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MI?I~RITY XrEoxT OF TEZ CzEcHostoVAK DELZATION 

T>e thiti interim ,rezort of the Commission places on reco.rd the failL-e 

of a sevenmonth's effort to fulfil its task of causix, br its mediation, 

the Covemments of Idia ad Pakistan to settle the Kashmir Liqute br the 

peaceful means of a plebiscite. From the sail failure of the Commissionrs 

mtiiation tission it has to be concltied. that the resolutions of 13 Awst 1948 
EII~ 5 Jan- 1gkp whrch are the stcetiq points of all ne;otiationa, are 

out of keeping with the acted, present-lay situation %n the State of J=u 

a&l Kashmir ad that no compromise acceptable for both the Governments 

can be reach& on their basis. 

In Futtiq on recod the impossibility of atteinlng a positive result, 

tie majorig of the Coimzission proposes thet the task the Coumission ha9 

been &en& with should best be entrusted to one mediator, an5 in the 

uaragraph 286 of its report idicates also the roe% to arbitration. 

~ -. The report, togetlner with a lescriotion of the various phases of the 

nego%Zaticzts an3 relevant documentation is to show that the me3iat:on 

grocceT-&~s were han%ki correctly an3 in every way objectively, ar2 that the 

.: negslttk~ that were con5ucte3 on the basis of the resolutions of 13 Augmt 

1948 ard. 5 Y'anuaq l$g, were wrocke3 on account of the IntrensiGent 

attitde of the two Governments. I? . . . 
The Czechoslovak Selegation co-operate9 to fuU. extent with the 

Co~nission to adhieve the solution of the &shmfr groblm an5 in presenting 

its tieU3 in a sqarate reyrt it wishes to throw light on those phases 

of tke CQl'&missionSs me%etion efforts where the majority report la&s to 

state clear% the reesms of the faiktie. r 

It is Of COW&B %uite obvioun that as e mere hotier of a men.%& fmm 
the &XZ’l’c;r Ca~ncil, the Cot~W33ion coulcl, on M&g ovw its task, only’ 

take COmiZanC? of the given situation, en3 no fault ten be ascrib& to It 

as far as the core of the dispute proper is concerned. 

/on tile ofh33Y 
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On the other hand, however, it is necessary to stete that the msdietion 

efforts of the Commission did not contribute in a constructive xay to the 

positive solutirm of the whole problem. 
* . 

8 * 

It need9 piecing on record that 

(a) the Comcdssion has mad0 a serious mistake that it cancelled the 

$oint political conference which had been convened with the assent of 

both tb& Governments for 22 August 1949, to I?ew Delhi 

(b) by its unauthorized proposal for the arbitration of the 

!I!rucs Agreement it overstepped its terms of reference 

(cl the secret arbitration offer of.the Comtdssion was, before being 

prcscntcd to tixi &~mr~~!!e~&a of in?ia r& ?&p:stq yleccrf at the 

disposal of the Governments of thA United States of America and the 

United Kingdom and 3resident Tiqm and Prime Minister httlee, in a 

syxhronized ection, mzde use of it for a public interventiorzr 

presmre 

(d) the verbat%m text of the secret arbitration memorandum came 

into the hads of the British E&h Conmissioners in Eew Delhi snd 

F;arzchi at the seme time or even sooner than it was official* 

presented to the k&z&n Government, withcrut even an attempt on the 

part of the Coumission - despite urging' by its cha@%!an at the time - to 

instittite due investQation of both cases of a flagrant breach of the 

iztegzity af the Commission~s proceedings 

(e) the Commission did not show sufficient s.zgecity when presenting 

its 't‘zoic proposal of a solution of the I&shmir'problem, the proposal 
r;;liL 1~~s adopted as the reeolution of 13 &ugust 1948, in which the 

Cor~Ission deeply uderrated the significance of the "Azad Forces" anR 
feKLed eltogether to t&e into accannt the situation in the 'North Area", 

on which two problems subsequently all the Commissionls uork kept on 

fourdering 

(f) I& Ccmmission did not succeed to win over the public confidence 

on rieither sidle and on the contrary left the sub-continent ctiged by 

the press, both before the conclusion of its labours end after its 

depwtvre, of ~crillenimity en6 even of 5.c~:le-r?c~li~. 

The Cotission stated itself in its first ixterim report that it CaItle 

on sub-continent uncertain how it will be receive& and whether it will acquire 

the necessaq co-operation of both Governments, This lack of confidence in 

its mis~i~rll, however, can be seen throu&out it3 laboui-a. Instead of taking 

a firm stand on defimte ismes, where it was necessary, the Cormnission 

preferred to go by way of clarification promises compromising thus its own 

position and achieving on the whole in a positive way nothing. 

Ia faaur0 .& 
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The failure of the Ccmdsaion's mission 16 therefore not 60ld.y 

ascrLbabl8 to the intraroir;oncc of tho'Govorxmnt; qf In<:e md Fa::istnn, 

both Of whOm understandably tried In tie csurae of ??+eated negotiation6 

to gain the mcst adv6difq3ous poeiticn foi each other; the masOns must 

* be alao aoOk8d fOr in the actidtios & th8 Ccmmlssim ;Fel' 80, with a 
prcpr light throwi On the sitbs&nbe Of the whole problem of Ka6hd.r. 

**it 

The repOrt of ihe Comis6ion sete fcrth the three most important 

Obstades which balhsd It6 efforts to.reac& agreement: 

(a) Disposal of Azad Kashmir Forces 

(b) Withdrawal. cf regular forces from the S%+te, au& 

.: ,(c) The Northern AY?8a 

. The reaso& for the imclubfilty of these problems must be saught 

just in the shOrtc3mings Of the resOl&On ?f U Au&Et 1$8. In its 

Pet II, the full J.nqLLementati?~ of which is the basic condition for 631,~ 

furth.erlPeasur~sthat wouldensure afairaad lmhampereacar;ryingm of 

a p;sbiscite,.tiire 16 no lnsntion whatever of "AZ@ FarC8s", becatlse the 

Ccxnissicn did not assum that the cease-fire Uno w&d be CP such 10% 

&.raticn, The t'Azad Forced meanwhile grew by the spr;lng of 15d+9 iato 

32 discIplinea and fully armed battalions, which according to an 

evaluation by the &lLtary adviser of the Cession represent a 

"fOrmidabl.8 fOr&'. Owzng to this fact, which 1s at variance with Part I, 

SectiOn I3 Of the said resolution forbidding bcth..parties any iacreasing 

Of their tillt~ j2otcnti;tl, IJhC SitUtiif _ nn has natoriaw uaSergr,ne en absduti 

chaage an& 60 a new problem was created as t0 what within the meaaiag uf 

the resclutiDn represents a "bulk" of the lidian amy fn KashmL~. From 

thfs h§LVe ~fsen logical&~ further diffiCulti con~9rning the dim 

cf the “AimI Fzmd* and the 6ynchroniz~tiOn Of the withdxawal cf military 

trxps. 

Similarly, due to the luck cf fagacity on the yt of the Commissioli, 

tb3 5ituatim wftf3 zendPr0a m0r0 diffictit al60 fOx thi 60luti0n Of the 

other main problem, the *%OZ;thern Area':. 

When dealing with its pragod to both G3vernmPnt6, &dO@d a8 the 
resoluticrt of 13 Au@& @&first by the Government of India - and 

subsequently sanctim3a in the resoluticn of 5 Jammy rgty a&O 'by the 

%kiBtan ~Y9Z?ltIBAt * the Ckmnissicn entirely omitted tc ocmceril ifadf 

with the situaticn fm strategical& very important territory to the NOtih 

axe haahmlr. 

/Ek?Priq ascertained 
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H&vi% aa&i&n~d this %ortc&&'the &&merqt ch India aubnitted 

a reservat.tion.in respect of,+e resolution, ,+.ted ii,/iu&;ust 1.948, 

concerning its right to a&& the ,&&he- territory;" of which, on 
': 

the basis of the m&ts.ry &tuati'o,'&en existi& ik maidtained that it . ., ,: 
could not be put on par w;th,the "A&'&rritorg" to 'the West cf Kashmir. 

Instead cf rectifying th:aforesald aho&m&.g by a fo& rider ti tl& 

resclution - which in fact the Governmmt of Pekistan sanctioned only 

five montha later - the C&nlaalon replied by's letter dated 23 August 198, 

in which it acknowledged to the Prime Minister of the'Indian &rerIiment 

the receipt of his reservation and: state&that "the'question tight be 

examined when the reselutiti of 13 August Sg48 was iqlmen%ed".~ 

This obligation of the Gor~&,seicn~ which - due to the Ooxnissim's y,7*-+e--,- - -...*: :sw-..-,". s.‘~r..,lr~-;.~rutn--.~-;, .,.. .L :, ,.y. i . . ) . . . ,_- ,,,, ‘li ..m*l.*. . . p. -I ia;; ..X-- -L.'.w;--.a3.w - .,.. 
.I own fatity ‘Jiaa~nt - therefcre Bid act represent any forti part 'of-the. . 

resolution of 13 August 1948, th&Csma$ssiori now expia&s aa only a 

declaration of an intention to &tudy l&or on'the situation Ih the Noith, 

outside of the scope'of 'the Pert e, of the said resolutirm. 

Fiamthe l&ai'point of view, tzle eovemment of Pakistan does 'not, 

therefore, consiam the Ccmiseion's letter cf 25 August 1546 as legally 

bindFng on it, because it was only a‘questicn of the exchange of 

ccrrespondence betw&n'the Cormisslon"and the Mian Government. Norecver, .. 

the situatiozi in the "Northern Aria" ha& msmwhile undergone a material: 

chmge, in that the P&istan army, w&h was not bound by the resclution 

of 13 August.-196, conquered many strategically important places au;Fhg 
. . the Lotem& befsre, by the resolution cf 5 January 1949, 'it was also ', 

eonctidnd by the &emzent of Pakistan. . '- ‘ 

cf India sad Pakistan should hold view& di@et,-icd.~ ogpc1ccd to e&i 

cthsr . . 4' ;. 'I 

The Government of l3dia and Pakistan evaluate the legal weight of 

' & C&t&s~my3 l+&ei of 25 A&ia&"l9k6, each from fts ow?f sbzx%pOin"u 
. 

quit& 6cgzyi;y~, 04 cowse. "; -_.. _;-, . - . I;? this retard it"hds to be pointed cut, . :..  ̂
that as early as of 3 September 1$&S, the Qovercmetit of Pakistan notified 

to the CcmnLas~cn it& de?init~on'cf evacusieh territory ~as'rsferr;iag to 

the territorias in the State cf Jaxm &-IL Ka'&mir,'wUch were at' that 

time u&e; the effecti-& control of the'Pekistan Sigh Coims+i". And here - 

due'% the Ccn&si&~s lack of ~derstanding of the sihuatisn - is the" 

C"Y!? oB all si&a&.pent legai dk-hmti6ns eff&cting the Northern Area, 

which the Gomission has not been able to abridge. -. 

IGhile the 
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While the eavmnt of India made on 2Q August 1948 a clear reservation 

rop.ri~ the position in the Nort;hern Area’- two W&a efter t&d, ., '. 
Government of Pakistan, in its a??resaid notificationmade a claim ok great 

consequences mort~ging ~&c&ally the political futtwe of'vast tsrri-tories 

, in the State of darner ad EI18hnd.r where the Pa'kistan 'army or forces under 

its High Gc.mmd coul$ have gained upper hand. ' ' 

The.-Cozmission cla+s that at t&t time bed no prwtical means to Tts 
-disposal to Verifg the factual situation in the different pwts of +& State 

of Jemma e@ E%dnuir. !J?hls Is, huwever, exactly the reason why the Conmdsaion 

should haV8 been.firm at least on the legal gm& ald not to have taken . . ., 
course to empty prcmlses. The Ccnmission f&zing Later on the materially 
chengejed situation +I the Northern Area i3 bouztd to admit thet uhile'the 

reservation of tha C+Ve&znent o? Zdia or.26 Au&wt 1948 m&y be legal4 valid, 

it is physicals Ixnpossible to impleti~t it. 
The let*%? of the ,Fakistau Minis&! & K+shmir Affairs of 26 April 1949, 

contending that the definition. of 3 Sep%ember 1948 brought th& whole of the 
Northern Area ingide the "e&xated territiory" is a logical sequ&to the- 
TakZstanas position of 3 September 1948, and'at the same-t&M a reflection of 

the Condssion's shortsightsdneas. 
Whatever are +Khe reasons for not rectifying the cversight in the 

resolution of 13 August 1946, by a pro-r focal, &al. instrumnt, It is to 
a great extant the Comniiseim~s own fault that its mediatory efforts to solm 

thk3 secod main problem ham3 not proved ~ucc~ss~X~. 

Et this connection it has to be pointed out another matter of real 
importance: Legal question of retroactivity of the reaolution of 13 August 

1948, T& Belgian ad Czechoslcvak deleptions requested the Le@ Adviser 
!. cT.the flrm*n+aa4*n te subdt a wx%ng ~]ayr showing the Ccmnission's position "-"- --*- :! 

in this regard. The said wcrking paper - &ro~&& no fzuul;t of the Le@l i 

Adviser ujzose offoes should be rather appreciated ii - amounts ta a master-piece! :' 

of emsL7eness. The Commission itoelf cannot clad* its awn legal 1.:' 

Instrument. ! j 
, 

* 
/ i 

I 
* * 

After i;?le rejectioa of its proposal of 23 April. 1949, to bring about a 

Truce A~eemer?, to which both Governments lcdsed ma?.erial recieryatlons, the 
Comnl%io~'s ms.jori%r comidered on <he whole any further efforts In mediation 
a3 fitilk end, from tIii be.ginr,ing of June 194.9,'the USA delegation strove to 
bring the Commission rouzd to the idea o f SOlving the queStion Of the h-UC8 
by arbitration. 

/In its declaration 
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It its declaration which took the fom of a resolution - document 

S/AC.l2/2~~ - the Czechoslovak dolegation on the other hand argued that 

"it is the conviction of the Czechoslovak delegation that there exists on 

the pe& of the Coxzission a legal and at the same tlcle even a moral du";s 

to send invitations to both Governments to attend a joint politicel meeting t 

befcre taking into consideration any other meens of solution". 

The'Cotission was prepared to accept the CzechoslovQ proposal but 

only subject to a successful temination meanwhile of the planned negotiations 

for the f3xing of a definitive line of demxcetion, on the realization of 

which the Czechoslovak delegation insisted with all the ~eQ$t at its 

colIlmba, 

This tying-up with a favourable result of the military nel;otiations in 

Mz_B;3L&&.the Czochoslovak deleg$$on aytcl$ne,d ??igh.t.he basic declarat$on --- - ,- . . ..v. .-_ T--C ,... . .a...-. '.,~"-S..-i-.--""rc.'.r.-. .,.. _e., 
that "it is a serious political matter which must be considered on its w 

political*~ounde wIthout any Juncticnwith tilitaq talks in Karachi, 

whatsoevel might be the3.r result." The majority of the Cotission 

nevertheless adhered to its standpoint that the ultimate decision on the 

convenir-g of a joint political neeting of both Govemments will be made 

according to '*he result of the n&lit-y consultations. 

The'pessimLstic~attitude of the Coormission towerd any negotiations 

for an weement on the fix- of a definitive line of detzarcaiion ~2s 

shorn to be entireu unjustified, and after their complete success the 

Cam;lission approved in its morning session on 29 Juljr'l$+g - with the only 

cxcept1on of the USA delegation, which abstained from voting - the 

Czechoslovak proposal for the calli% of a.joint political conference of 

both Govemnts. 

however, the measure of mistrust with which the Conniission took this 

last of .its ixport-ant stegs in m&Lation ten be gauged from the fact that 

'"on the BB~ day, P9 Z3.y in its titernoon session, .it also passed - the 

CzechoslovaB delegation a3stzining - the proposal of the USAdelegation of 

arbitration proceedings for a Truce Agreement, for which the cOvei"ns!f&s 

,,,..of-India andB+kisten ~ere.,recom%ended to accept,gs ~bit~tor:A~~.I...of.~ ,,, 

the Fleet Ckster W. Nimitz. 

The reascns Clven for the hasty passing of the e-bitration propo~l of 

the US.?. &legation k~s the rxucb st-essed anxiet;- ti;a: the joint politidal 

conference tight end in failure znd i&t, in Order to save tir.e, Tt was 

necessar;r to 'have e new propbsel in readin-ess. 

/Tbs Goveinments Of 

‘, ‘, 
i /’ 



S/14 jO/Add. j 
Paw 7 

The CoYernmente ai Tndle and Pekiotin 9ctutU.y did accept the proposal 

of a :olnt political conference which was to make a start or& 22 Am.It J-949 
In New Delhi, with members of the [rabineta of both Governments tsklng part. 

However, four days prior to its inauguration, the Commission decided in 

its eeesfon on 18 August 1949, to send telegrams to both Governments, 

say- that the Commizolon Itself was cancelling the joint politisal 

conference. 

The reason fcr which this decielon was made was the finding of 

unbridgeable conflict8 In the answers of both Governmenta as to their ideas 

of the progrartm of the conferenaa. A d&ailed ex@nntion in this respect 

is being set forth In the majority report. What thtr report omits to mention, 

however, 1s that these oonfllct~ points of view were weU known previouely 

not only to the Commission itself but also to the two Governments. The 

Czechoslovak delegation agreed wll& the view that a possible failure of the 

Joint political meeting mlCht give a woree turn to the situation, but It 

maintained that the r&ponslbllity rests with the Governments of India and 

Pakistan, which had’expr%saed their wllllngnees In principle to enter Into 

direct negotiations with each other under the chairmanship of the Ccmmisslon. 

A prepared conference that had already been widely announced by the 

lntematlonal preos can be cancelled only by the partlclpatlng Governments. 

They would In that way themselves offer proof that mediation Is excluded 

when they cannot even be pereuabd to make any start whatever with the 

discussion of questions In dispute. 

Theoe fully reasoned arguments fell rather flat, however, and In spite 

of the warnings uttered by the Czechoslovak delegation that an Infringement 

of the terms of reference was involved, the Comunlselon forthwith aef about 

preparing the arbitration action it has paaeed ln advance on 29 July 1949. 
How Out of order It uaa, however, to cancel on the Cammieslon’s Own 

rssponslbllity an already convened joint political conference could be 

seen at the end of August 1949, on the occaelon of the handing over of the 

arbitration offer to the two Coverpments, The Pakistani Minister of Sore&P 

Affalre, Sir Zeffrulah &han informed the chairmen of the Commleelon on 
29 August 1949 in Karachi - in presence of the principal secretary t0 the 

CoImlifJelon - that the Pakistan Goverrslent was greatly surprised that the 

Commission had cancelled the c.onference. Something to the like effect -0 

also eaid on 30 August 1949, In New Delhi to the chairman Of the COmmlss5oa 

and Its principal secretary by a representative of the adian Ministry Of 

Foreign Affaira and, two day8 later, by the Prime Miaieter of the Indian 

/Government, 
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Government, Pandlt Nehru, who manifested great aetonlohmant and exprcseed 

disappointment at the decision of the Commiealon. The reason for their 

etandpoints was the conviction they voiced that partiee to a dispute need 

not have identical views - for that lo why disputes are being carried on .- 

bu* th$y muGt sit down round a table and must at least start diecueslons 

ii‘ any solution is to materialize. , 
* 

+ 4t 

The m.me of the diacu:~fllona on tho ofior of tho u,rbit;-aticn O-P the 

Truce Agreement - to which the Cormnlaoion was not even authorlzed on the 

basi: of its terms of refersnce - made it clear indeed that the COIIRILL~R~O~ 

was not free from outelde Influences, although it was to act only acGoru 

to the mandate of the Security Council in the interest of the Ur,ited Nations 

Organlzation a~ a whole. The interventiona by Prooident Truman and Prlxne 

Minister Attlee were only made possible on the basle of precise and timely 

information emanating from the Comalleeion ltoelf. This reality needs 

examining, just aa it la neceoearp to oubject to investigation the 

circurnatinces that and how it should be pooslble for a secret memorancUn of 

the Commlazlon on bhe mbject of arbitration to get into the hande of 

British High Commissioners in New Delhi and Karachi at the same time or 

earlier than It could be officially presented to the Government of India, 

In this connection It should be alto observed that since May 1949 

there appeared in the prese of the U!3A frequent notlcee of the 

shortly to be expected arrival of Admiral Cher?ter W. Nlmltz on the 

Fub-continent. At the beginning of June the Amorlcan preee brought the 

news - said to be emmating from Lake Success - that the Commlsalon would 

taks the road of arbitration proccodlnge. Thle nbwe watl pubLished a day 

ahead cf the time when the G3A delegate placed before the Commle~lon hle 

first arbitration propooal. The report6 of the Amerloan press were of 

courr)e explained ae pure epeculation on the part of ~ournallate but 

by a rather etrange coincidence they dld find precise expreeslon for 

propor;als which were just being handled by the Conrmleelon In lte non- * 
public BeBBiOn8. Coupled with lnforn;atlon conveyed time and again by 

Admiral Nlmltz to the press the Commlselon coneldered it eB an iate%feX-ence 

with Its work, and It8 secretariat repeatedly drew by meane‘of cablaa 

the attention of Lake Succees to tba neceeelty of remem matterB. 

/ A§ fax aa 
. 



As far as Admiral of the Fleet Chester W. Nimitz is concerned, there 

is no doubt that he acted in good faith. In hiz various utterances there 

was, however, a lack of reticence in connection with the cool and reserved 

wording of the letter of 18 March 1949, by which the Indian Government 

acquainted the Commiszi~n with its consent to the Admiralts designation as 

Plebiscite Administrator. The Coxrmssion, however, did not - as it was 

highly advizable - convey to the Admiral Mimitz the verbatim text of the 

said notification ant% mrs, therefore, itself ths responsibility for the 

lack of moderation on the part of the dcsignatod Plebiscite Administrator. 

The climax to the undesirable publicity came with the article dsteliaed 

Lake Success, 23 August 1949, transmitted by FT1 under the headline: 

"liashmir deadlock may be referred to an arbitrator". The Commission took 

up this matter in its meeting on 24 August.l$+g, and in expressing its 

COnceITa Over this type Gf publicity, considered it unanimously an 

interference with its work and prestige. In the course of an exchange of 

views it was decided to address a tslegrzm to the President of the Security 

Council asking that the SecretargConeral should be requented to Fblish 

in the press a statement streesing that it ley with the Commission itself 

to decide what action it should take and counter thus the impreseion that 

the Comroission derived initiative from the press or any other sources - 

document s/Ac.12@ .223. 
A qusstion all on itz own is the case of a member of the United Nations 

Secretariat, Mr. Cordier - document S/AC.l2/257 - who, on 26 August 1949, 

withheld the aforesaid cabled protest of the chairman of the Cacsion, 

at the time a Czechoslovak delegate, to the chairman of the Security 

Council, at that time a'delegate of the Soviet Union, against outside 

interference with the work of the Cozmission, The cablegram was unanimously 

- -vcd and voted upoxi by all members of the Commission, which only got 

c .c 30w through E%r. Cordier's cabled reply of 4 September 1949, that he 

had not delivered the complaint which was addressed to the Chairman of the 

Secqurity Council personally. In this connection it should be particularly 

stressed that this interference of the Secretariat with the competence Of 

the Commission and the Security Comcil at the same time exactly coincides 

with the time of the Anglo-American intervention, which was carried out 

on 31 August 1949. The explanations given to the Commission by cables 

of Sir,Alexandzr Cadogan and the SecretaryGeneral of the United Eetions, 

Mr. Trygve Lie, rejecting the Commission's telegraphic com#aint of 

6 September 1939, arc; not only inadequate, but both cables are actually 

drefted so as to constitute a reproach to the Conmission - they were dealt .- 
with in the statement of the Czechosloval leiegation of 16 September 19% - 

document S/AC. 12/267. 
/The Camminsion 
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The Ccmralsslon conductefi a series bf'c+&kums negotiatlcos and did .' 
a considerable emmust cf papr work without a positive result. ,Besidea 

the shoxtccmings sprL&ng frzu its aim faulty jwnt of the two .; 

fundamantal. przbletle,'the "Azad FOTC~B" ani the "Northern Area", the 

C-spmission was~handioapped by the fant that it judged its task for the 

greater part.cnJy from the technical ~$8, tiithout a capacity fcr seeing 

BIIII ti?win6 its COIE~UB~~~B from the whole political backgcund zf the 

Lashnix px cblem. 

Cn the other hea& the offer cf arbitration t&t exceede the scoge cf 

the.Camnfssicn's terma of isference was' in no'way an accidentaL one., The 

USA delegation. strove f aa already mentioned - 5~ abitratizn from as 

early date as June of the current ye'ar with the qtite fra&ly avowed 

intenti% to bring A&r&al Nimite at tha earlie& possible moment t3 the 

sub-continent In the capacity ai' arbiter. 'The C,tissisn cn its pxt was 

favourably inclined tcuard tha arbitration yr$aaJ. because it dik itself 

n3t greatly belieae kite meMatinS ti&icn, mainly because it was clear: 

Dn the whcle how difficult would be the"'implementatiz~ cf the resclutisn 

cf 13 August 1948. 

Zven if b3th Gzerumente .3ad siLgned a Truce Agreement, it WLIL&~ have 
remained dcubtful neverthelek whether the conditions &the carryin& out 

cf a free and unhampered plebiscite in the spirit of the said rescluti3n 

yotid really be capable 3f'reaiization. In aqf ezra;~gement 3f a trdce 

by means of arbitratigathere w&s a great probabiiity that the truce 

arbiter COLIX practically becm the arbiter of the diqute es a whsle. 

The Eaakrnir dispute, however, -is en affair cf the whcle forum cf the 

ki%ed Nations, end in its solutj.Dn all prelimin&y con&itic,?s aid 

guarentees of 'its dust settlement 'must be preserved. ff .every MB of the 

member States Gf the United Uatioiis Org,nizeti3n w&l.& t&&e. ~imilez 

course cf action t3 that'of the United Statea of Auerica and the 

United Xin@m Intheir inteweriti'cns ulcer absclute disregard of the 

competence of the appropriate orge& of United &&tick Org.rxLzation, each 

and every mediation acti& would :b'e ma&e impossi>le and t,he United NatlonS 

Crgnizaticn wouZ be seriously uzider~tineci. 

If peaceful szluticn af the $iiapute W tc be attained it alas tz be 

prevented that the C~ssicn dces not boccwe en :nstxument 9 p~ki.Cy 3f 

certain Groat Pswejrz: .: 

The mediatisn effcrts aimed at the solution cf the hashmk prg~k+Dl 
end first of an ijh basic concl.itl.3ns 'fjr'arqf further 6ucCo3SfU!.'W&B Of 

the mediation cr6anl3,-elf must bti put on a new basis en3cying a 

usM3.imoue. Eujpcrt 3f the Secuxit$ C'c~cil.. 
'. /It C~JIWI~ be, 




