l  - develop- 
ment of t h e  t e r r i t o ' r y  and t h e  n o k l  course of t h e .  oonsul ta t ion.  v ~ i t h  
the  people 'had been a l t e r ed  tliereby. These c r i t i c i sms ,  together with 
others ,  kere  developed i n  a White Book nhich was rebut'ted by the  '. 
représen ta t ives  of ' the  United Kingdom cvld of Nigeria. .  Following the  
adoption of the  resol t i t ion the  Republic of 'Ca~eroon, on l ' u a y  1961,. 
addressed a comr,iunication t o  the  Unitad'Kingdom i n  which i t  r e f e r r ed  
t o  a dispute  concerning t he  app l icn t ion  of the Trusteeship Agreement 
and proposed the conclusion of a  spec i a l  agresment f o r  t h e  purpose 
of bringing the disputeWonê.tke Court. The United Kingdom gave a 
negative rep ly  on 26 May 1961. Four days l a t e r  the Republic of 
Caïderoon s u b ~ t t e d  an A p ~ l i c a t i o n  to  the Court. . . '  . . . .  

The Vnited Kingdom then ra i sed  a nmiber of preliminary objections.  
The f i r s t  vas tk?t there  was no d i s r u t e  between i t s e l f  and the  Republic 
of Cameroon, and t ha t  i f  any dispute  had a t  the  date. of t he  Application 
ex i s ted ,  i t  Fias between the  Republic of Carneroon and the  United Nations. 
The Court found i n  t h i s  connec t ion ' ths t  the opposing v iens  of t he  
p a r t i e s  as t o  the  iu i terpreta t ion and applicntioii  of t he  Trusteeship 
Agreement revealcd the exis tence of a  d ispute ,  a t  t h e  da t e  of the  
Application,  i n  t he  sense recognised by the  jurisprudence of the Court. 

Another of the United Kiiigdoni s  prelimiriary object ions  was based 
on A r t i c l e  32(2) of the  Rules of Court, which provides t h a t  when a  case 
i s  brought before the  Court t he  Application nust  not only i nd i ca t e  t he  
sub j ec t . o f  the dispute  but  must a l s o  a s  f a  as  poss ible  s t a t e  t h e  
p rec i se  nature  of t h e ,  claim an3 the grounds on iihich i t  i s  based. 
Adopting the view expressed by t h e  Permanent Court of In te rna t iona l  
J u s t i c e ,  the  Court considered t h a t ,  i t s  j u r i sd i c t i on  bciing i n t e rna t i ona l ,  
i t .was  not  bound t o  a t t a ch  t o  môt.ters of fûrm the  same degree of 
inportance which they might possess i n  municipal law. It found t h a t  
t he  Appl icmt  had s u f f i c i e n t l y  complied with A r t i c l e  32(2) of the Rules 
and t h a t  . t h i s  p re l in inary  object ion .was accordingly v~ i thou t  substance 

. . 
. * 

The'Court ' then sa id  t h a t  a f a c t u a l  ana lys i s  undertaken in  t he  
IFght of c e r t a i n  guiding pr inc ip les  might. su f f i co  t o  oonduoe' to, 
the , r e so lu t i on  of the  i s sues  t o '  vrhich the C.ourt 'clirected i t s  
a. t tention.  . . , . - .,. 

. . . . 
As a Menber of the United N~ t ions ' ,  the, Republic of Caneroon had 

a r i gh t  t o  apply t o  the Court and $y the fc l ing '  o f  t h e  i lppl icat ion the  
Court had been se i sed  . s u t  , t h e  ' se ls in& of t he  Court was one th ing , t h e  
adminis t ra t ion of j u s t i c e  was another.  Even i f  the Court, when s e i s ed ,  
founà t b t  i t  had j u r i sd i c t i on ,  i t  mas not  conpelled i n  every case t o  
exercise  t h a t  ju r i sd ic t ion .  I t  exercised a j u d i c i a l  funct ion which 
vias circwnscribed by inherent  l im i t a t i ons .  Like t he  Permanent Court, 
i t ' c o u l d  not &par t  from the  e s s e n t i a l  r u l e s  guiding i t s  a c t i v i t y  
as a Court. 

Resolution .... 






