
The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Proposal 
submitted by the Sub-Committee (A/C.l/344). 

The proposal was unanimously adopted. 

.\Ir. PADILLA NERvo (Mexico) said that future 
events would show what the consequences of 
that historic decision would be. He hoped that 
the Committee would continue to work in the 
same spirit, and thanked the various represen­
tatives for the tribute they had paid to the Mexican 
delegation in connexion with the resolution. 

The meeting rose at 5.35 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND SIXTY-NINTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Pal a is de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday, 23 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: Mr. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgium). 

34. Continuation of the discussion on the 
Progress Report of the United 
Nations Mediator on Palestine 
(A/648) 

The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the First 
Committee to documents A/C.1 f335 and 
A JC.1J339. He pointed out that in the first of 
those documents the Vice-Chairman of the dele­
gation of the Arab Higher Committee requested 
that his delegation should participate in the 
discussion on the Palestine question. 

~Ir. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) recalled that up until the present time 
the Arab Higher Committee had been invited, 
as such, to participate in the discussions on the 
Palestine question. At present, however, the 
request submitted to the First Committee referred 
to the delegation of the Arab Higher Committee 
as representing the All-Palestine Government 
which had not been recognized by any State and 
the very establishment of which was incompatible 
v,·ith the decision taken by the General Assembly 
on 29 November 1947 [resolution 181 (II)). The 
USSR delegation was therefore opposed to inviting 
the delegation of the Arab Higher Committee 
to participate in the consideration of the Palestine 
question on behalf of an All-Palestine Government. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) observed that the 
delegation of the Arab Higher Committee had, 
in fact, a dual status, since it also represented 
the provisional Governement of the State of 
Palestine. 

It had been argued that, on the basis of the 
recommendation of 29 November 1947, the dele­
gation of the Arab Higher Committee should 
not be invited as representing the State of 
Palestine. But the delegation of the State of 
Palestine should enjoy the same observer status 
as the delegation of Israel. It was true that 
neither the State of Palestine nor the State of 
I~ra~l was recognized by the majority of United 
0;ahons Members, but the Government of the 
State of Palestine was recognized by some States, 
among them Lebanon, Egypt, Syria and Iraq. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition 
presentee par la Sons-Commission (A/C.1f344). 

Cette proposition est adoptee a l'unanimite . 

M. PADILLA NERVO (Mexique) declare que lcs 
evenements futurs permettront de mesurer les 
consequences historiques de cette decision. II 
exprime l'espoir que la Commission s'inspirera du 
meme esprit dans Ia poursuite de ses travaux et 
remercie les nombreux delegues pour les hommages 
qu'ils ont rendus a Ia delegation du Mexique a 
propos de cette resolution. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 35. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-NEUVIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 23 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President : M. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgique). 

34. Suite de Ia discussion sur le rapport 
interimaire du Mediateur des 
Nations Unies pour Ia Palestine 
(A/648) 

Le PRESIDENT attire !'attention de la Commis­
sion sur les documents AJC.1f335 et A/C.1f339. 
II signale que dans le premier de ces documents, 
le Vice-President de la delegation du Haut Comite 
arabe demande que cette delegation participe 
a l'examen de la question palestinienne. 

M. BocoMoLov (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) rappelle que jusqu'ici le Haut 
Comite arabe a ete invite en tant que tel a parti­
ciper aux discussions relatives a la question 
palestinienne. Or aujourd'hui, la demande soumise 
a la Premiere Commission se rcfere a la deh~gation 
du Haut Comite arabe comme representant le 
Gouvernemcnt panpalestinien qui n'a ete reconnu 
par aucun Etat et dont la constitution est incom­
patible avec la decision de l'Assemblee generale 
du 29 novembre 1947 [resolution 181 (II)]. La 
delegation de l'URSS se declare done opposee a 
ce que Ia delegation du Haut Comite arabe soit 
invitee a participer a l'examen de la question 
palestinienne en qualite de representant d'un 
Gouvernement panpalestinien. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) indique que Ia delegation 
du Haut Comite arabe a en effet une double 
qualite puisqu'elle represente egalement le Gouver 
nement provisoire de l'Etat palestinien. 

On a soutenu que la rccommandation du 
29 novembre 1947 s'opposait ace que la delegato1 
du Haut Comite arabe fUt invitee comme repre­
sentant l'Etat palestinien. Mais la delegation de 
l'Etat de Palestine doit jouir du meme statut 
d'observateur que la delegation d'Israel. Sans 
doute, ni l'Etat de Palestine ni celui d'Israel ne 
sont reconnus par une majorite des Membres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, mais le Gouver­
nement de l'Etat de Palestine est reconnu par 
certains Etats tels que le Liban, l'Egypte, la Syrie 
et l'lrak. 
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The precedent set by the admission of the 
representative of Israel as an observer held good 
as far as the State of Palestine was concerned. As 
regards the legitimacy of the two States, two 
interpretations were possible : either both States 
were legitimate or neither was. But the two 
identical juridical situations should be treated 
in the same way. 

The Lebanese delegation considered the State 
of Israel illegitimate : it was a State neither de 
jure nor even de facto ; at the most it was a state 
of affairs. Though it had been said that the 
creation of the State of Israel was in conformity 
with the recommendation of 29 November 1947, 
such action constituted, in reality, a flagrant 
violation of the recommendation, since the latter 
provided for the simultaneous establishment of 
two States with political ties and an economic 
system in common. That recommendation could 
not be implemented piecemeal ; it required the 
agreement of both parties. 

In actual fact, the State of Israel had been set 
up even before the termination of the Mandate. 
Thus the recommendation of 29 November had 
been violated and the establishment of the State 
was illegal. J\'loreover, even before the adoption 
of the recommendation of 29 November, the 
Zionists had expressed their determination to set 
up an independent State and they had pro­
claimed their State even before the termination 
of the Mandate. Again, implementation in the 
form of military preparations had begun before 
the General Assembly had adopted the recommen­
d::~tion. The will had thus given rise to the deed, 
prior to the adoption of the recommendation. 
The establisment of the State of Israel could not 
therefore be considered as an implementation of 
the recommendation. Finally, the Zionists did 
not recognize the boundaries provided for by the 
recommendation of 29 November. In short, the 
failure of the State of Israel to conform to the 
recommendation of 29 November was the result 
of the following three factors : (1) the determin­
ation of the Zionists to create an independent 
State, and the beginning of implementation prior 
to 29 November ; (2) the establishment of the 
State of Israel outside the juridical framework 
of the political ties and economic unity contem­
plated for the two States ; (3) the declared 
intention of the representatives of Israel not to 
comply with the recommendation of 29 November. 
The creation of the State of Israel was therefore 
a unilateral act which did not correspond to the 
purposes of the recommendation of 29 November. 

On the other hand, the State of Palestine, 
though it could not be said to conform to the 
recommendation of 29 November, was never­
theless neither contrary to, nor a violation of 
that recommendation. The recommendation was 
based on the assumption that there wo~ld be 
voluntary implementation by the States to which 
it applied. As the recommendation had not yet 
been implemented, from the legal point of view, 
the status of Palestine was still governed by the 
international agreements in force prior to the 
recommendation. 

After the dismemberment of the Ottoman 
Empire, the new States of Lebanon, Syria, Iraq 

Si le representant d'Israel a ete admis a titre 
d'observateur, le precedent vaut pour l'Etat 
de Palestine. En effet, en ce qui concerne !a 
Jegitimite des deux Etats, deux interpretations 
sont possibles : ou bien les deux Etats sont 
legitimes, ou bien aucun des deux ne l'est. Mais, 
dans les deux cas, a une situation juridique 
semblable doit correspondre un traitement 
identique. 

La delegation du Liban considere que l'Etat 
d'lsrael est illegitime : ce n'est pas un Etat de 
droit ; ce n'est meme pas un Etat de fait; c'est 
tout au plus un etat de chases. On a dit que !a 
creation de l'Etat d'Israel etait confonne a !a 
recommandation du 29 novembre 1947. Or elle 
en constitue une flagrante violation, puisque cette 
recommandation prevoyait Ia creation simultanee 
de deux Etats et que, d'autre part, il devait y 
avoir entre ces Etats des liens politiques et un 
systeme economique commun. L'execution de 
cette recommandation ne pouvait done etre 
morcelee et elle exigeait le concours de deux 
volontes. 

En fait, l'Etat d'Israel a ete constitue avant 
meme Ia fin du Mandat, ce qui constituait une 
violation de la recomm:mdation du 29 novembre 
et avait pour effet de rendre la constitution de 
cet Etat illegale. D'ailleurs les sionistes avaient 
exprime, avant meme !'adoption de la recomman­
dation du 29 novembre, leur volonte de constituer 
un Etat independant et ils ont proclame leur 
Etat avant meme que le Mandat ait pris fin. 
D'autre part, un commencement d'execution sous 
forme de preparatifs militaires etait intervenu avant 
que l' Assemblee ait ado pte la recommandation : 
il y avait eu conjonction de Ia volonte et de l'acte 
avant cette recommandation, dont la consti­
tution de r:Etat d'IsraCl ne peut done etre consi­
deree comme une application. Enfin, les sionistes 
ne reconnaissent pas les frontieres prevues par 
la recommandation du 29 novembre. En resume, 
la non-conformite de l'Etat d' Israel a !a 
recommandation du 29 novembre resulte des 
trois facteurs suivants : 1) determination des 
sionistes de creer un Etat independant et 
commencement d'execution anterieurement au 
29 novembre ; 2) constitution de l'Etat d'Israel 
en dehors du cadre juridique que formaient les 
rapports politiques et !'unite economique prevus 
entre les deux IEtats ; 3) volonte affirmee de~ 
representants d'Israel de ne pas se conformer a 
la recommandation du 29 novembre. Ainsi, Ia 
creation de l'Etat d'lsrael a constitue un acte 
unilateral ne correspondant pas aux fins que se 
proposait Ia recommandation du 29 novembre. 

En ce qui concerne, d'autre part, l'Etat de 
Palestine, si I'on ne peut dire qu'il soit conforme 
a la recommandation du 29 novembre, ii ne Ia 
heurte pas non plus et n'en constitue pas u~e 
violation. En effet, la recommandation supp_osaJt 
une execution volontaire de la part des Etats 
auxquels elle s'adresse. Comme cette. rec~m­
mandation n'a pas encore ete executee, Ia s1tuatwn 
juridique en Palestine continue a etre regie par 
les actes internationaux antcrieurs a la recom­
mandation. 

A la suite du demembrement de !'Empire 
ottoman, les Etats nouveaux du Liban, de Ia 
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and Palestine had been created by the Treaty of 
Lausanne. When the period of the mandate had 
ended for the first three of those States, they had 
gained complete independence. 

Palestine had remained under mandate since 
the Treaty of Lausanne ; on the day following 
15 May 1948 it was no longer under mandate. 
Some government to exercise power in Palestine 
was therefore necessary. Thus the Provisional 
Government of Palestine was established and was 
now asking that its representatives should be 
heard. 

\Vho could deny that the State established by 
the Treaty of Lausanne and confirmed by the 
Covenant of the League of Nations continued to 
exist after the termination of the Mandate ? 
The recommendation of 29 November could not 
have created a new legal status since it had not 
yet been implemented. To hear the represen­
tatives of the Government of Palestine would 
therefore not be contrary to the recommendation 
of 29 November, whatever value that recommend­
ation might have, and it would no more pre­
judge the recognition of the State of Palestine 
than hearing the Government of Israel had pre­
judged the existence of the latter State. Fur­
thermore, it would be inadmissible for the 
Government of Palestine, which had not set 
itself up before the termination of the Mandate, 
to receive less favourable treatment than the 
Government of Israel. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCROSS (United Kingdom) 
observed that the only request before the First 
Committee was the request of the Arab Higher 
Committee that it should be heard in that capa­
city (A/C.1J335). Whatever request might be 
submitted in the future, it seemed certain that, 
for the moment, that was the only problem. 

Mr. A:l\iMOUN (Lebanon) drew attention to the 
telegram from the Government of Palestine 
(A/C.1J339). 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that the Ukrainian delegation 
thought that the representatives of the Arab 
Higher Committee should be admitted, but there 
should be no question of their representing a 
Government. The precedent set by the Security 
Council should be followed. So far the Security 
Council, in accordance with the resolution of 
29 November 1947 which had been reaffirmed on 
14 :May 1948 [resolution 186 (S-2)], had always 
invited the Arab Higher Committee. After the 
State of Israel had been set up and recognized 
by some States, the Security Council had invited 
it also to participate in its discussions. But 
to invite the Arab Higher Committee as repre­
senting a Government would be contrary to the 
resolution of 29 November 1947 which provided 
for the estabEshment of two States, a Jewish State 
and an Arab State, each with well-defined 
boundaries ; for the State of Palestine visualized 
would have the same boundaries as those of 
Palestine before the termination of the Mandate, 
and not the boundaries which had been decided 
upon by the Assembly. 

The Ukrainian delegation thought that a 
representative of the Arab Higher Committee, 

Syrie, de l'Irak et de la Palestine furent crees 
par le Traite de Lausanne, et lorsque le regime 
du Mandat eut pris fin, les trois premiers rer;urent 
l'independance totale. 

Quant a la Palestine, elle n'avait pas cesse 
d'exister en tant que pays sous Mandat depuis 
le Traite de Lausanne, et, au lendemain du 
15 mai 1948, elle s'est trouvee liberee du systeme 
de Mandat. Il fallait done un gouvernement 
pour exercer le pouvoir en Palestine : ainsi fut 
etabli le Gouvernement provisoire de Palestine 
qui demande aujourd'hui que ses representants 
soient entendus. 

Qui pourrait contester que l'Etat ne du Traite 
de Lausanne et confirme par le Pacte de la 
Societe des Nations subsiste apres la fin du 
Mandat ? La recommandation du 29 novembre 
n'a pu crcer un ordre juridique nouveau puisqu'elle 
n'a pas encore ete executce. Entendre les repre­
sentants du Gouvernement palestinien ne sera 
done pas contraire a la recommandation du 
29 novembre, quelle que puisse etre la valeur 
de celle-ci, et ne prejugera pas plus la reconnais­
sance de l'Etat de Palestine que l'audition du 
Gouvernement d'Israel n'a prejuge !'existence 
d'un Etat de ce nom. Il serait d'ailleurs inadmis­
sible que le Gouvernement de Palestine, qui n'a 
pas voulu se constituer avant la fin du Mandat, 
soit mains bien traite que le Gouvernement 
d'Israel. 

Sir Hartley SHAwcRoss (Royaume-Uni) declare 
que la seule requete dont soit saisie la Premiere 
Commission est celle du Haut Comite arabe 
demandant a etre entendu en tant que tel (A/C.l/ 
335). Quelque requete qui puisse etre presentee 
dans l'avenir, n'est-il pas vrai que, pour le moment, 
le seul probleme est celui-la ? 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) se refere au telegramme 
du Gouvernement de Palestine (AjC.l/339). 

M. MANOUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie­
tique d'Ukraine) dit que la delegation de l'Ukraine 
considere que !'admission des representants du 
Haut Comite arabe en tant que tel est souhaitable. 
Mais, il ne doit pas s'agir de la representation d'un 
Gouvernement. Il ne convient pas de s'ecarter 
du precedent etabli par le Conseil de sccurite. 
Jusqu'ici, conformement a la resolution du 
29 novembre 1947, reaffirmee le 14 mai 1948, 
[resolution 186 (S-2)] le Conseil de securite a 
toujours invite le Haut Comite arabe. Apres la 
constitution et la reconnaissance par un certain 
nombre d'Etats de l'Etat d' Israel, le Conseil de 
securite a invite cgalement cet :Etat a participer 
aux debats. Mais inviter le Haut Comite arabe en 
tant que representant d'un Gouvernement serait 
contraire a la resolution du 29 novembre 194 7 qui 
prevoit l'etablissement de deux Etats, un Etat 
juif et un Etat arabe, chacun avec ses frontieres 
bien definies. Car l'Etat de Palestine dont il 
s'agit aurait pour frontieres celles de la Palestine 
avant la fin du :.VIandat et non celles qui ont ete 
determinees par l' Assemblee. 

La delegation de la RSS d'Ukraine considere 
qu'un representant du Haut Comitc arabe, en 
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as such, should be invited to be present as an 
observer during the debate on the Palestine 
question. 

::\Ir. EL-KHOURI (Syria) said that the Ukrainian 
representative, when President of the Security 
Council, had contravened the practice of referring 
to the Jewish authorities as the Jewish Agency 
for Palestine ; in the Security Council the Ukrain­
ian representative had called the representa­
tive of the Jewish Agency the representative of the 
Provisional Government of the State of Israel. 
As several members of the Security Council 
had opposed the change, the Ukrainian represen­
tative had stated that the way in which certain 
representatives were referred to did not imply 
recognition by members of the Council nor did it 
commit any of them. 

In point of fact, the State of Israel had not 
been recognized by the United Nations either 
by the resolution of 29 November or in any other 
way. Even if the resolution of 29 November 
were claimed as the basis for recognizing the State 
of Israel, it was clear that that resolution was not 
applicable, for the State of Israel had not complied 
with it. 

The Jewish Government had exceeded the 
terms of the resolution of 29 November by incor­
porating territories such as Jafia, western Galilee 
with Acre and Nazareth, Ramie, Lydda and other 
areas in the wuth of Palestine. The present 
situation was therefore inconsistent with the 
resolution of the General Assembly. Certain 
areas had been annexed as a result of aggression 
while the Mandate was still in force and during 
the truce. 

Referring to the Government of AU-Palestine 
as such would not afiect the position of various 
Governments with regard to the recognition of a 
State of All-Palestine any more than referring 
to the State of Israel as such implied recognition 
of that State by some members of the First 
Committee or of the General Assembly. 

The case of the State of Israel in the Security 
· Council was identical, and the same method 
should at present be adopted in respect of the 
Arabs of Palestine who represented some two­
thirds of the population of that country. In the 
invitation extended to them they should be 
referred to by the name which they themselves 
had proposed. 

l\Ir. AMMOUN (Lebanon) stressed that, in docu­
ment AJC.l /339, the Minister of Foreign Afiairs 
of the Provisional Government of Palestine 
requested that the Arab Higher Committee should 
also be admitted as representative of the Provi­
sional Government of the All-Palestine State. 

l\Ir. DE DIEGO (Panama) pointed out that 
document A/C.l/339 was merely a notification 
and by no means a request. Therefore the 
first thing to decide upon was the request of the 
Arab Higher Committee and not the notification 
sent by the Minister of Foreign Afiairs of the 
AU-Palestine Government. 

tant que tel, doit ctre invite pour assister comme 
observateur aux dcbats relatifs a la question 
de Palestine. 

M. EL-KHOURI (Syrie) declare que le repre­
sentant de la RSS d'Ukraine, lorsqu'il etait 
President du Conseil de securite, a contrevenu 
a Ia tradition selon Iaquelle les autorites juives 
etaient designees sous le nom de l'Agence juive 
pour Ia Palestine : le representant de la RSS 
d'Ukraine au Conseil de securite s'est refere au 
representant de l' Agence juive en le qualifiant 
du titre de representant du Gouvernement 
provisoire de l'Etat d'Israel. Plusieurs Membres 
du Conseil de securite s'etant opposes a cette 
innovation, le representant de la RSS d'Ukraine 
a declare que la fa<;on de designer certains repre­
sentants n'avait pas la portee d'une reconnais­
sance de la part des membres du Conseil et 
que cela n'engageait personne. 

De fait, l'Etat l'Israel n'a pas ete reconnu 
par !'Organisation des Nations Unies ni par la 
resolution du 29 novembre, ni d'aucune autre 
manicre, et meme si I' on pretend que la resolution 
du 29 novembre est la base de reconnaissance 
de l'Etat d'Israel, il faut reconnaitre que cette 
resolution ne s'applique pas car l'Etat d'Israel 
ne s'est pas conforme a cette resolution. 

En efiet, le Gouvernement juif a outrepasse 
les termes de la resolution du 29 novembre en 
incorporant des territoires tels que Jaffa, la 
Galilee occidentale avec Saint-J ean-d' Acre et 
Nazareth, Ramie, Lydda, ainsi que d'autres 
localites du sud de la Palestine. La situation 
actuelle a cet egard n'est done pas en conformite 
de la resolution de I' Assemblee generale. Certaines 
annexions ont ete le resultat d'une agression, 
operee soit alors que le Mandat etait encore en 
vigueur, soit au cours de la treve. 

De meme que !'appellation d'« Etat d'lsrael >> 

n'implique pas une reconnaissance de la part 
des membres de la Premiere Commission ou de 
I' Assemblee generale, de meme l'appellatio.n 
de Gouvernement panpalestinien n'affecterar~ 
pas la position des differents Gouvernements qm 
ne se trouveraient pas pour cela a voir reconnu un 
Etat panpalestinien. 

Le cas de I'(( Etat d'Israel » au Conseil de 
securite etait identique et la meme methode doit 
maintenant etre suivie pour les Arabes de 
Palestine qui representent a peu pres Jes ,?eu:-­
tiers de la population de ce pays. Dans 1 mvr­
tation a leur adresser, ils doivent etre designes 
sous le nom qu'ils ont eux-memes propose. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) souligne que, dans. le 
document AJC.l J339, le Ministre des Affmres 
etrangeres du Gouvernement provisoire de Pale~­
tine demande que Ie Haut Comite arabe s01t 
egalement admis en qualite de representa~t. du 
Gouvernement provisoire de l'Etat panpalestmren. 

M. DE Dr:E:Go (Panama) indique que ~e doc.ument 
A fC.l J339 ne constitue qu'une I?otrficatwn et 
nullement une rcquete. II convrent do~c en 
premier lieu de decider que I' on examme . la 
requete du Haut Comite ara~e et _non I~ notifi­
cation du Ministre des afiarres etrangeres du 
Gouvernement panpalestinien. 
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Mr. GARCIA GRANADOS (Guatemala) referred 
to certain arguments put forward by represen­
tatives of the Arab States, according to which 
the delegation of the Arab Higher Committee 
should be admitted as representing the so-called 
All-Palestine Government. 

\Vas it not rather cynical on the part of those 
who had provoked the war by their refusal to 
recognize the resolution on the partition of 
Palestine to argue that the State of Israel had 
failed to comply with the resolution of the General 
Assembly of 29 November 1947? The State of 
Israel could have complied with that resolution 
only if certain conditions had been fulfilled. In 
the first place, the Arabs themselves should have 
accepted the resolution and created an Arab 
State in Palestine ; failing that the economic 
union of Palestine could not be realized. 

In the second place, the State of Israel should 
not have had to occupy parts of Arab territory 
for reasons of military security, as it had had to do 
as a result of Arab aggression. 

The Arab States, by failing to respect the reso­
lution of 29 November 1947, were in fact the only 
parties responsible for the present situation. 

As regards the so-called All-Palestine Govern­
ment, it was a government without a territory : 
was not more than half of Palestine the territory 
of a State recognized by a number of members 
of the General Assembly, including Guatemala? 
How, then, could those Members of the United 
Nations admit that a so-called government, on 
whose territory a State recognized by those very 
States had been created, should present itself 
to the General Assembly ? Lastly, the so-called 
government had neither an administrative organ­
ization nor relations with any of the Member 
States. 

The request of the Arab Higher Committee 
was unacceptable in its present form. 

Mr. ADL (Iran) recalled that the All-Palestine 
State had been recently created, and noted that 
its right to send a representative to participate 
as an observer was being questioned. 

Since the legal aspect of the problem was 
somewhat complicated, would it not be wiser to 
give the delegations sufficient time to come to a 
decision with full knowledge of the facts ? The 
Iranian delegation therefore proposed that consid­
eration of the Palestine question should be 
deferred for a week. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that under rule 105 of the 
rules of procedure, two representatives could 
speak in favour of, and two against, the motion 
for adjournment. 

Mr. HooD (Australia) stated that his delegation 
opposed the motion for adjournment. 

The Committee should not be led astray by the 
problem which a number of delegations were 
trying to raise : above all, it should show common 
sense in the matter. 

The representatives of the Arab and Jewish 
populations had been admitted to participate as 
such in debates at three previous sessions of the 
General Assembly. Would it not be premature 
and rather reckless to prejudge the substance of 

M. GARCIA GRANADos (Guatemala) se refere 
a certains arguments developpes par les repre­
sentants des pays arabes et selon lesquels la 
delegation du Haut Comite arabe devrait etre 
admise en tant que representant le soi-disant 
Gouvernement panpalestinien. 

N'y a-t-il pas quelque cynisme, de la part de 
ceux qui ont dechal'ne la guerre par leur refus 
de reconnal'tre la resolution relative ·au partage 
de la Palestine, a soutenir que l'Etat d'Israel ne 
s'est pas conforme a la resolution de l'Assemblee 
generale du 29 novembre 1947 ? Car l'Etat 
d'Israel n'aurait pu se conformer a cette resolution 
que si certaines conditions avaient ete remplies. 
En premier lieu, il aurait fallu que les Arabes 
acceptent eux-memes la resolution et creent 
l'Etat arabe de Palestine : faute de cela l'union 
economique de la Palestine n'a pu etre realisee. 

En deuxieme lieu il aurait fallu que l'Etat 
d'Israel n'ait pas a occuper, pour des raisons de 
securite militaire, certaines parties du territoire 
arabe, ce qu'il a du faire a la suite de l'agression 
arab e. 

En fait les seuls responsables de la situation 
actuelle sont les Etats arabes qui n'ont pas 
respecte la resolution du 29 novembre 1947. 

Quant au pretendu Gouvernement panpales­
tinien, c'est la un gouvernement sans territoire : 
plus de la moitie de la Palestine n' est-elle pas 
le territoire d'un Etat reconnu par un certain 
nombre de Membres de l'Assemblee generale 
et notamment par le Guatemala ? Comment 
done ces Membres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies pourraient-ils admettre que se presente 
devant l' Assemblee generale un soi-disant gouver­
nement sur le territoire duquel, en realite, a ete 
cree un Etat reconnu par ces Etats eux-memes ? 
Enfin, le soi-disant gouvernement n'a ni organi­
sation administrative, ni relations avec aucun 
des Etats Membres. 

La demande du Haut Comite arabe, telle 
qu'elle est formulee, est irrecevable. 

M. ADL (Iran), rappelle que l'Etat panpales­
tinien est de creation recente et constate que 
son droit de faire sieger son representant comme 
observateur est !'objet de certaines contestations. 

L'aspect juridique du probleme etant assez 
complexe, ne serait-il pas plus sage de donner 
aux differentes delegations le temps necessaire 
pour qu'elles puissent se prononcer en connaissance 
de cause ? La delegation de !'Iran propose done 
que l' exam en de la question palestinienne soit 
ajourne d'une semaine. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que !'article 105 du 
reglement interieur prevoit que deux orateurs 
peuvent parler contre l'ajournement et deux 
autres pour l'ajournement. 

M. HooD (Australie) declare que sa delegation 
est opposee ala motion d'ajournement. 

Il ne convient pas de se laisser egarer par !e 
probleme que cherchent a soulever un certam 
nombre de delegations. Ce qui importe avant 
tout, c'est de faire preuve de bons sens. , 

Or, a trois sessions anterieures de l' Assemblee 
generale, les representants de la pop~lation 
arabe et de la population juive de Palestme ont 
ete admis a participer aux debats en tant que 
tels. Ne serait-il pas premature et quelque peu 
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the problem in the course of a debate on proce­
dure ? Could not agreement be reached on the 
simple fact that there were two parties and that 
each had a right to be heard ? 

It appeared that no Member of the United 
Nations had recognized the " Government of 
All-Palestine ". On the other hund, a number of 
l\Iembers hnd recognized the Prov sional Govern­
ment of Israel ; but other l\Iembers, including the 
Government of Australia, had not yet recognized 
it. That fact did not prevent the Government of 
Australia from admitting that a representative of 
the J ewish people and a representative of the 
Arab people of Palestine should be present during 
the debates of the First Committee. 

The First Committee would deserve severe 
censure from public opinion if it allowed itself to 
be led astray by the attempt to delay considera­
tion_ of the Palestine question. The Australian 
delegation would vote against postponing consid­
eration of that question. 

J\Ir. LA="iGE (Poland) stated that his delegation 
opposed the motion for adjournment. No new 
factor had arisen since, on the same morning, the 
Committee had agreed to open the debate. The 
question of Palestine was extremely urgent. 

Two days previously, the Third Committee had 
studied the question of Arab refugees in Palestine, 
and the Arab delegations themselves had acknowl­
edged that the problem of refugees was so pressing 
as to deserve priority over other problems placed 
before it on the agenda of the Third Committee. 

That being so, how much more urgent was the 
whole political problem of Palestine, on which all 
the other questions depended ? Had not the 
Security Council come to the conclusion that the 
diffi culties connected with the truce constituted a 
problem of extreme urgency ? 

The Polish delegation thought that further 
postponement of the debate would be inadmis­
sible, especially on such flimsy grounds as a minor 
procedural point which could be settled in a 
short time. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCROSS (United Kingdom) 
stated that, although he agreed with the Austral­
ian representative's remarks, he would not speak 
either for or against the motion for adjournment, 
but merely wished to know what it was proposed 
to adjourn. He repeated t hat the only request 
before the First Committee at present was one 
sent in by the Arab Higher Committee to be 
heard as such. 

As regards the question as to whether the Arab 
Higher Committee was also acting as representa­
tive of the Government of Palestine, the matter 
was a res inter alias acta, and the Arab Higher 
Committee had not asked to be recognized as 
representing the Government of Palestine. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the representative 
of Iran had asked for a week's adjournment of the 
whole debate on Palestine so that the Members of 
the First Committee might ponder the question as 
to the capacity in which the representative of the 

perille~x de prejuger le fond du probleme a 
!'occasion d'un debat de procedure ? Ne peut-on 
tomber d'accord sur ce simple fait qu'il y a 
deux parties et que chacune doit avoir le droit 
de se faire entendre ? 

Aucun Membre de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies n'a, semble-t-il, reconnu le << Gouvernement 
panpalestinien ». D'autre part, un certain nombre 
de Membres ont reconnu le Gouvernement 
provisoire d'Israel ; mais d'autres Membres, 
notamment l'Australie, n'ont pas encore procede 
a cctte reconnaissance. Cela n'empeche pas que 
la delegation de l' Australie so it prete a accepter 
qu'un representant du peuple juif et un repre­
sentant du peuple arabe de Palestine siegent 
a la Premiere Commission. 

La Premiere Commission meriterait d'etre 
severcment jugee par !'opinion publique si elle 
se laissait egarer par la tentative faite pour 
retarder l'examen de la question palestinienne. 
La delegation de l' Australie votera contre l'ajour­
nement de l'examcn de la question palestinienne. 

l\1. LANGE (Pologne) indique que sa delegation 
se prononce contre Ia motion d'ajournement. 
Aucun facteur nouveau n'est intervenu depuis 
que, lc matin meme, la Commission s'est trouvee 
d'accord pour ouvrir ces debats. Or, la question 
palestinienne est d'une grande urgence. 

La Troisieme Commission a, il y a deux 
jours, etudie la question des refugies arabes en 
Palestine, et les delegations arabes elles-memes 
ont etc d'accord pour reconnaitre que le probleme 
des refugics Ctait d'une telle urgence qu'il devai~ 
avoir la prioritc sur d'autres problemes qm 
figuraient avant lui a I'ordre du jour de la Troi­
sicme Commission. 

Que dire done de !'ensemble du probleme 
politique palestinien dont dependent toutes le.s 
autres questions ? Le Conseil de securite n'a-t-Il 
pas considerc que les difficultes relatives a la 
treve constituaient un probleme urgent ? 

La delegation de la Pologne considere qu'il 
serait inadmissible d'ajourner encore les deb~ts, 
particulierement pour le motif futile d'un p~m~ 
de procedure secondaire susceptible d'etre regle 
rapidement. 

Sir Hartley SHAWCRoss (Royaume-Uni) dec!are 
que, bien qu'il soit d'accord sur les observatw~s 
presentees par le representant de l' Austra!Ie, 
il n'entend parler ni pour ni contre Ia mot~on 
d'ajournement, mais voudrait savoir ce que 1 Aon 
propose d'ajourner. 11 repete que la seule requ~te 
dont soit maintenant saisie la Premiere Commis­
sion est celle qui emane du Haut Comite arabe 
et dans laquelle celui-ci demande a etre entendu 
en tant que tel. . , 

Quant a la question de savoir si le Haut Com1te 
arabe agit egalement comme representant du 
Gouvernement de Palestine, il s'agit la d'une 
res inter alias acta et le Haut Comite arabe n'a 
pas demande a et;e reconnu comme representant 
le Gouvernement de Palestine. 

Le PRJ~:smENT indique que le representant. de 
l'Iran a demande l'ajournement a une semame 
de tout le debat sur la Palestine, afin q~e les 
Membres de la Premiere Commission pm~s;nt 
etudier Ia question de savoir en queUe quahte le 
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Arab Higher Committee should be permitted to 
participate in the debate~. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Iranian 
proposal to postpone consideration of the question 
of Palestine for a week. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The motion 
for adjournment was adopted by 19 votes to 16, with 
14 abstentions. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) stated that his delegation 
strongly regretted the adjournment of the debate 
on the Palestine question for a week. 

The formal reason for the adjournment had 
been the impossibility of arriving at an immediate 
decision on a minor point of procedure. The 
majority of delegations, including that of Poland, 
had not even had an opportunity to take a stand 
on the matter. 

In fact, the real reasons for the adjournment 
were part of a political manceuvre to delay the 
solution of the Palestine question until after the 
Presidential elections in a certain country had 
taken place. It was highly regrettable that the 
United Nations had allowed itself to be swayed by 
such political manceuvres. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) stated that it was an 
acknowledged fact that political manceuvres were 
often the work of those who accused others of 
them. 

The meeting rose at 11.45 a.m. 

HUNDRED AND SEVENTIETH 
MEETING 

Held at the Pal a is de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 25 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. A. CosTA DU RELS (Bolivia). 

35. Discussion on the threats to the 
political independence and territorial 
integrity of Greece: 

LETTER ADDRESSED TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL 
BY THE BULGARIAN MINISTER IN pARIS CON­
CERNING BULGARIA'S REQUEST FOR PARTICI­
PATION IN THE CONSIDERATION OF THE REPORTS 
OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL COMMITTEE 
ON THE BALKANS (AjC.1j347). 

:Mr. BoGOMOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that it was absolutely essentiel 
that Bulgaria should participate in the discussions 
and therefore proposed that the representative 
of Bulgaria should be invited to take part in the 

· consideration of the Greek question by the First 
Committee. 

?.Ir. DuLLES (United States of America) indi­
cated that he was in favour of the solution which 
had· been adopted the previous year by the First 
Committee, which was to invite Bulgaria to make 
a statement without the right to participate in 

representant du Haut Comite arabe doit etre 
admis a participer aux debats. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la motion de la 
delegation de l'Iran tendant a l'ajournement a une 
semaine de l' examen de la question palestinienne. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La motion d' ajour­
nement est adoptee par 19 voix contre 16, avec 
14 abstensions. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) declare que sa delegation 
regrette vivement que les debats sur la question 
palestinienne soient ajou ·nes a une semaine. 

Formellement, l'ajourntment a ete decide 
par suite de l'impossibilite d'arriver a un accord 
immediat sur un point de procedure secondaire. 
Or, la plupart des delegations, et notamment la 
Pologne, n'ont meme pas pu prendre position 
sur cette question. 

En fait, les veritables motifs de Tajournement 
sont ailleurs : il s'agit d'une manceuvre politique 
tendant a remettre la solution de la question 
palestinienne jusqu'au moment oil auront eu lieu 
les elections presidentielles dans un certain pays. 
II est extremement regrettable que !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies se laisse influencer par de 
telles manceuvres politiques. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) declare que les manceuvres 
politiques sont, il en a la preuve, le fait de ceux-la 
memes qui se comportent en accusateurs. 

La seance est levee a 11 h. 45. 

CENT-SOIXANTE-DIXIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le lundi 25 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. A. CosTA DU RELS (Bolivie). 

35. Discussion sur les menaces a l'inde­
pendance politique et a 1 'integrite 
territoriale de la Grece 

LETTRE ADRESSEE AU SECRETAIRE GENERAL PAR 
LE MINISTRE DE BuLGARIE A PARIS coNCERNANT 
LA REQUETE DE LA BuLGARIE EN VUE DE SA 
PARTICIPATION A L'EXAMEN DU RAPPORT DE LA 
COMMISSION SPECIALE DES NATIONS UNIES POUR 
LES BALKANS (AjC.1j347). 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) declare qu'il est absolument 
essentiel que la Bulgarie participe aux debats et 
propose que le representant de la Bulgarie s.oit 
invite a participer a l'examen de la questiOn 
grecque par la Premiere Commission. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) se 
prononce en faveur de la solution adoptee l'an 
passe par la Premiere Commission, c'est-a-dire : 
inviter la Bulgarie a faire une declarat~on sans 
droit de participation aux debats et la pner de se 
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