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[Item 56]* 

1. Mr. BAKR (Iraq) said that this delegation had, 
jointly with fourteen States of Africa and Asia, been 
compelled to bring the question of Tunisia again before 
the United Nations. That undertaking had been the 
result of serious developments which, in his delegation's 
opinion, no nation faithful to the principles of the 
Charter could view without concern. These develop­
ments could not be blamed on either the fifteen Member 
States supporting the worthy and long-standing aspira· 
tions of the Tunisian people to recover their freedom 
and independence, or on the active, helpless and un­
armed Tunisian nationalists who in contrast with their 
opponents had soug-ht and were seeking the help of the 
United Nations with a view to adjusting peacefully 
their differences with France. 

2. Those developments could also be summarized as 
follows: ( 1) contrary to the expectations and hopes 
which had been voiced in good faith by several delega­
tions last year, the situation in Tunisia had in fact 
considerably deteriorated. The French authorities had 
increased, extended and intensified their military re­
pression throughout the country. The international 
Press had reported that French troops, assisted by 
French terrorist gangs armed by the French military 
com!1land, had continued their so-called "mopping-up" 
operations ·Characterized by destruction, pillaging of 
peaceful villages and wholesale arrests and killing of 
Tunisian nationalists; ( 2) the French Government had 
ref used to comply with what the fifteen Member States 
had already believed last year to be a too optimistic and 
appeasing resolution of the General Assembly, which 
in effect left it entirely to the goodwill of the French 
Government to redress a situation considered by forty· 
four Member States to be of international concern; 
( 3) the Government of Iraq, in concert with the other 
member States of the Arab League, had been recently 
urged by Arab public opinion, outraged by the horrors 
which the French authorities had committed, to take a 
realistic attitude and extend to their Tunisian brethren 
real assistance against their powerful armed oppres­
sors. However, the Arab States had decided, with 
considerable restraint, against any unilateral action and 
had agreed to res-ort once again to the machinery of 
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the United Nations and seek the adjustment of the 
tragic conditions in Tunisia. It was clear from those 
developments that the Government of Iraq would have 
failed in its duties to the United Nations and its moral 
obligations to the Tunisian people had it not joined 
in the request for renewed consideration of the question 
by the General Assembly, with a view to correcting a 
situation which on the one hand was threatening peace 
and security in North Africa, and on the other was 
threatening the relationship between fifteen African­
Asian States and France. 

3. The representative of Iraq recalled that during the 
debate at the seventh session on the question, some 
representatives, like those of the United Kingdom 
( 538th meeting) and Venezuela (54 5th meeting), had 
counselled the African-Asian States to approach the 
Tunisian question with reason rather than emotion, 
arguing that the greatest service to the Tunisian people 
would be to persuade France that the Members of the 
United Nations still had confidence that it could settle 
its dispute with Tunisia in its traditionally generous 
spirit. His delegation had, with some reluctance, heeded 
that appeal, which in effect meant th~t it would ha:re 
been emotional on the part of Iraq to hft up the curtam 
and reveal to the civilized world the long record of 
bloodshed and tyranny of the French protectorate in 
Tunisia. In the light of the situation existing today in 
Tunisia-the defiance by the French Government of the 
General Assembly resolution the tet'ms of which had 
been initiated by delegations friendly to France, and 
the renewed boycott by the French delegation of the 
Committee's deliberations-the warning made at the 
seventh session by the leader of the delegation of Iraq, 
Mr. Al-Jamali, that France would not settle the Tu­
nisian question without the help of the United Nations, 
had proved to be right. 

4. Mr. Bakr regretted to say that the French Govern­
ment had not shown itself worthy of the trust of the 
United Nations and had done everything to contradict 
the confidence expressed in its goodwill. The Tunisian 
question had been fully aired in its economic, so~ial and 
political aspect. Factual evidence had been given to 
prove how a small nation, which since the eighteenth 
century had remained independent among the most 
enlightened and progressive of the Mediterranean com­
munity, had been enslaved by her Frenc!l. protector. 
Unalarmed by the tragic fate <Jf the Tums1an people 
whose right to human dignity, freedom and self-det~r­
mination had been recognized by the Charter to whrch 
France had solemnly subscribed, some repres~ntatives 
had argued against the competence of the Umted ~a­
tions to deal with the question. Those representatiVes 
who usually were less liable to use legalistic a.rgu~ents 
when it came to violations of human <Jr soverergn nghts 
in other corners of the world not their own, had 
opposed the intervention of the United Nations on the 
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ground that French-Tunisian relations were ruled hv a 
~rotectoratc treaty which could be altered only by the 
agreement of the two contracting parties, namelv, the 
Bey of Tunis and France. But the United Nation's had 
already confirmed its competence when it had discussed 
and acted on the question. It had also been made dear 
that the treaties concluded between France and Tunisia 
had been overtaken by events and had outlivecl their 
usefn!ness. And there was general agreement that the 
questiOn had overstepped the hounds of tn·aties ancl 
had become essentially a problem relating to the ful­
ftlment of natioml aspirations of the Tu~isian people. 

5.. In the circumstan~e it was interesting to examine 
lmefly the e~ents leadmg to that treaty whose sanctity 
had been senously advocated by some l\Iemher States. 
!he representativ~ of Iraq then read extensive excerpts 
tram a book entitled The Last Punic IVar-Tunis 
Past. and Present by Mr. Broadley, who haLl been wit~ 
nessmg the events as correspondent of the London 
Times, in order to prove his contention that the Treaty 
of Bardo of 12 ~Iay 1881 had not been negotiated freely 
and had been Imposed on the Bey of Tunis by the 
French commanding general. 

6. ~Ioreover, the treaty had clearly stated that the two 
pa:tles were desirous of strengthening the ties of friencl­
sh:p and good neighbourliness which had always 
existed between the two States, thereby assuming a 
sy~tem of collabor<1tion between two St<1tes and n~t a 
system of control by one over the other. Furthermore, 
th~~ treaty h<1d ~tatecl clearly in article 2 that French 
tmht<1ry occupation would cease \vhen French and 
Tunisi<1n <1uthorities h<1d agreed that the loc<1l <1dmin­
istration was in a position to m<1int<1in order. Thus. it 
\\·as .a _clear admission that the occupation by France. of 
Tumsta had been for the mainten<1nce of bw and order 
and that the occupation w<1s to he tcmpor<1n· <1IH1 11ot 
permanent. Now, <1fter seventy-two years h<1~l clapc;ed. 
Fr;:~:<ce was still un<1hlc to preserve pe:1ce and order in 
Tunisia, a fact "·hich lead necessarily to one of two 
conclusions: either France could not tmdertake the 
burden she had chosen for herself or she \V<1S ddihcr­
<1tely doing so as an excuse for <1 perm<1ncnt occup<1tion 
of Tunisia. 

7. In 1883 the Convention of La nbrsa hac! ken im­
posed on the Bey of Tunisia. The word "protectorate'' 
h<1rl been used in th<1t convention for the first time, hut 
did not replace or change the ftmclament<1l h<1sis of tlw 
e<1rlier tre<1ty lwtween the two p<1rties <1s two distinct 
States. Nothing in either the Trc<1ty of Bardo or the 
Convention of L<1 l\Iarsa g<1ve Fr<1nce direct <1dmin­
istrative power o_wr Tnnisi<1; they only <1sstnnecl a sys­
tem of colbboratiOn between the two govemmcnts. The 
h~s~ory o_f French occupation and "protection" in Tu­
msJa,_ as JIJ other parts of :North .1\frica, was marked by 
<1 senes of acts on the part of France to deal with Tuni­
sia or Morocco not as protectorates. but as colonies. 

8. l\1 r. l\Iakr recalled that the debate clurinrr the 
seventh session of the General Assembly had ~l10wn 
clearly and conclusively how the French rule in Tunisi<1 
~ad aimed systematiwlly. at depriving the country of 
It? freedom and sovereignty, thereby replacing by 
dtrect French rule the autonomy which it had enjoved 
for a. century. The representative of Iraq wished still 
to bnng to the attention of the Committee a series of 
events which had taken place in Tunisia since the last 
session with a view to showing how the French Gov-

emment had reacted to the Assembly resolution 611 
(VII). 
9. The rejection hy the Tunisian people of the so­
called proposed reforms h<1cl cle<1rly demonstrated the 
futility of the policy which the French Government 
h<1d been pursuing in Tunisi~ for almost a year. The 
French Government h<1d once more resorted to its 
reputed infallible practice of using force. That had 
been entirely in line with, ancl <1 logical result of, its 
decision to boycott the deb<1tcs of the United Nations 
on the Tunisian qttcstion ancl to ignore <1'1Y recom­
nwmhtion that that body might make for a peaceful 
settlement of the problem. It had been obviously no 
coincidence that the French Government should have 
decided to impose the so-called municipal and rural 
reforms on the Bey the very day after the General 
Assembly lELd invited the two p<1rties to resume nego­
tiations with a view to bringing about self-government 
for Tunisia and to refrain from any acts or measures 
likely to aggravate the present tension. 

10. On 20 December 1952, Mr. de Boisseson, delegate 
at the Residency-General, had handed the following 
ultimatum to the Bey demanding his immediate signa­
ture on several decrees, among \vhich the following had 
been the most important: ( 1) decrees providing for 
the reorg<1nization of the municipalities; (2) decrees 
concerning the councils of caidats rural assemblies; 
( 3) decrees on the mining system, including new ad­
v<1ntages for the comp:mies holding Tunisian mining 
concessions, particularly an extension for ninety-nine 
vear~ of existinfT concessions. 
• 0 

11. Those reforms <1imed at giving the French settlers 
in Tnnisi<1 an eqn<1l voice in the actu<1l exercise of the 
sovr:rcignty of the country, the;·ehy introducing the 
principle of co-sm·ereignty. French settlers in Tunisia, 
though not exceeding one-twentieth of the popubtion, 
were to he given 50 per cent of the sc<1ts in the more 
import<1nt represent<1tive hoclics while still retaining 
their French citizenship which leg<1lly made them 
foreigners in Tunisi<1. The Tunisi<1n people considered 
~uch reforms as <1 llagr<1nt infringement of their n<1tion<1l 
sovereignty. Indeed, a conference reflecting <11l shades 
of Tunisian ptthlic opinion, c<1llecl by Tunisian political, 
economic <1m! bhour organizations in Tunis on 19 
l\hrch 1953, had <1dopted a resolntion dl'claring that 
such l'kctions could not giw a valid indication of the 
Tunisian people's present wishes. 

12. The repre~cnt<1tive of T r<1q wi~hecl to summarize 
briefly the <1ctu<1l provisions of those reforms. In the 
cxcctitive lmmch, provision \\'<1~ made for the continua­
tion of <1 mixed Tunisian Government consisting of 
seven Tunisi<1n ministers in charge of tradition<1lly un­
important mini~tries, while the French held the key 
dep<1rtments-the Gener<1l Sccret<1riat; Fimncc; Public 
\Vorks; Education; Post, Telephone <1nd Telegraph; 
Reconstruction <1ncl Housing; ancl the Dl'pttty General 
Secretariat. The Public Security Department was to be 
placed under the direct authority of the Resident-Gen­
eral, who thus continued to exercise the actual executive 
and administrative powers. The civil control agents. 
under his direct authority, had the police power in 
their hands, thereby controlling the free exercise of 
public liberties of the whole population. They were in 
fact the real "governors of the provinces" and together 
\Yith the French directors who occupied the principal 
posts of the Police, Finance, Justice, Foreign Affairs, 
and National Defence Departments insured the effective 
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control by the French authorities of the administration 
of the country. The Prime Minister and his fellow 
Tunisian ministers were thus reduced to nominal 
figureheads. ' ' 

13. Moreover, although all Tunisian laws were pro­
~ulgate~ by beylical decrees, the Bey's authority was 
m practice only nominal since the French Resident­
General possessed the all-important power of giving 
effect . to the decrees. The members of the legislative 
counc1l, who are Tunisians, were in reality appointed by 
Fra?ce since the beylical decrees appointing them were 
subJect to the approval of the French Resident-General. 
Al~o~ ~he legislative council was deprived of the right 
to I!llhate laws, thereby ·reducing its function to giving 
~dv1ce which was not binding on the Government. But, 
It was natural to contend that no reforms could be 
achieved in local g-overnment before some had been 
achieved in the legislative and the executive bodies of 
the State as a whole. From these examples of their con­
ception of legislative and executive reforms one might 
justifiably conclude that the so-called municipal reforms 
were nothing but a snare and a delusion. 

14. The story of the elections to those local assemblies 
was truly tragic. The representative of Iraq then read 
excerpts from Figaro of 15 April and Le M onde of 
16 April 1953 to prove that those elections had been 
held under a state of siege and terror. He also read 
an excerpt from an article by Mr. Henry Danjou pub­
lished in Fra11ce-Soir on 6 May 1953 alleging frau­
dulent activities on the part of the Residency during 
the elections. Mr. Bakr continued that Tunisia was 
today a trouble spot. The whole country was plunged 
into a nightmare of violence, destruction and terror 
committed by a brutal military administration against 
the people of the country, with the intention of crushing 
their resistance to foreign, despotic rule. In order to 
strike Tunisian morale with the full impact of its fury , 
French policy had sought to create a state of helpless­
ness throughout the nation. The stage had been set 
by the suppression of the nationalist Press, intensifica­
tion of the state of siege and censorship with the result 
that the country was isolated from the outside world. 
An example of the barbarous violence committed by 
the 50,000 French troops in Tunisia was the tragedy 
which occurred on Cape Bon. The comt111llliquc of the 
French I<.csident-General had tried to minimize the 
importance of that incident. However, the representa­
tive of l raq wishccl to quote two counsellors of the 
Frcncl~ Union Assembly, the Reverend Lagravierc and 
Mr. r\erre Corval, who had cleclarec! that that incident 
had caused the death of at least 200 Tunisians, not 
counting numerous injured. Also, Mr. J. H. Olden­
brock, Secretary-General of the International Confed­
eration of Free Trade Unions, had written the former 
l\1inister fo: African Affairs, Mr. Robert Schuman, a 
letter assertmg that the operations in that incident had 
been carried out very much on war-time lines. 

15. Similar mopping-up operations had been carried 
out throughout the country with greater casualties, 
greater destruction of homes, and greater abuse of the 
Tunisian population. Mr. Bakr then gave an account 
of some of the physical and mental tortures to which 
the nationalists had been subjected during interroga­
tion, as well as excerpts of statements made by some 
prisoners as to the various mediaeval brutalities which 
had been inflicted upon them. He also gave a chrono­
logical account of military operations against Tunisian 

inhabitants with a view to describing the present con­
ditions in Tunisia. In particular, he cited the example 
of how the Tunisian labour leader, Mr. Hedi Chaker, 
had been kidnapped by the French· terrorists of the 
"Red Hand" and later shot. 
16. One might say that those acts of terror and as­
sassinations were committed by individuals and had 
nothing to do with the French authorities or that they 
were caused by the state of antagonism and tension 
existing between the French settlers and the Tunisian 
people. But one could also ask why such incidents 
committed against the Tunisians were left without 
investigation by the French security police, while acts 
committed by Tunisians against the French authorities 
were followed by the most extensive investigations and 
severe military measures were taken against innocent 
Tunisian persons: Mr. Bidet, member of the board of 
directors of the French Socialist Party, had asked the 
same question when he had declared at the congress of 
the Socialist International held in Stockholm in July 
1953, that the French people were ashamed of French 
justice in Tunisia because the French police could not, 
since December 1952, arrest the murderers of the 
Tunisian labour leader, Farhat Hached. 
17. Before concluding Mr. Bakr referred to a state­
ment made by His Holiness the Pope at an audience 
granted to the members of the International Congre;;s 
of Penal Law at Castel Gandolfo, as published in Le 
Monde of 14 October 1953, wherein the Pope had 
pronounced himself against the mass shooting of in­
nocent people as a means of reprisal for the crimes 
committed by one individual. 
18. In conclusion, the representative of Iraq said that 
he was defending not only the Tunisians or the case 
of the Arab people, but also the case of freedom and 
liberty everywhere. He wished to salute the martyred 
heroes of North Africa who had given their lives 
fighting for the noblest of all causes, namely, the cause 
of freedom and human dignity. 

19. I\tr. ZAFRULLA KHAN (Pakistan) said that 
it was the second time that the Tunisian case, like the 
Moroccan one. had come up for discussion before the 
Assembly. The facts were by that time very well known 
to everyone ; so were the principles involved. Indeed, 
there had been singularly little dissent as to the prin­
ciples involved and as to what needed to be done. Yet 
there was ;m equally singular disinclination to say and 
affirm what needed to be done. In the circumstances , 
one wondered whether any good might be achieved 
by repeating yearly what the Assembly should do and 
sug-gesting- the manner in which it ought to be done. 
N cvertheless, one carried on this admonition as a duty 
imposed on one's own conscience. 
20. The differences that existed between the cases 
of Morocco and Tunisia were either superficial or 
differences that had been pointed out and stressed more 
in the case of l\Iorocco, last year, than had been done 
this year. However, those differences tended to make 
the case of Tunisia stronger, in respect of what the 
Tunisians desire, than the case of Morocco. Those dif­
ferences were, for instance, the greater homogeneity of 
the people of Tunisia, their deeper political conscious­
ness. their greater experience in organizational and 
political matters as well as their longer period of struggle 
for the aspiration of their sovereignty and independence. 
However, the essential principle is the same, namely, 
the question of the self-determination of peoples, the 
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dignity and worth <Jf the human heing, the equality 
of men and women and of nations large and small. 

21. The differences enumera ted had been seized upon 
and stressed at the seventh session, so that the As­
sembly found an excuse to express itself in less precise 
terms on Morocco th::m it had chosen to do in the 
case of Tunisia, though even in that case it had not 
gone very far. But perhaps the rtal distinction had 
been that since the case of Tunisia was discussed before 
the case of 1\lorocco, the Assembly. having done the 
very least it could, had found itself in a position of 
embarrassment vis-;1-vis France and some of the other 
western Powers. It had therefore toned clown, in the 
case of Morocco, even that little which it had dared to 
express in the case of Tunisia. That was the real 
reason. 

22. The represe:~ t1tivc of P3kistan then read excerpts 
of .the r esolutions 2dopted hy the General Assembly 
2t 1ts seventh session on the Tunisian and Moroccan 
questions. He stated that when h e had addressed the 
Committee on the Tunisian question in the course of 
the se\'Cnth session ( 537th meeting). he h~d gone into 
c.o!lsiclerable detail with reg-arc] to historical and po­
htlc~l d ~~ve1opments of the Tunisian question. Though 
h~ did not deem it necessary to go into detail, l1e 
w1shed to remind the Committee of the outstand;nrr 

b 

fe::t tures of the case. He recalled that the rebtion 
between Prance and Tuni sia was regulatecl lJy the 
Treaty of Bardo and by the Convention of La l\Iarsa 
,,·herein ( 1) France h~d m~de itself responsible for the 
diplomati c a!1d consular reiations of Tunisia; ( 2) the 
Bey had undertaken to give effect to such <Jdministra­
tive. judicial and financial reforms as might he proposed 
by France. In all other matters, the sovereignty of the 
Dey h~d lleen fully preserved. lncleecl. that position was 
not at all contested by France. ::-J everthel ess , some 
repre"entatives had contenckd last year and still insisted 
that the ; \ ssemhly '';as not competent to deal with both 
the Tuni sia n ami .:-.Ioroccan questions, citing Article 2, 
paragraph 7 in support of thei r contention. 

23. l\Ir. Zafru lla Klnn ohservcd that the main con­
t~n~ion inr st~pport of excluding the c~mpet.ence of the 
~mted :0lahons . ':·as that the rclatlonsh1p het\vcen 
1~ ranee and T ums1a "'.as regulated by the Treaty of 
Larclo and the ComTntJon of La I\tarsa and th<Jt there­
fore . <1nything arising ont of those treaties was a' matter 
essentially of domestic jurisdiction. 

2-!-. In the opinion of the Pakist<Jn deleg:-ttion treaties 
of that type \\Tre now an anachronism and were not 
binding upon the people of the countries to whom they 
related. The fuJHbmental posi ti on of hi s dC'legation 
was that nnless an instnmwnt acting on hehalf of the 
people gives expn:~sion to the will of the people and 
gives effect to that will in a treaty, engagement or 
arrangement that may be entered into, the treaty, en­
gagemen t or arr:-tngemcnt \vas not binding upon the 
people and might he repudiated by them. Th:-tt consi­
deration applied with greater force where the treaty 
purported to deprive, or claimed to have deprived, the 
people of their sovereignty or their right to self­
determination. 

25. That position had been supported by France, not 
directly with regard to competence but with respect 
to its relations with Tunisia and :I\1orocco. The former 
Foreign Minister, 11r. Robert Schuman, argued in 
Paris that France's obligations in respect to those two 
countries were regulated by Article 73 of the Charter 

ami that they were being fnlfillcd ( 342nc1 plenary 
m eeting). 

26. Mr. Zafrulla Khan snid that was not the position 
of the people of ~.forocco or Tm~i sia. 1 \ut nssuming 
that was the position of France, then 1\ rti cle 73 b 
imposecl upon Prance the o1Jli~<Jtion to develop self­
governm~· nt in those territories. That a rticl e, read with 
Article 103, hacl precedence m·er any oth·:r inconsistent 
obligation and prevailed over :my other ohli,_;ation or 
right th:tt might he established hy 2ny oth ~T treaty. 

27. If it "·ere assnmecl, ho\\'cvcr, th<Jt tlw treaties 
had validity , it should be noted. acconling to some, 
that the question of the interpretation of a treaty was 
not a matter which the :\ssemhly \\' :ts competent to 
consid<:r. The Paki,_tan d elegation did :~ot accept that 
position, which had not been accepted by the i\ ssembly 
nor even hy those delegations which Inc! put it forward. 

28. Even France did not interpret those treaties dif­
ferent ly from the manner in which they \'.Tre interpreted 
on behalf oi .:-.r orocco and Tunisia. The interpretation 
was clear. Thne was in both ca ses a protectorate which 
placed t1pon l'rance the ohligation to m;ma~~e the foreign 
affairs of both S tates. There was abo the· undertaking 
on behalf of the Tiev that h e would ~,i,·e effect to such 
admini strative and -fin:tncial reforms ~'as mi~ht be pro­
posed by France. Subject to that . the !'overeignty of 
the Bey had been fully preserved. France did tl{)t claim 
either sovereignty or co-sovereignty CJver Tunisia. 
Therefore, there was no question of interpretation. 

29. The Tunisian people contenclecl ri ghtly or wrongly 
that France lwei torn up the tre:1ty; had usurped the 
sovereignty of the Hey; had established direct admin­
istration in the mme of the Dey h:1t. in effect. through 
French oif]ci<Jls and aGents; a:~ cl h.1 d :;uppressed civil 
liberties and ri :shts. :\Ion: spec i :~ calh· . France had 
procbimed a state of siege and an oppressi\·e regime 
had lwen instituter_\ in Tunisia . . \lthou~~h France was 
botn~d by the t erms of the treaty to support the Bey 
against any danger th:1t might thrt'ail'n h '!s person or 
dynasty o r was likely to clistmb the pC'ace of his 
territories, France was accuced of coc·rci~1g and threat­
enine; the Bey. Nobody claimed th:tt there was peace 
and law and order in Tunisia. The pl'ople of Tunisia 
alleged that those disturbances ha(\ hcen occasioned 
by France despite its ohlig:-tti ons tind er the treaty. It 
was further allcgecl that FrancL' h:-t(l m:H1 c its(•lf respon­
sible- fo r propo"ing reforms hut was no\\· lJlock ing them. 

30. l\lr. Zafrulla Klnn said th:-tt the quC':-;tion was not 
whether those cl1:1rges could he e -; tah1i shc(1 upon in­
vestigation. The question was wlwthn. whl'n such a 
state of affairs existed between two ~ovcreign States, 
the competence of the ~Un ited Nati(l ns \vas lmrn·cl by 
Article 2, par:1graph 7 of the Chart<-r on the ground 
that those matters were csscntiallv within the domestic 
jnrisdiction of the State which 'had contravC'ned the 
tre:-tty. ] I is delegation dicl not agree with tlnt con­
tention. 

31. Even if it had been a question of interpretation, 
Mr. Za frulla Khan said the Assembly ancl those States 
who now argued against the competence of the United 
Nations h ad expressed themsch·es in fayour of it. He 
recalled the case of the trial of Cardinal l\1indszentv 
and other church dignataries which had been the subje~t 
of Assembly resolutions. Those people undoubtedly 
were subject to the jurisdiction of the State before 
whose courts they were tried. N everthdess, it was 
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contended on two main points that the Assembly had 
competence: first, in those trials there was a contra­
vention of fundamental human rights; secondly, there 
was a contravention of some treaty by which the State 
within whose territory those trials were proceeding 
was bound. At that time the Assembly ruled that it 
had competence, on the insistence of those very delega­
tions who were now saying that in the matter of two 
separate States, because there was a treaty regulating 
their relations, the Assembly had no competence. The 
Tunisian case, in respect of the Assembly's competence, 
was not only stronger but it left no room for doubt. 
32. Although he did not think he would succeed in 
convincing those who were determined not to concede 
the Assembly's competence of their error, he thought 
the case was clear to those who had some regard for 
the Purposes and Principle of the Charter and who 
oelieved that fundamental human rights, liberties and 
freedom were matters with which the United Nations 
was primarily concerned. 
33. There was, to start with, a paradox. By the very 
treaty which was relied upon to exclude the Assembly's 
competence, the Bey bound himself to carry out such 
reforms as France might propose. Mr. Zafrulla Khan 
believed any person would conclude from that provi­
sion that Tunisian affairs were in disorder in the ad­
ministrative, financial and municipal spheres and that 
France, a State advanced in those matters, would 
assist the Bey to organize his territory for the benefit 
of the Tunisian people. Actually, after a lapse of nearly 
three-quarters of a century it was the Bey who was 
anxious to set up a responsible, democratic, constitu­
tional regime in Tunisia. That meant that the Tunisian 
people would be supreme and that there would be no 
need for a protectorate. Though the Bey was prepared 
to surrender his own privileges and to take up a 
constitutional position as head of a democratic State, 
France blocked the political progress of those people 
because the logical consequence would be the end of 
its protectorat~. Though there were other aspects the 
representative of Pakistan said that was the crux of 
the problem. 
34. Mr. Zafrulla Khan recalled that on 11 April 
1950 the Bey had addressed a letter to the President of 
the French Republic stating that he had twice made an 
attempt to convey to the French Government a press­
ing desire for urgent and substantial reforms through 
the representative of the French Government at the 
court of the Bey but that it had led to no result. He 
reiterated his desire to go forward with those reforms. 
Because of the formal character of the communication, 
note had to be taken of it, and, as a result, Mr. Perillier 
was appointed Resident-General. 
35. On 10 June 1950 l\Ir. Robert Schuman, Minister 
for Foreign Affairs, stated that Mr. Perillier in his 
new post would have the task of trying to understand 
Tunisia and to lead her to the independence which was 
the final objective for all territories of the French Union. 
l\Ir. Zafrulla Khan observed that neither the Tunisians 
nor the Committee on their behalf were asking for 
anything more. 
36. On 17 August 1950, Mr. Perillier formed a Tu­
nisian Government with Sidi Mohammed Chenik as 
Prime l\Iinister; that government was to negotiate with 
the French Government in the name of the Bey. Those 
nerrotiations were designed to set up internal autonomy. 
Tl~ representative of Pakistan asked if the very speci-

fication of the object of the negotiations did not amount 
to an admission on the part of France that it had 
contravened the :very essentials of the Treaty of 
Bardo and the Convention of La Marsa. 
37. The Resident-General set up a government, no 
doubt in consultation with the Bey, for the purpose 
of negotiating with France on the political advancement 
of Tunisia. On 8 February 1951 a scheme of reforms 
limited to the municipal ;phere was proposed by that 
government. However, the reforms were considered 
to be unsatisfactory by the Cabinet set up by the Resi­
dent-General for the purpose of negotiations. 
38. On 31 October 1951, the Tunisian cabinet sub­
mitted to the Resident-General a formal note contain­
ing its views on the reforms. That document had been 
cited in extenso during previous discussion and Mr. 
Zafrulla Khan did not believe it was necessary to 
quote them again. 
39. Finally the cabinet proposed that certain funda­
mentals should be agreed upon between the Governments 
of Tunisia and France and that, thereafter, the repre­
sentatives of the two governments should meet and 
draw up agreements between them which would be 
submitted to the French Government for approval and 
then to the Bey for his consent. That was a definite 
proposal with regard to fundamentals to be agreed 
upon and a procedure to be adopted to resolve the 
problem. 
40. In pursuance o£ the suggestion made by the cabi­
net, the Prime Minister and three of his colleagues 
proceeded to Paris to negotiate with the French Gov­
ernment. Mr. Zafrulla Khan observed that that was 
the very purpose for which the cabinet had been set up 
more than a year before by the Resident-General. They 
carried on negotiations and received the formal and 
final reply of the French Government on 15 December 
1951. The reply rejected the whole basis of the pro­
posals made by the Prime Minister and his colleagues. 
41. Although their demands were so unceremoniously 
rejected and although the document handed to them 
clashed all their hopes, the Tunisian Government sent 
its formal reply on 9 January 1952. It stated that 
certainly France had interests in Tunisia and the Tuni­
sian Government reflected faithfully the opinion of 
the Bey and his people when it not only readily rec­
ognized those rights but even proposed to guarantee 
them, as was made clear in the note of 31 October 
1951. It also stated that the French settlers in Tunisia 
had certain interests in that country which need not 
necessarily coincide with the interests of France. That 
was the spirit in which the cabinet was prepared to 
carry on negotiations. 
42. On 12 January 1952, the Prime Minister of 
Tunisia addressed a letter to the President of the Se­
curity Council1 drawing the attention of the Council 
to the state of affairs then subsisting between France 
and Tunisia. Thereafter, the French Government in­
sisted that even before the opening negotiations the 
letter must be withdrawn. The Ministers had to be 
dismissed as though to draw such a problem to the 
attention of the Security Council or of the General 
Assembly was in itself an unforgivable crime. 
43. The Resident-General protested to the Prime 
Minister against that action, and the Prime Minister 

1 See Official Records of the Security Council, Seventh 
Year, Supplement for April, May and June 1952, document 
S/2571. 
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replied on 17 January 1952. The Resident-General also 
protested on 30 January 1952 to the Bey, who replied 
on 5 February 1952. Mr. Zafrulla Khan quoted from 
the latter and said it was easy to appraise what was 
happening when even the ruler had been provoked into 
protesting formally against that which was being done 
in his name. 

44. By March 1952 the situation in Tunisia had taken 
a very serious turn because of the failure of the nego­
tiating cabinet to arrive at any understanding with the 
French Government and because of the insistence of 
the latter that those ministers must be dismissed. 
Therefore, the French Government conferred special 
powers on the Resident-General. 

45. On 24 March 1952 the Resident-General wrote 
a personal letter to the Prime Minister in which he 
stated that he would not hide from him his profound 
anxiety at the thought that, if the Franco-Tunisian con­
troYersy was not settled within the next few days in 
an amicable way, the Prime Minister would be res­
ponsible for the resulting turmoil around him and 
that, as a consequence of that turmoil, the state of his 
child's health would be in danger of aggravation. 

46. When the Resident-General called upon the Bey 
to dismiss his ministers, the Bey replied that the 
ministers had his confidence. The Resident-General then 
concluded that there was no solution other than force. 

47. The ministers were dismissed, arrested or de­
ported and, being unable to induce any public man in 
Tunisia to accept the responsibility, the Resident­
General selected Mr. Baccouche, a civil servant, to be 
Prime Minister. He then proceeded to negotiate with 
his own nominee, that is, with himself. 

"48. On 2 August 1952 draft reforms were presented 
to the Dey, who appointed forty representative Tuni­
sians to study the schemes. In their report that group 
emphasized the atmosphere of terror in which the 
reforms had been proposed and recommended their 
rejection. 

49. On the basis of that report, the Dey sent his 
formal reply to the President of the French Republic 
on 9 September 1952. The letter referring to the study 
of the proposed reforms. noted that the report stated 
that they would constitute an impairment of Tunisian 
sovereignty, legalize the maintenance of direct admin­
istration, aggravate the confusion and make no progress 
towards democratization. The reforms could, therefore, 
not sati sfy the Tunisian people and did not correspond 
to the minimum objectives defined on 15 May and 1 
October 1951. Neither did they 1ndic.."lte progress 
towards the internal autonomy promised by the French 
Gon~rnment. The Bey stated that accordingly it was 
difficult for him to affix his seal to the draft reforms 
and assertetl that the Con\'ention of La 1-.Iarsa hac! not 
resulted in reducing to a mere formality his right to 
sanction all legislation. 

50. Meantime, the matter had been raised in the 
General Assembly. \Vhile repression in Tunisia was 
intensif1ed, the French Government, in a reply dated 
26 November 1952 to the Bey's communication, offered 
to reopen negotiations. However, the reply stated that 
France could not accept the rejection of the reforms 
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and claimed that the advice of the forty representatives 
did not necessarily reHect the aspirations of the Tuni­
sian people. Indeed, the French Government chose to 
regard that report as a completely unofficial document. 

51. The result was that the French Government 
would not negotiate with Prime Minister Chenik, the 
Bey nor the representatives of the people; it would 
negotiate only with a civil servant who was virtually an 
employee of the Resident-General. 

52. On 16 December 1952 the Dey replied to the 
French Government's communication and laid down 
principles to be observed in negotiations. He stated that 
it was essential that they he carried on on the Tunisian 
side by a new cabinet having his confidence and that 
of the Tunisian people. He further said that the funda­
mental problem was to promote a policy in conformity 
with the aims and principles of the Charter. 

53. The French Government turned down those pro­
posals and on 20 December 1952, three days after the 
adoption of General Assembly resolution 611 (VII), 
the French Government served an ultimatum on the 
Bey to the effect that unless he signed the decrees he 
would have to face the consequences. 

54. For that reason the Bey had signed. There fol­
lowed farcical elections carried out under martial law 
and already condemned in advance by such representa­
tive bodies as existed in Tunisia. Yet the French Gov­
ernment argued that the report of the forty representa­
tives did not reflect the views and aspirations of the 
people. 

55. In the case of Tunisia the problem was essentially 
the same as in the case of Morocco but it had reached 
a more acute stage. The country was drifting into 
chaos. Co-operation and goodwill could not be secured 
by a reign of terror. Such measures would only strength­
en the resolve of the Tunisian and Moroccan people. 
History showed that such a struggle could have only 
one ending. In the course of the year following the 
General Assembly resolution the problem had become 
more acute. The Assembly should express itself in a 
manner that would reassure the people of Tunisia that 
there was no need for recourse to desperate measures. 
That might also urge France to make a real effort to 
resolve the problems in accordance with the principles 
of the Charter. 
56. The draft resolution, of which Pakistan was a co­
sponsor ( A/C.l / L.G-t-), recomme1Hlnl the minimum for 
that purpose and did not go beyond the objectives 
declared by France. \Vith regard to proccdme a~1d 
method, it proposed: that the state of siege and marttal 
law in Tunisia be ended; that political prisoners be 
released ; that civil liberties be established ; and that 
negotiations be begun with representatives of the 
Tunisian Government established through free elections 
based on universal suffrage and enjoying the guarantee 
of freedom. 
57. No doubt time was required and it was not to be 
expected that a responsible democratic constitutional 
regime would be established at once. However, the pro­
cess should be begun. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 
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