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United action for peace (continued) 

[Item 68]* 

GENERAL DISCUSSION (continued) 

1. Mr. YOUNGER (United Kingdom) said that a 
number of delegations, including that of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, were under the impression 
that the joint draft resolution (A/C.l/576) of the 
sev~n Powers was contrary to the Charter ; those dele­
gatwns did not realize the necessity of breaking the 
existing deadlock. He would therefore endeavour to 
answer those criticisms and to allay the misgivings of 
other delegations. 

2.. Mr. V yshinsky on 9 October ( 354th meeting) had 
giVen grounds for the hope that he would accept some 
of the principles of the seven-Power draft resolution, 
despite some difficulties concerning details. Unfortu­
nately, in his statement on the following day (357th 
meeting) he had employed a battery of legal arguments 
to accuse the sponsors of the proposal in question of 
destroying the Charter and had spoken of a diktat by 
the majority. 

3. An examination of Articles 10, 11, 12, 43 and 46 
showed that in fact there was no threat to the spirit 
or even to the letter of the Charter, as the United King­
dom delegation would show when the draft resolution 
came up for consideration section by section. For the 
time. being, the delegation would merely explain the 
relatiOnship of the proposed resolution with the Charter. 

~· .It was wrong to speak, in that connexion, of an 
mfnngement of the powers which Chapters V VI VII 
~'III d XII f ' ' ' v an con erred upon the Security Council ; 
~m the contr~ry, it would be a source of gratification 
1f. the Coun~1l really exercised those powers. To deal 
wtth the action of the General Assembly with respect 
to peace and security in no way prejudiced the pre-

* Indicates the item number on the General Assembly agenda. 
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rogatives of the Security Council. He wondered on 
what grounds Mr. Vyshinsky could have stated that 
the Council had the exclusive right to fight against 
aggression. Article 24 spoke of primary responsibility; 
that implied a secondary responsibility, which under 
other Articles, such as Articles 10, 11 and 12, was laid 
upon the General Assembly. Moreover, under inter­
national law Member States had always had the right 
and duty of individual or collective self-defence against 
aggression. Article 51 of the Charter merely gave ex­
pression to those principles. Accordingly, the object of 
the proposal was, without prejudice to the powers and 
duties of the Security Council, which there was no 
thought of transferring to the General Assembly, to 
give expression and coherent form to the powers and 
duties in any case vested in the General Assembly; the 
proposal introduced nothing new but was merely meant 
to give prominence to the resources available to peace­
loving States under the Charter and to serve as a warn­
ing to aggressors. 

5. Independently of the Charter, a State had the right 
of self-defence; it could go to the help of another State 
and enter into defensive agreements for collective self­
defence on a bilateral, regional or world-wide basis. 
The Charter expressly left those rights untouched and 
at the same time added other provisions for interna­
tional security. The former defensive alliances between 
States and the law of the jungle should, however, give 
way to collective defence measures approved by a truly 
international organization expressing the will of nations. 

6. It would be absurd if the letter of the Charter, 
which recognized the right of collective self-defence and 
the pooling of forces, failed to permit the United 
Nations to approve the effectiveness, morality and con­
stitutionality of action taken by the Member States 
along those lines. Admittedly, the Security Council 
the Military Staff Committee and the agreements pro~ 
vided for in Article 43 played the major part in the 
maintenance of peace and security, but, as Mr. Dulles 
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·had shown (354th meeting), the terms of Article 10 
1nade provision for preserving the residual rights of 
the Assembly. 

7. In creating a system under which the United 
Nations could resort to armed force against aggres­
sion, the authors of the Charter had expected that the 
unanimity rule-a most important rule, as more than 
one Power would say in agreement with the USSR­
would be employed only in exceptional cases to protect 
the vital interests of the permanent members of the 
Security Council which would have to hear the main 
burden of collective defence. 

8. The rule of unanimity had, however, been used to 
prevent the organization of the security system con­
ceived at San Francisco. Articles 26, 43 and 45 had 
remained inoperative, and the use of the veto had 
opened a gap in the system of collective defence. Mr. 
V.yshi~sky, who claimed (35!th meeting) that only the 
mmonty needed the veto 111 order to defend itself 
against the majority, could hardly argue that the United 
States delegation bribed or bullied the majorities of 
ten in the Security Council or of fifty-five in the Gen­
eral Assembly which so often opposed the proposals 
of the l!SSR. S~rely the USSR delegation did not 
really thmk that tt was the only one which was never 
wrong. 

9. Mr. Vyshinsk;:, who had. emph~sized the urgent 
need to aJ?ply Article 43, dealmg wtth making armed 
forces avatlable to the Security Council and Article 
106, concerning c~nsultation among the permanent 
members, had submitted the draft resolutions contained 
in documents A/C.l/579 and A/C.l/580. The delega­
tions, however! which had for five long years endeav­
oured to put mto effect the provisions of Article 43 
had met with continuous obstruction from the USSR 
delegation. The precedents for the consultations be­
tween the great Powers recommended by Mr. Vyshin­
sky had hardly been promising; when the four Powers 
had examined the German or Austrian question he 
had always been a solitary figure. ' 

10. As ~~r. Pears~m had observed (358th meeting), 
the transttlonal penod contemplated in Article 106 of 
the Charter had beco~1e absurdly long. It was reason­
able to ask Mr. Vyshmsky to change his attitude and 
t? offer som~ assurances of the sincerity of his inten­
tiOn to negotiate. It was, therefore, with a mixture of 
hope, caution and some misgivings that one would look 
forward to the elaboration of the USSR delegation's 
proposals; at the same time the USSR should recon­
sider the seven-Power proposal. 

11. In the course of discussion, it should be possible 
to reach agreement on a number of amendments to 
allay some apprehension and to combine the principles 
of the seven-Power draft resolution (A/C.l/576) with 
those of the Chilean draft resolution (A/C.l/575). 

12. Ab~ve all, ~he Charter should not be merely a 
pape_r shteld. I~ ;t could not be made effective in the 
prectse way ongn;ally envisaged, .a secondary method 
must be adopted m order to let It serve its purpose 
Concerted actio? by pea~e:loving States must replac~ 
!he former. tacttcs of resisting aggression by scattered 
Isolated actions. 

13. Mr. BARANOVSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Social­
ist Republic) stated that the peoples of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics were absorbed in the work 
of rebuilding their country and relied on the United 
Nations to take effective steps to dispel the threats of 
war. That was the spirit in which the delegation of 
the Ukrainian SSR had given due consideration to the 
joint draft resolution (A/C.1/576). 

14. It was not the first time that the United Nations 
had been faced with the great problem of strengthening 
the peace. Thanks to the efforts of the USSR, it had 
been possible to adopt important decisions aimed at 
constructing a bastion of peace out of international 
co-operation. Accordingly, the Ukrainian SSR was 
always ready to welcome any proposal really designed 
to strengthen the Organization; such proposals must 
be based on respect for the Charter and for the political 
independence and territorial integrity of Member . 
State, whose domestic affairs must remain inviolate. 

15. Despite the Charter, Mr. Dulles had set out from 
the principle that the unanimity rule was an obstacle to 
international co-operation for the purpose of establish­
ing collective security. To all the hackneyed arguments 
that had been brought forward in the past in the more 
or less open attacks on Article 27, Mr. Dulles had 
added a new argument based on the speedy and un­
precedented action taken by the Security Council in 
Korea in the absence of the USSR. On that shameful 
episode in the history of the United Nations, which 
was being used to cover up aggression, had bee~ based 
the main argument for abolishing or circumventmg the 
rule of unanimity of the five great Powers; that purpose 
was common to both draft resolutions ( A/C.l/575 and 
A/C.l/576). The delegation of the United States of 
~merica, in particular, proposed t~ extend the pr~rog~­
tlves of the General Assembly m order to gtve It 
precedence over the Security Council and usurp ~he 
Council's functions in maintaining peace and secunty. 

16. The delegations of France, Brazil and Peru h~d 
vainly attempted to justify the attacks on the Secunty 
Council's rights by quotations from the Charter (~550 
and 356th meetings). The representative of Brazil, 111 

particular, had distorted the views of Mr. Kopelmanas, 
the jurist, who, while admitting that the Charter was 
not sacrosanct, had always acknowledged t~at any pos­
sible revision must conform to the reqmrements of 
Article 109. With experience, no doubt, means would 
be found of improving the Charter but any such process 
must follow the rules prescribed in paragraphs 1 and 2 
of Article 109. 

17. Mr. Younger had tried to dispel the bad impres­
sion which had been produced, but his remarks on the 
nature of a proposal which could only weaken the 
United Nations had not been reassuring. It was clear 
from the Australian representative's remarks (356th 
meeting) that the issue at stake was not mere!~ ~he 
amendment of the rules of procedure but the revisiOn 
of the basic provisions of the Charter. To ~dopt the 
seven-Power draft resolution would be to stnke at the 
very foundations of the United Nations. 

18. Mr. Dulles had stated (345th meet~ng) t~a! resist­
ance to aggression was not the exclusive pnvtlege of 
the great Powers and the Security Council, that the 
General Assembly more faithfully reflected world pub-
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lie opinion and that in the hour of danger two-thirds of 
the Member States would undoubtedly know how to 
face their responsibility. The answer to Mr. Dulles' 
attempt to humour the small Powers could be found in 
the statement made by Generalissimo Stalin on 7 April 
1948, at a dinner in honour of a Finnish delegation. 
Replying to those who doubted whether it was possible 
for States, large and small, to base their relations on 
the principle of absolute equality, Stalin had affirmed 
that each nation had its own peculiarities, that each 
brought its own cultural contribution and that in that 
sense all the nations of the world had an equal dignity. 

19. The Charter, too, recognized the principle of the 
sovereign equality of all Member States but, without 
being at all inconsistent, attributed the primary respon­
sibility for maintaining international security to the 
great Powers which had the necessary forces to avert 
war and whose concerted action was therefore so impor­
tant. To supplant the Security Council by the General 
Assembly was therefore to ignore a fundamental prin­
ciple of the Charter, the rule of the unanimity of the 
great Powers which had been under constant attack by 
the United States of America, which was preoccupied 
only with the world hegemony and did not favour united 
action. As early as 1946 Mr. Molotov had issued a sol­
emn warning: If the United Nations departed from the 
rule of unanimity which was its cornerstone, the whole 
structure would collapse; lasting peace was impossible 
without unanimity. If one or two great Powers should 
ever be removed from the Organization, it would lose 
its international character. Blocs of States with con­
flicting interests would lead the world onto a path 
fraught with dangers for international peace and secu­
rity. 

20. The Ukrainian SSR delegation felt, however, that 
certain proposals in the seven-Power draft resolution 
were acceptable. It saw no reason why there should not 
be emergency sessions but, as had already been stated, 
it would be contrary to the Charter for any seven mem­
bers of the Security Council to have the power to con­
vene such sessions; moreover, notice of only twenty­
four hours would give rise to certain difficulties, espe­
cially for the Ukrainian SSR. . 

21. Referring to section B of the seven-Power draft 
resolution, he said that a peace observation commission 
might be established but it must be selected on the basis 
of equitable geographical distribution. With regard to 
sections C and D, the delegation of the Ukrainian SSR 
reserved the right to explain its attitude in detail when 
the various paragraphs were discussed, but wished to 
state immediately that the clauses relating to armed 
forces of the United Nations, military experts and a 
collective measures committee to study the military 
resources of various States could not be accepted since 
they were incompatible with the Charter. 

22. Mr. COSTA DU RELS (Bolivia) said that his 
delegation supported the seven-Power draft resolution. 

23. He recalled that, when the Interim Committee had 
been set up (General Assembly resolution 111 (II)), 
his delegation had submitted a proposal somewhat dif­
ferent from that of the United States. The Interim 
Committee, as finally constituted, had been unable to 
fulfil its task both owing to the deliberate absence of 
certain countries and because it had fallen victim to the 

academic spirit. The same concern which had led to the 
establishment of the Interim Committee had now in­
spired the United States delegation and other delega­
tions to propose their joint draft resolution (A/C.l/ 
576). It was a constructive proposal which would en­
able the General Assembly to act with the required 
promptitude. Certain delegations contended, however, 
that it would undermine the United Nations. That was 
reminiscent of Mr. Vyshinsky's defiant attitude regard­
ing the establishment of the Interim Committee,t when 
he had asked that the normal procedure for amending 
the Charter should be followed, yet had hinted darkly 
that the conditions of Article 109 could not be fulfilled. 
The USSR was apparently determined to advance the 
unanimity rule as an argument for resisting any im­
provements in the United Nations. Yet, if that rule 
was to function properly, the great Powers had to cast 
their votes in good faith and with the object of main­
taining the peace. Otherwise they were abusing their 
power, and in the case of abuse the General Assembly 
must proclaim the illegality of a vote inconsistent with 
the principles of the Charter. The Soviet people itself 
must understand that the negative votes which its dele.: 
gation was casting constantly, and without justification 
from the point of view of the United Nations, were 
preventing the Organization from functioning properly. 

24. In those circumstances, the USSR proposed in 
reply the maintenance of the status quo, which would 
result in paralysing the United Nations. It was mean­
ingless to refer to Article 109, if the USSR was not 
sincerelv disposed to co-operate in a concerted review 
of the Charter in a spirit of prudence and cordiality .. 

25. For the moment the situation was that, owing to 
the position taken by one great Power, the Security 
Council could not carry out its duties; the Military 
Staff Committee, composed of the most outstanding 
military experts, had been unable to give what Aristide 
Briand called "teeth" to the world Organization; and 
the Atomic Energy Commission had not been able to 
come to a single effective decision. All those failures 
had been the result of the attitude of the USSR. 

26. One might wonder what kind of a State it was 
that was paralysing the action of the international com­
munity. Presumably it was a country in which there 
was freedom of speech, movement and instruction, and 
which harboured no aggressive intentions against any­
one. Stalin himself had told the journalist Roy Howard 
that his country had never had any intentions of start­
ing a world revolution. 

27. Yet history showed that the past actions of the 
USSR were not so reassuring as that statement might 
suggest. In 1939, after it had attacked an already weak­
ened Finland in violation of treaty undertakings, the 
USSR had refused to appear before its peers in the 
Council of the League of Nations-a dangerous prece­
dent which had recently been followed by Hungary, 
Bulgaria and Romania when, in violation of the peace 
treaties, those governments had refused to appear be­
fore the International Court of Justice. 

28. After Finland, it had been the Baltic States, then 
the Czechoslovakia of Benes and then Poland which 

1 See Official Records of the General Assembly, Second ses­
sion, Plenary Meetings, Vol. II, llOth meeting. 
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had become the victims of a criminal partition. 
·Romania, after having been freed by its young king 
from the nazi yoke, had been forced to accept a gov­
ernment under a two-hour ultimatum issued by a cer­
tain Soviet envoy. True, that envoy in full regalia was 
now merely a jurist in .civilian clothes, whose words 
were only of respect for the internal affairs of other 
states. Other times, other customs. 

29. Returning from that historical digression-useful 
for judging the sincerity of Soviet intentions-to deal 
with the legal aspect of the problem, Mr. Costa du Rels 
said it became clear that, while the Interim Committee 
had originally been set up under Article 22 as a sub­
sidiary organ with limited terms of reference, it had 
now become necessar!Y to keep the General Assembly 
in a constant state of readiness to carry out its duties 
under Articles 10 and 11. 

30. Mr. Vyshinsky had maintained (357th meeting), 
of course, that under Article 11, paragraph 2, ques­
tions calling for action could only be sent to the Secu­
rity Council. If however, through the fault of one of 
its members, the Security Council was prevented from 
carrying its decisions into effect, and if it did not follow 
the recommendations of the General Assembly, what 
was the General Assembly to do? The word "recom­
mendation" must be understood, not in the sense of 
friendly advice but as an order, in accordance with its 
Latin origin. I£, therefore, the wishes of three-fourths 
of the General Assembly were disregarded by the Secu­
rity Council, which was the agent of the General Assem­
bly, the latter could resume its prerogatives for the 
sake of public welfare and in order to safeguard peace. 
That seemed to be the best justification for the seven­
Power draft resolution. 

31. The Chilean draft resolution had the great ad­
vantage of taking into account all economic and social 
factors and, as the Lebanese representative had sug­
gested ( 359th meeting), it might therefore be well for 
the seven Powers and the Chilean delegation to con­
sult together with a view to arriving at a single gen­
erally acceptable text in keeping with the Charter. 

32. Mr. PADILLA NERVO (Mexico) said that he 
unreservedly supported the objectives set forth in the 
seven-Power draft resolution (A/C.l/576). The pri­
mary purpose of the draft resolution was to ensure that, 
if the Security Council failed to discharge its responsi­
bilities, the General Assembly should be able to make 
use. of the functions and powers for maintaining peace 
whtch it had been recognized as having ever since 
San Francisco. The objectives were those for which 
Mexico had fought at San Francisco when it had urged 
the granting of the widest possible powers to the Gen­
eral Assembly. Mexico had opposed the privilege of the 
right of veto at San Francisco because the Mexican 
delegation had felt that that privilege was a source of 
discord and a potential danger to the United Nations, 
and not because it had not desired understanding among 
the five great Powers. That had in fact always been the 
desire of Mexico, as it had proved by submitting its 
appeal to the great Powers to compose their differences 
(General Assembly resolution 190 (III)). The compe­
tence of the General Assembly with regard to the main­
tenance of peace was limited only by the domestic 
jurisdiction of Member States over their internal affairs 
(Article 2, paragraph 7). 

33. The governments of the American Republics 
would, he was sure, be in favour of any measures taken 
to strengthen, within the United Nations, the principles 
of the equality of rights of States, of solidarity in the 
face of aggression and non-intervention in their do­
mestic affairs. 

34. The measures proposed by the seven-Power draft 
resolution were in keeping with the letter at]d spirit of 
the Charter. Moreover, they had the additional advan­
tage of relying for their efficacy not on the binding 
nature of decisions of the Security Council but on the 
moral force represented by the will of States as ex­
pressed in a recommendation of the General Assembly. 

35. In accepting Chapter I of the Charter, Members 
had committed themselves to take measures of collec­
tive security for the prevention and removal of threats 
to the peace. Further, Article 10 conferred upon the 
General Assembly very broad powers of discussion and 
recommendation, subject only to the limitation con­
tained in Article 12 under which the General Assembly 
could not make any recommendation with regar~ to a 
dispute or situation while the Security Counctl was 
dealing with the matter. That limitation, however, 
affected not the competence of the Assembl:y but the 
time when that competence could be exerctsed. The 
provision was intended to regulate the work ~f. ~he 
Organization in such a way as to avoid the pos~tbthty 
of two of its organs discussing the sa?Je questt~n .si­
multaneously and attempting to se~tle tt bJ ~on~tctmg 
decisions. The fact that the Secunty Counctl dtd not 
discharge its responsibilities did not relieve the Me~­
bers or the Organization of the duty to fulfil thetr 
obligations. 

36. The seven-Power draft resolution recognized, in 
accordance with Article 24 of the Charter, that the 
responsibility for the maintenance of internat~onal peac~ . 
and security had been conferred on the Secunty Counctl 
in order to ensure prompt and effective action by the 
United Nations. If, for reasons which could not hav~ 
been foreseen at San Francisco, the Security Counctl 
could not act promptly or effectively, the . United 
Nations did not thereby lose its freedom of actton a_nd 
was not relieved of its responsibility to take collecttve 
measures for the maintenance of peace and for the sup­
pression of acts of aggression. Naturally, the Assembly 
would recommend the adoption of collective measures _of 
defence only if the Security Council failed to fulfil tts 
functions. That was unexceptionable, since the first 
right was the right to survival. 

37. It had been said that it was wrong to talk of the 
failure of the Council when it could not act due to the 
lack of unanimity among the five great Powers since 
the right of veto was recognized by the <;h~rter. That 
argument did not hold water. Modern JUrisprudence 
and doctrine did not accept the notion of the absolute 
and unlimited exercise of a juridical power. It w_as 
recognized that rights were only accor~ed as ~ so~tal 
function and for the fulfilment of the duttes they tmplted 
towards national or international society. The exercise 
of the right of veto could therefore be regarded as legi­
timate only to the extent that it did not run counter to 
the mission of the Security Council, the maintenance 
of international peace and security. If it was used other­
wise, it was an abuse of power. 
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38. Adoption of the seven-Power draft resolution 
could not fail to restore confidence in the principle of 
collective security, since it would make it possible to 
erect an effective barrier against any possible aggressor. 
39. The Mexican delegation felt that section C, para­
graph 8 of the seven-Power draft resolution did no 
more than confirm and repeat the provisions of Ar­
ticle 4~ of the Charter. Consequently, any agreement 
regardmg the establishment of international armed 
forces in the service of the United Nations would have­
to be made in accordance with the constitutional proc­
esses of the contracting States. That reservation might 
with advantage be included in the text of paragraph 8. 

40. !he draft resolution submitted by the delegation 
of Chile (A/C.l/575) also deserved the attention of the 
Committee, in particular the proposal relating to the 
co-ordination of the efforts and resources of Member 
States with a view to a joint economic programme and 
the proposals regarding respect for individual liberties 
and human rights. 

41. With regard to the two draft resolutions sub­
mitted by the USSR (A/C.l/579 and A/C.1/580) the 
delegation of Mexico reserved its position until they 
had been further explained. 

42. Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Rep.ublic) said that the experience of the United 
N atwns showed that from the beginning there had 
been a conflict between the partisans of two opposed 
political ideologies. On 29 October 1946,2 Mr. Molotov, 
speaking before the General Assembly on the right 
of veto, said that two international tendencies were 
struggling within the United Nations, one based on 
respect for the ideas and principles of the Charter and 
the other aiming to undermine the very foundations of 
the United Nations. Mr. Molotov's predictions had 
proved to be correct. How persistent and determined 
the Soviet Union and the people's democracies had 
been in their endeavours to promote the observance 
of the principles of the Charter was obvious to any 
impartial and objective observer. The USSR repre­
sentatives had repeatedly made concrete proposals to 
put an end to the armaments race, to prohibit atomic 
weapons and to bring about peaceful co-operation be­
tween nations. They had also proposed that the five 
great Powers should sign a peace pact. 

43. The current discussion of the so-called right of 
veto revealed the extremely serious divergences existing 
between two political groups, one of which upheld the 
principle of co-operation between great and small 
nations while the other, led by small influential groups, 
wanted to have a free hand for unlimited expansion. 
44. On 9 October 1950 (354th meeting) Mr. Foster 
Dulles had energetically advocated the adoption of the 
seven-Power draft resolution; he had previously out­
lined its main principles in an interview broadcast from 
Lake Success on 7 October. The Committee was now 
witnessing a fresh assault, led by Mr. Acheson and 
Mr. Foster Dulles, in the five-year-old struggle against 
the principle of the unanimity of the five great Powers. 
45. As long ago as 15 November 19463 Mr. Vyshinsky 
had told the First Committee that the aim of those 

2 l~id., Second part of first session, Plenary Meetings, 42nd 
meetmg. 

8 Ibid., First Committee, 20th meeting. 

who were then criticizing the right of veto while hypo· 
critically pretending that they did not ask for its 
abolition, had been to strengthen their following in 
order to "liquidate" the right of veto as soon as a 
favourable opportunity arose. Events were now con­
firming that prophecy. The United States of America 
probably believed that its position had become suffi­
ciently strong and that it had enough supporters to 
achieve its plan. 
46. There was a strong current of opinion in the 
United States against the right of veto. Speaking in a 
sub-committee of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of the United States Senate in February 1950, Sen­
ators Thomas and Douglas had suggested that the 
United States delegation to the General Assembly 
should propose a revision of the Charter to enable , a 
two-thirds majority of the General Assembly, including 
the concurring vote of three permanent members of 
the Security Council, to override the veto of any per­
manent member of the Security Council. For the pur­
pose of giving effect to such an amendment, they had 
suggested the conclusion of a pact the signatories to 
which would undertake to regard as binding any deci­
sion taken by the General Assembly in the circum­
stances described. The aim of those proposals was to 
make it possible for any question on which the Security 
Council reached a deadlock to be brought before the 
Assembly within twenty-four hours after the question 
had been removed from the Council's agenda. 

47. The same meeting of that sub-committee of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee had also discussed 
the creation of an international force to be placed at the 
disposal of the United Nations. It had been made clear 
during that particular discussion that the right of veto 
would not apply to decisions of the Council concerning 
the utilization of that armed force; such decisions 
would be taken by a two-thirds majority of the Gen­
eral Assembly. The reactionary aims of those proposals 
were too obvious to deserve further comment. 

48. On 27 April 1950, Mr. Herbert Hoover, former 
president of the United States, had said that the United 
Nations should be "reorganized without the communist 
nations in it", and that, if such a reorganization should 
not prove feasible, a new united front should be created. 

49. Although the only aim of those proposals wa~ to 
try to abolish the right of veto, in other words to 
weaken the Council in its role as the principal guardian 
of peace, they were represented to the world as de­
signed to strengthen the authority and prestige of the 
United Nations. 
SO. The Peruvian representative (356th meeting) had 
asserted that in accordance with the letter of the 
Charter and the spirit in which it had been drafted at 
San Francisco, the General Assembly could make rec­
ommendations whenever the Security Council was 
unable to take any action. Clearly, Mr. Belaunde be­
lieved that the time had come openly to replace the 
Security Council by the General Assembly. 

51. Mr. Spender (356th meeting) had also attacked 
the right of veto and had alleged that the principle of 
unanimity had only been adopted under pressure from 
the great Powers. In fact, however, it was not by acci­
dent that the right of veto had been stipulated in the 
Charter. That right had been discussed at great length; 
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it safeguarded the principle that the five great Powers 
should act in a concerted manner. Before the Second 
World War the great Powers had entertained no such 
desire for u~ited action in the defence of international 
peace and security. That lack of unity had brought 
untold sorrow to mankind. The United Nations had 
recognized the principle of unanimity of the great 
Powers because they wanted to safeguard more ade­
quately the interests of all States, whether large or 
small. 

52. The Bolivian representative's slanderous remarks 
about the USSR were too hackneyed to deserve any 
comment. 

53. The true aim of the seven-Power draft resolution 
was to replace the Security Council by the General 
Assembly, to paralyse the activities of the Security 
Council and to transform the United Nations into a 
mere tool of the foreign policy of the United States of 
America. Without interfering formally with the Coun­
cil's existence, that draft resolution proposed to abolish 
the veto indirectly by giving the Assembly powers 
which, under the Charter, belonged exclusively to the 
Council. Under the cover of grandiloquent phrases 
about peace, the authors of the draft resolution sought 
to interpret the various articles of the Charter in their 
own favour. They interpreted Article 11, for example, 
as authorizing the General Assembly to study and 
decide any questions relating to the maintenance of 
international peace and security, whereas the same 
Article stated clearly that any such question on which 
action was necessary had to be referred to the Security 
Council by the General Assembly, either before or after 
discussion. The authors of the seven-Power draft reso­
lution wished to ignore that very clear provision because 
it ran counter to their interests. 

54. Section A of the seven-Power draft resolution 
provided for. the calling of emergency sessions of the 
General Assembly at the request of any seven members 
of the Security Council, whereas under the Charter a 
decision of that nature required a majority which in­
cluded the five permanent members. The Byelorussian 
delegation was categorically opposed to the calling of 
emergency sessions in the manner, and within the 
time-limit of twenty-four hours proposed by the seven 
Powers. 

55. The delegation of the Byelorussian SSR would 
agree to the establishment of a peace observation com­
mittee provided that it were really representative of 
the United Nations and not the tool of a group of 
States. 

56. His delegation could not agree to the proposal to 
set up armed forces of the United Nations together 
with a panel of military experts. Such a proposal was 
contrary to the Charter, particularly to Chapter VII 
thereof, which provided that the armed forces of the 
United Nations should be placed at the disposal of the 
Military Staff Committee, which was itself subordinate 
to the Security Council. 

57. The establishment of a collective measur~ com­
mittee was also in conflict with the Charter since the 
responsibilities which the Committee was to be given 
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were already vested in the Security Council. Moreover, 
as the representative of Australia had pointed out, the 
Committee's powers were very vaguely defined. 

58. In fact, the seven-Power draft resolution was cal­
culated to transform the United Nations into an instru­
ment of aggression and interference in the internal 
affairs of peaceful States. The Byelorussian SSR dele­
gation would therefore vigorously oppose it. By con­
trast, it warmly supported the draft resolutions sub­
mitted by the USSR delegation (A/C.l/579 and 
A/C.l/ 580). 
59. Mr. GONZALEZ (Venezuela) said that it was 
the duty of Member States to strengthen the efficacy 
of the United Nations; in his government's view, the 
resolutions of the General Assembly, provided that they 
were validly adopted, should guide the work of the 
other organs of the United Nations. 

60. The object of the seven-Power draft resolu!ion 
was precisely to strengthen the authority of the Umted 
Nations. There were some, however, who argued that 
it would violate both the spirit and the letter of the 
Charter by infringing the powers of the Securit;r C?un­
cil. There were others, on the contrary, who mamtamed 
that the restrictive provisions of Article 12 would cease 
to be operative in cases where the Council was unable 
to act owing to the lack of unanimity among its per­
manent members. 
61. While unwilling to enter into considerations. of a 
juridical nature the representative of Venezuela w1shed 
to state that h~ supported any proposal designed to 
improve the machinery of the United Nations and to 
achieve a stricter application of the principles upon 
which the Organization was based. The provisions ?f 
the Charter would certainly have to be amended m 
due course so as to bring them into line with facts an? 
events, but it would not be desirable to do so unbl 
the United Nations had gained wider experience. 

62. As a party to the Inter-American Mutual Assist­
ance Treaty of Rio de Janeiro, Venezuela suppo~ted 
any plan to organize collective world defence agamst 
aggression and, consequently, supported the s~v~n­
Power draft resolution. The establishment and trammg 
of United Nations armed forces constituted, in the 
present circumstances, the best means to achi.e~e that 
aim. The capacity of each State and the prov1s10n~ of 
its constitution would of course, have to be taken mto 
account when those c~ntingents were establish~d. Ver:e­
zuela for its part had not reached a level of mdustnal 
devel~pment whi~h would enable it to co-operate as 
effectively as it would wish in the creation of interr:a­
tional armed forces. It would progressively increase 1ts 
participation pari passu with the increase in its re­
sources. 
63. The Venezuelan delegation proposed that the in­
formation concerning the measures taken by Member 
States to give effect to paragraph 8 of the draft 
resolution should in view of its nature, be commum­
cated, not to the' Secretary-General as proposed in ~he 
Greek amendment (A/C.l/57!), but ~o the colle~h~e 
measures committee, for that mformabon came w1thm 
the committee's competence. 

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m. 
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