
--- ures, the Government of the Soviet Union would
merely raise its own prestige.

The United States delegation realized that there
were many things which could be improved in
many countries. If the USSR would give up its
intransigent attitude, it would enable the United
Nations to achieve one of its highest goals.

Mr. Gross reserved the right to put forward
at a later stage the views of his delegation on the
draft resolution submitted by the delegation of
Chile.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) wished to explain the position of his
Government at some length and therefore pre­
ferred to defer his speech until the following
meeting.

He wished, however, to point out straightaway
that the only question on which the Committee
was required to decide was whether the problem
raised by the delegation of Chile fell within the
competence of any of the organs o' the United
Nations.

He was sorry to observe the hostility with
which his country and people were regarded by
certain Governments, which saw in the debate
initiated by Chile a further opportunity to display
their sentiments and to increase their attacks on
the USSR.

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.

HUNDRED AND THIRTY-SIXTH
MEETING

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris,
on Monday, 6 December 1948, at 3.30 psw.

Chairman: Prince Wan WAITHAYAKON (Siam)

later
Mr. R. J. ALFARO (Panama).

90. Continuation of the discussion on
the question of the violation by the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
of fundamental human rights, tradi­
tional diplomatic practices and other
principles of the Charter

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) first drew the Committee's attention to
the statements made during the 135th meeting by
the representatives of the Governments which were
the real originators of the question before it. Their
obvious hostility, based on ridiculous accusations,
dearly showed their desire to intervene in affairs
essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of
the USSR; their main object was to cause a scan­
dal. In that matter Chile had done no more than
comply with the desires and interests of the
United Kingdom and the United States of Amer­
ica, who kept it economically dependent upon
them.

The long speech by the Chilean representative
was of little interest, as he had merely submitted
what he-had called the affair of his daughter-in­
law; a family matter could scarcely come within
the competence of the General Assembly.

mari. I1 souligne ace sujet qu'en prenant de telles
mesures, le Gouvernement de l'URSS ne ferait
que rehausser son prestige.

La delegation des Etats-Unis reconnait qu'il
y aurait bien des choses a reformer dans plus
d'un pays. Si l'Union sovietique consentait a
renoncer a son intransigeance, elle permettrait a
I'Organisation des Nations Unies d'atteindre l'un
de ses buts les plus eleves.

M. Gross se reserve le droit de faire connaitre
ult/ -ieurement les vues de sa delegation sur le
projet de resolution soumis par la delegation
du Chili.

M. PAVLOV (Union des Republiques socialistes
sovietiques), desirant exposer assez longuement
la these de son Gouvernement, prefere ne prendre
la parole qu'a la prochaine seance.

I1 tient toutefois a faire observer immediate­
ment que la seule question sur laquelle la Com­
mission ait a se prononcer est celle de savoir si
le probleme souleve par la delegation du Chili
releve de la competence de l'un des organes des
Nations Unies.

I1 regrette de constater l'hostilite dont son pays
et son peuple sont l'objet de la part de certains
Gouvernements, qui voient dans le debat, da a
l'initiative du Chili, une nouvelle occasion de
manifester leurs sentiments et de multiplier leurs
attaques contre l'URSS.

La seance est levee a 12 h. 45.

CENT-TRENTE.SIXIEME SEANCE

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris,
le lundi 6 decembre 1948, a15 h. 30.

President: Le prince Wan WAITHAYAKON
(Siam)

puis M. R. J. ALFARo (Panama).

90. Suite de la discussion sur la question
de la violation par l'Union des Re­
publiques socialistes sovietiques des
droits fondamentaux de l'homme,
des usages d:plomatiques tradition­
nels et des principes de la Charte

M. PAVLOV (Union des Republiques socialistes
sovietiques) attire tout d'abord l'attention de la
Commission sur les declarations faites au cours
de la 135eme seance par les representants des
Gouvernements qui sont les veritables promoteurs
de la question dont e1le est actuellement saisie;
leur hostilite evidente, appuyee sur des accusa­
tions ridicules, montre clairement leur desir d'in­
tervenir dans des affaires qui reievent de la seule
competence de l'URSS; leur but principal est de
provoquer un scandale. Dans cette affaire, le
Chili se contente de satisfaire les desirs et les
interets du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis
d'Amerique, sous la dependance economique des­
que1s il se trouve.

M. Pavlov declare que la longue intervention
du representant du Chili ne presents qu'un interet
assez faible, etant donne qu'il s'est contente de
presenter ce qu'il a appele l'affaire de sa bru;
une question de caractere familial ne saurait done
relever de la competence de l'Assemblee generale.



Mr. Pavlov pointed out that the United King­
dom representative had admitted that the legality
of the measures taken by the USSR Government
could not be questioned. Hence there was no legal
reason for examining that item on the agenda,
and it could therefore be wondered why its in­
clusion had been accepted. The United Kingdom
representative had stated, nevertheless, that the
question should be referred to the International
Court of Justice for an advisory opinion, and had
made use of the opportunity to discuss the mar­
riage laws in force in the Soviet Union, including
the decree of the Supreme Presidium dated 15
February 1947 which forbade Soviet citizens to
marry foreigners. Although that decree did not
require any justification, it might be well to ex­
plain that it had had to be issued in order to
satisfy public opinion in the USSR which was
disgusted by the atmosphere of hostility to Soviet
citizens prevalent in, certain countries.

In view of the United Kingdom representative's
criticisms, Mr. Pavlov could not refrain from
commenting upon the fate of USSR citizens who
had gone to join their husbands in the United
Kingdom. Some of them had written to Prauda
to inform the public of the kind of life they had
led in the United Kingdom.

Miss Golovanova had married a British na­
tional, Mr. Clark, in November 1945, and had
gone to join him in London. Misunderstandings
and incidents had begun immediately she ar­
rived. Her husband had tried to impose obliga­
tions upon her which a woman brought up in the
Soviet Union could not accept. He had indicated
that he alone was master in his house and had
told her that she could return to her own coun­
try only at the risk of being sent to Siberia. On
the occasion of a visit to the BBC, Miss Golo­
vanova had been presented with a prepared script
and asked to read it at the microphone; the script
was supposed to reflect her impressions of Lon­
don. She had declined to read it and had been
refused permission to speak at the microphone.
After all kinds of incidents and vexations she re­
turned to the USSR, very glad to have left her
husband and the considerable inheritance which
he had promised her, because she considered life
in her country preferable to the life she would
have led in the United Kingdom.

At that point Mr. Alfaro (Panama) took the
Chair.

Mr. Pavlov continued by referring to the case
of Miss Makushina, a young student at the In­
stitute of Foreign Languages. She had married a
British national in Moscow in 1942 and had joined
him in the United Kingdom, where she had lived
from November 1945 to April 1948. She had ex­
perienced nothing but poverty and injustice there,
and had witnessed lying Press campaigns against
the USSR. In London she had met women in the
same position as herself who all found life in the
United Kingdom a veritable nightmare; all those
women had remained in London only because they
were ashamed to return to their families in the
Soviet Union.

Mr. Pavlov could give many other examples;
he would confine himself, however, to citing three
typical cases.

Mrs. Haych had not wanted to leave USSR
territory; she did not see why it should not be

M. Pavlov fait observer que le representant
du Royaume-Uni a reconnu que la legalite des
mesures prises par le Gouvernement de l'URSS
ne pouvait etre discutee ; i1 n'y a done pas de
raison juridique motivant l'examen de ce point de
l'ordre du jour; on peut alors se demander pour­
quoi son inscription a ete acceptee. Le repre­
sentant du Royaume-Uni a neanmoins declare
que cette question devrait etre renvoyee a la
Cour internationale de Justice pour avis consul­
tatif; i1 a saisi cette occasion pour discuter les lois
en vigueur dans l'Union sovietique relativement
au mariage, notamment le decret du Praesidium
supreme, en date du 15 fevrier 1947, qui a inter­
dit le mariage des ressortissants de l'Union sovie­
tique avec des etrangers, Bien que ce decret n'ait
pas a etre justifie, il n'est pas inutile de preciser
qu'il a dli etre promulge pour satisfaire
l'opinion publique en URSS, revoltee par l'atmos­
phere hostile aux citoyens sovietiques qui regne
dans certains pays.

M. Pavlov estime qu'a la suite des critiques du
representant du Royaume-Uni, il ne peut passer
sous silence le sort reserve aux ressortissantes de
l'URSS qui ont suivi leurs epoux au Royaume-

i Uni. Certaines d'entre elles ont ecrit a la Pravda
pour informer l'opinion publique du genre d'exis­
tence qu'elles ont connu dans le Royaume-Uni,

Mlle Golovanova avait epouse un citoyen
brittanique, M. Clark, en novembre 1945; elle
est allee le rejoindre a Londres. Les malentendus
et les incidents commencerent des son arrivee :
son mari voulut lui imposer des obligations inac­
ceptables pour une femme elevee dans l'Union
sovietique ; il lui signifia qu'il etait le seul maitre
a son foyer; il lui fit remarquer qu'elle ne pour­
rait pas retourner dens son pays, sous peine de
risquer la deportation en Siberie. Au cours d'une
visite ala BBC, on presenta aMlle Golovanova un
texte prepare en l'invitant a le lire devant le
microphone: ce texte etait cense exprimer ses
impressions sur Londres; elle refusa de le lire
et on lui refusa le droit de parler devant le micro­
phone. A la suite d'incidents et de vexations de
toutes sortes, Mlle Golovanova est rentree en
URSS, tres heureuse d'avoir quitte son mari et
le patrimoine important qu'il lui avait annonce,
car elle estime que la vie dans son pays est prefe­
rable a celle qu'elle aurait connue dans le Royau­
me-Uni.

A ce moment, M. Alfaro (Panama) prend place
au fattteuil presidentiel.

M. PAVLOV (Union des Republiques socialistes
sovietiques) continue son discours en citant le
cas de Mlle Makouchina, jeune etudiante a l'Ins­
titut des langues etrangeres, qui epousa un citoyen
britannique a Moscou en 1942; elle le suivit
dans le Royaume-Uni ou elle vecut de novembre
1945 aavril 1948. Elle n'y a connu que la misere
et I'injustice ; elle a ete ternoin de campagnes de
presse mensongeres contre l'URSS; elle a ren­
centre a Londres des femmes qui se trouvaient
dans la merne situation qu'elle et qui toutes pen­
saient que la vie dans le Royaume-Uni etait un
veritable cauchernar ; toutes ces femmes n'etaient
retenues 'a Londres que par la honte de retourner
dans leurs familles dans l'Union sovietique,

M. Pavlov pourrait dormer de nombreux autres
exemples; i1 se contentera de citer trois cas
typiques.
-Mme Haych n'a pas voulu quitter le territoire

de l'URSS; elle ne voit pas pourquoi ce ne serait

740



the husband's duty to join his wife. She had three
children whom she alone had brought up since
her husband's departure; he had written often
asking her to join him. It appeared that the Brit­
ish authorities had forbidden him to return to the
USSR. Mrs. Haych had said that she did not
want to go to the United Kingdom to lead a less
pleasant life than she enjoyed in her own country.
The theory according to which the husband must
determine where the home should be was a relic
of the Middle Ages.

Another Soviet citizen had married a British
Press correspondent named Irvin at Archangel
in 1945; in 1947, not long after her husband's
return to the United Kingdom, she had given
birth to a child which, in spite of her husband's
promises, she had had to bring up alone and at
her own expense; her requests to the British Con­
sulate that the father should pay for the educa­
tion of their child were never answered. She had
therefore requested and obtained her divorce in
1948. Divorce was in fact the inevitable conse­
quence of the attitude of British husbands and the
British authorities, and not of any kind of pressure
on the part of the authorities of the Soviet Union.

The third case cited by the USSR representative
was that of a young Soviet woman who had been
contaminated by her husband, a British citizen
named Bandok. The man had known he was ill
but had said nothing; he had been tried by the
People's Court and expelled from the Soviet
Union.

Referring to the United Kingdom representa­
tive's argument concerning the difficulty foreign­
ers found in travelling about the Soviet Union,
Mr. Pavlov recalled that in 1947 an individual,
clothed in rags, had been caught in the act of
taking photographs near a munitions factory in
Moscow. He had been arrested and found to be
the British Military Attache; he had stated that
he had been mapping out a ski-run. The USSR
representative asked whether freedom of move­
ment in the vicinity of munitions factories or
atomic energy plants was permitted either in the
United Kingdom or in the United States. It was
the behaviour of certain foreign diplomats which
had necessitated the measures criticized by the
United Kingdom representative.

The latter representative had acknowledged
that the USSR Government was leg-ally entitled
to decide whether women who were nationals of
the Soviet Union could be authorized to leave
their country or not; but he had not drawn the
logical conclusion, namely that the USSR Gov­
ernment was the only competent authority in the
matter. On the contrary, he had asked that the
question should be referred to the International
Court of Justice, thus contradicting- the attitude
taken by the United King-dom in 1947, as ex­
pressed in a speech by Mr. Mayhew, Under­
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, who had
said that an international organ was, not entitled
to intervene in any matter concerning the laws
governing the relations between a State and its
citizens, and especially not in the matter of the
Soviet Union decree of 1947 forbidding- marriage
with foreigners.

The United Kingdom representative had in­
voked article 11 of the draft declaration of human
rights which recognized that everyone had the

pas au mari de venir rejoindre sa femme; elle
a trois enfants qu'elle eleve seule depuis le depart
de son mari; ce dernier lui a ecrit souvent pour
lui demander de venir le rejoindre. 11 semble que
les autorites britanniques lui aient interdit de
revenir en URSS. Mme Haych declare qu'elle
ne veut pas aller dans le Royaume-Uni pour y
mener une vie moins agreable que celle qu'elle
mene actuellement. La regle suivant laquelle il
appartient au mari d'elire le domicile conjugal
est une survivance du moyen age.

En 1945, une autre citoyenne sovietique epousait
aArkhangelsk un correspondant de presse britan­
nique nornme Irvin; en 1947, peu de temps apres
le retour de son mari dans le Royaume-Uni, elle
mettait au monde un enfant que, rnalgre les
promesses de son mari, elle dut elever seule et a
ses.frais, car les demandes qu'elle avait adressees
au consulat britannique pour que le pere subvint
aux depenses necessaires pour elever leur enfant
n'ont jamais recu de reponse. Elle a done de­
man de et obtenu son divorce en 1948. Le divorce
est, en effet, la consequence inevitable de l'attitude
des maris et des autorites britanniques et non pas
celle d'une pression quelconque des autorites de
l'Union sovietique.

Le troisieme cas invoque par le representant
de l'URSS est celui d'une jeune femme de son
pays qui fut contaminee par son mari, un citoyen
britannique nornme Bandok. Celui-ci, qui se
savait malade, mais n'en avait rien dit, fut juge
par le tribunal populaire et expulse de l'Union
sovietique,

M. Pavlov passe a l'argument avarice par le
representant du Royaume-Uni a propos des diffi­
cultes auxquelles se heurtent les etrangers qui
desirent se deplacer dans I'Union sovietique et i1
rappelle que, en 1947, un individu en haillons fut
surpris en train de prendre des photographies aux
environs d'une usine de munitions a Moscou. Cet
individu fut arrete et l'on consta.a que c'etait
l'attache militaire britannique, lequel declara avoir
voulu reperer un emplacement pour faire une
piste de ski. Le representant de l'URSS demande
s'il est permis de circuler librement autour des
usines de munitions ou des usines atomiques tant
dans le Royaume-Uni qu'aux Etats-Unis. C'est
done bien la conduite de certains diplomates
etrangers qu. a rendu necessaires les mesures in­
criminees par le representant du Royaume-Uni,

Ce dernier a reconnu que les normes juridiques
donnent au Gouvernement de l'URSS le droit de
decider si les ressortissantes de l'Union sovietique
peuvent etre ou non autorisees a sortir de leur
pays; mais i1 n'a pas tire la conclusion logique
qui s'imposait, c'est-a-dire que seul le Gouverne­
ment de l'URSS est competent dans cette affaire.
I1 a, au contraire, demande le renvoi de la ques­
tion a la Cour internationale de Justice, contre­
disant ainsi la position prise par le Royaume­
Uni en 1947 et precisee dans un discours pro­
nonce par M. Mayhew, Sous-Secretaire d'Etat
au ministers des affaires etrangeres a Londres;
celui-ci declara en effet que les lois regissant les
rapports entre un Etat et ses citoyens et notam­
ment le decret de l'Union sovietique de 1947
interdisant le mariage avec des etrangers, nepou­
vaient faire l'objet d'une intervention de la part
d'un organisme international.

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a invoque
l'article 11 du projet de declaration des droits de
l'homme, qui reconnait a toute personne le droit
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right to leave any country, including his own,
and to return to his country. But the USSR rep­
resentative recalled that his delegation had pro­
posed to add to that article the words "in ac­
cordance with the procedure laid down in the laws
of that 'country", in order to limit its scope. That
amendment had been rejected! and his delegation
had voted against article 11. Hence it was in-'
appropriate to invoke that article which, more­
over, was part of a declaration not yet adopted.

Mr. Pavlov observed that there was a tendency
to make use of the declaration of human rights to
justify interventions in the domestic affairs of
Member States and he feared that as a result
certain States might be led to reconsider their
attitude in the matter.

Referring to the amendment to the Chilean
resolution Eroposed by the United Kingdom
[A/C.6/311J, which sought to transfer the ques­
tion from the purely legal level to that of inter­
national courtesy, the representative of the Soviet
Union asked why such courtesy should be uni­
lateral and biased. Had not Chile severed diplo­
matic relations with his country? Had not the
USSR Embassy in Chile been machine-gunned?
Had not the Chilean authorities forbidden the
Ambassador of the Soviet Union to return to his
country?

Mr. Pavlov next refuted the arguments put
forward by the United States representative. The
latter had begun by quoting resolution 154 (VII)
D adopted by the Economic and Social Council
on 23 August 1948. The USSR representative
pointed out, however, that the provisions of that
resolution applied specifically to the American
laws prohibiting marriages between whites and
coloured persons. He added, moreover, that in
the United States freedom of choice of spouses
was limited in practice by the differences existing
between the various social classes.

The United States representative had invoked
the principle of equality of rights between men
and women; Mr. Pavlov's answer was that the
measure relating to the refusal of exit visas to
USSR nationals applied equally to men and
women. It was natural that his country should
take measures to safeguard the dignity of its citi­
zens who went to capitalist countries and particu­
larly that of women, who lost their right of
equality with men in those countries.

There were many women of USSR origin who
refused to join their husbands in the United
States. Mr. Pavlov referred, among others, to the
statements of Mrs. Chemishova, Mrs. Barakova
and Mrs. Metcheva, all three of whom had writ­
ten to the newspaper Izvestia stating that they
preferred divorce to joining their husbands in the
United States, where the Press had started a vio­
lent campaign against the Soviet Union. Those
persons desired to avoid any possibility of their
names being quoted and used in a campaign
against their country.

The United States representative had spoken
of certain statements by nationals of the Soviet
Union who, according 'to the State Department,
were entitled to receive exit visas because they
held dual nationality. Mr. Pavlov pointed out

'See Official Records of the third session of the Gen­
eral Assembly, Part I, Third Committee, 120th meeting.
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de quitter tout pays, y compris le sien et de
revenir dans son pays. Mais le representant de
l'URSS rappelle que sa delegation avait propose,
pour restreindre la portee de cet article, d'y
ajouter les mots: "dans les conditions fixees par
la loi dudit pays". Cet amendement a ete rejete!
et sa delegation a vote contre l'article 11. Il est
done hors de propos d'invoquer cet article d'une
declaration qui n'est d'ailleurs pas encore adoptee.

M. Pavlov remarque qu'on a tendance a. utiliser
la declaration des droits de l'homme pour justifier
des interventions dans les affaires interieures des
Etats Membres et il craint que, de ce fait, cer­
tains Etats ne se trouvent amenes a. reviser leur
position a. cet egard.

Se referant a. l'amendement [A/C.6/311] pro­
pose par le Royaume-Uni a la resolution du Chili,
qui tend a transposer la question du plan pure­
ment juridique sur celui de la courtoisie interna­
tionale, le representant de l'Union sovietique se
demande pourquoi cette courtoisie serait unilate­
rale et partiale. Le Chili n'a-t-il pas rompu les rela­
tions diplomatiques avec l'URSS? L'Ambassade
de ce pays au Chili n'a-t-elle pas ete mitraillee et
les autorites chiliennes n'ont-elles pas interdit a
l'ambassadeur de l'Union sovietique de rentrer
dans son pays?

M. Pavlov refute ensuite les arguments avances
par le representant des Etats-Unis. Celui-ci a
cite, tout d'abord, la resolution 154 (VII) D
adoptee le 23 aofit 1948 par le Conseil economique
et social; mais le representant de l'URSS fait
remarquer que les dispositions de cette resolution
s'appliquent precisement aux lois americaines qui
interdisent les mariages entre personnes de race
blanche et personnes de couleur. Il ajoute, en
outre, qu'aux Etats-Unis la liberte du choix des
epoux est limitee, dans la pratique, par les diffe­
rences qui existent entre les diverses classes
sociales.

Au representant des Etats-Unis qui a invoque
le principe de l'egalite des droits de l'homme et
de la femme, M. Pavlov repond que la mesure
visant a. refuser des visas de sortie aux ressortis­
sants .de l'URSS s'applique aussi bien aux
hommes qu'aux femmes. Illui semble naturel que
son pays prenne des mesures pour proteger la
dignite de ses citoyens qui se rendent dans des
pays capitalistes et tout particulierement celle des
femmes qui, dans ces pays, perdent leur droit
d'egalite vis-a-vis des hommes.

D'ailleurs, nombreuses sont les femmes origi­
naires de l'URSS qui refusent de suivre leur mari
aux Etats-Unis, M. Pavlov cite entre autres les
temoignages de Mmes Tchemichova, Barakova et
Demtcheva qui, toutes trois, ont ecrit au journal
Ieuestia pour dire qu'elles preferaient divorcer
plutot que de suivre leur mari aux Etats-Unis ou
la presse a declenche une violente campagne con­
tre l'Union sovietique, Ces personnes ne vou­
laient pas que leur nom puisse etre cite et utilise
dans une campagne dirigee contre leur pays.

Le representant des Etats-Unis a parte de cer­
taines declarations faites par des ressortissants
de l'Union sovietique qui, selon le Departement
d'Etat, sont en droit de recevoir un visa de sortie,
attendu qu'ils jouissent de la double nationalite ;

'Voir les Documents officiels de la troisieme session de
f Assembtee generale, premiere partio, Troisleme Com­
mission, 120eme seance.
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ps.

that his Government did not recognize dual na­
tionality and that in that matter the USSR Gov­
ernment was the only competent authority with
regard to its citizens.

The United States representative had also in­
voked the declaration of human rights. But the
granting of a visa had nothing to do with that
declaration. It was a matter governed by domestic
regulations and in which each State was sover­
eign. The right of a State to be master in its own
house could not be refused; statesmen and jurists
were all agreed on that point. Such sovereignty
had moreover been recognized implicitly in article
27, paragraph 2 of the declaration of human rights.
Moreover, other States had also refused exit
visas. France had prevented a delegation from
going to Karelia; the United States had refused
to allow three minors, whose parents were ill in
Armenia, to leave the country; the Allied mili­
tary authorities had refused to repatriate children
of Soviet nationality who had been taken to west­
ern Germany by Hitler's armies.

The Chilean representative, supported by the
representatives of the United States and the
United Kingdom, had asserted that in the case
of Mrs. Alvaro Cruz the USSR had violated the
diplomatic principles traditionally accepted in in­
ternationallaw. Mr. Pavlov stated, however, that
there could be no question of diplomatic immunity
for Mrs. Alvaro Cruz, the wife of the son of the
former Chilean Ambassador in Moscow. Diplo­
matic immunity did not extend to all the members
of a diplomat's family. Moreover, the Institute
of International Law, after long deliberations, had
recognized that nationals of the country to which
they were accredited could not claim diplomatic
privileges. Thus Mrs. Alvaro Cruz, who had not
even been personally accredited to the Govern­
ment of the USSR, could not invoke the principle
of diplomatic immunity. No violation of diplo­
matic principles had taken place in her case arid
the accusations brought against the Soviet Union
were completely baseless.

Although it was out of place to refer to the
declaration of human rights in connexion with the
refusal of visas, it was not out of place to refer
to it in connexion with the immigration quota sys­
tem in force in the United States, but that coun­
try would not admit the fact.

The USSR representative then analysed the
ong speech by the Chilean representative (134th

and 135th meetings) who, he said, had involun­
tarily revealed the aims of the United States and
the United Kingdom in the matter; their primary
wish was to rouse feelings of hostility towards the
Soviet Union. Mr. Pavlov felt that those accusa­
tions were all the more ridiculous in that they
were made by the representative of a country with­
out any tradition in respect of diplomatic immuni­
ties, which were constantly violated there. In
that connexion he recalled that on 10 October
1947 the USSR Embassy had been machine­
gunned and that for a whole year the Chilean
Government had prevented the Ambassador of
the Soviet Union from returning to his country.

M. Pavlov fait remarquer que son Gouverne­
ment ne reconnait pas la double nationalite et
que, dans eette question, seul le Gouvernement
de l'URSS est competent en ce qui coneerne ses
ressortissants.

Le representant des Etats-Unis a egalement
invoque la declaration des droits de I'homme,
Mais l'octroi d'un visa n'a aucun rapport avec
eette declaration; c'est une question de reglemen­
tation interieure et, a eet egard, chaque Etat est
souverain. On ne saurait lui refuser le droit
d'etre maitre chez lui; tous les hommes d'Etat
et tous les juristes sont d'accord sur ce point.
Cette souverainete des Etats a d'ailleurs ete
reeonnue implicitement dans le paragraphe 2 de
l'article 27 de la declaration des droits de l'homme.
D'autre part, eertains Etats ont, eux aussi, refuse
des. visas de sortie: la France a empeche une
delegation de se rendre en Carelie ; les Etats-Unis
ont refuse de laisser partir trois enfants mineurs
dont les parents etaient malades en Armenie ; les
autorites militaires alliees ont refuse de rapatrier
les enfants originaires de l'Union sovietique qui
avaient ete emmenes en Allemagne oecidentale
par les armees hitleriennes.

S'il n'y a pas lieu de se referer a la declaration
des droits de l'homme dans le cas d'un refus de
visa, par contre i1 conviendrait d' en parler au
sujet du regime des quotas a l'immigration, en
vigueur aux Etats-Unis, mais ceux-ci ne veulent
pas I 'admettre.

Le representant de l'URSS analyse ensuite le
long discours prononce par le representant du
Chili (134eme et 135eme seances) qui, selon lui, a
revele involontairement le but poursuivi dans
cette affaire par les Etats-Unis et par le Royaume­
Uni: ceux-ci desirent avant tout susciter des
sentiments hostiles al'egard de l'Union sovietique.
D'apres M. Pavlov, toutes ces accusations sont
d'autant plus ridicules qu'elles sont formulees par
le representant d'un pays ou i1 n'existe aucune
tradition en ce qui coneerne les immunites diplo­
matiques, qui y sont constamment violees. 11 rap­
pelle a cet egard que, le 10 octobre 1947, l'ambas­
sade de l'URSS a ete attaquee a la mitrailleuse
et que, pendant un an, le Gouvernement du Chili
a empeche l'ambassadeur de l'Union sovietique
de rentrer dans son pays.

Le representant du Chili, appuye par les repre­
sentants des Etats-Unis et du Royaume-Uni, a
affirme que, dans le cas de Mme Alvaro Cruz,
l'URSS avait viole des principes diplomatiques
traditionnellement consacres par le droit inter­
national; or M. Pavlov declare qu'il ne peut etre
question d'immunite diplomatique pour Mme
Alvaro Cruz, femme du fils de l'ancien ambassa­
deur du Chili a Moscou. En effet, l'immunite
diplomatique ne s'etend pas a tous les membres
de la famille d'un diplomate et, d'autre part,
l'Institut de droit international a reconnu, apres
avoir longuement delibere, que les personnes res­
sortissantes du Gouvernement aupres duquel e1les
sont accreditees, ne peuvent pretendre aux privi­
leges diplomatiques. Ainsi done, Mme Alvaro
Cruz, qui n'etait meme pas personnellement ac­
creditee aupres du Gouvernement de l'URSS, ne
peut invoquer le principe de l'immunite diplo­
matique. Dans ce cas, i1 n'y a pas eu violation de
ce principe et les accusations portees contre
l'Union sovietique sont denuees de tout fonde-
ment,

¥r. Pavlov considered that the very wording D'apres M. Pavlov, le titre meme donne au
of Item 42 of the General Assembly's agenda was point 42 de l'ordre du jour de l'Assemblee gene-
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provocative. As to the Chilean representative's
statement, it demonstrated clearly that the purely
family affair he had brought up was but a pre­
text for launching a new attack against the Soviet
Union. Mr. Pavlov did not propose to dwell on
the accusations couched in inadmissible terms
reminiscent of the language used at the time of the
Hitler regime. It was intolerable that the repre­
sentative of Chile should rely on the evidence of
a traitor like Kravchenko. The people of the Soviet
Union rejected traitors of that type; happily they
were rare. Mr. Pavlov also expressed surprise that
the Chilean representative should invoke the
declaration of human rights when the women of
Chile were denied the right of Chilean men and
fascism and hitlerism were still glorified in Chile.

The Chilean representative had also quoted the
United Nations Charter but had interpreted it in
an arbitrary manner. Mr. Pavlov recalled that
the rupture of friendly relations between Chile
and the USSR had not been brought about by
the refusal of the authorities of the Soviet Union
to grant exit visas, but by hostile acts in Chile
directed against the USSR, including a machine­
gun attack against his country's embassy, which
was but a prelude to the severance of diplomatic
relations.

Mr. Pavlov was well aware that the whole
affair was merely a pretext to incite the United
Nations to meddle in the internal affairs of States.
He appealed to all Member States, which might
one day experience such interferenc c, and asked
them to oppose the attempt. Whatever the deci­
sion of the Committee, however, he was certah
that law and justice were on the side of the Soviet
Union.

Mr. MANINI Y Rfos (Uruguay), after stating
that the arguments advanced by the USSR repre­
sentative did not in any way refute those advanced
by Chile and the United Kingdom, recalled that
a similar question had been raised in the General
Assembly in 1946. The question then had been
whether the Assembly could or could not make
recommendations on the treatment of Indians in
the Union of South Africa. The Government of
the Union of South Africa had maintained that
that was a purely national matter;' since the In­
dians were nationals of that country. During the
long debates to which that question had given
rise, the representative of the Soviet Union had
declared that the United Nations was competent
to deal with the matter- because one of the funda­
mental principles enunciated in the Charter im­
posed on Member States the duty of eliminating
all racial discrimination within their frontiers. The
question had thus been international in scope and
not purely local. In 1947 Mr. Gromyko, advancing
the same argument, had declared that the USSR
stood by its views and had asked how the be­
haviour of the Government of the Union of South
Africa could be reconciled with the purposes and
principles of the Charter,"

1 See Official Records of the second part of the first
session of the General Assembly, Joint Committee of the
First and Sixth Committees, 1st meeting.

• Ibid., 52nd plenary meeting.
S See Official Records of the second session of the Gen­

eral Assembly, 120th plenary meeting.

rale est une provocation. Quant au discours pro­
nonce par le representant du Chili, il montre bien
que toute cette affaire de famille n'est qu'un pre­
texte pour attaquer l'Union sovietique une fois
de plus. M. Pavlov ne veut d'ailleurs pas s'arreter
aux accusations portees en des termes inadmis­
sibles qui rappellent ceux en usage au temps du
regime hitlerien, I1 n'admet pas non plus que
le representant du Chili puisse s'appuyer sur le
temoignage d'un traitre comme Kravtchenko. Les
traitres de ce genre, heureusement rares, sont
renies par le peuple de l'Union sovietique,
M. Pavlov s'etonne egalement que le representant
du Chili se permette d'invoquer la declaration
des droits de l'homme, alors que, dans son pays,
les femmes ne jouissent pas des memes droits que
les hommes et que, d'autre part, le fascisme et
l'hitlerisme y sont encore glorifies.

Le representant du Chili a egalement cite la
Charte des Nations Unies, mais il l'interprete de
facon arbitraire. M. Pavlov rappelle que la rup­
ture des relations amicales entre le Chili et
l'URSS n'a pas ete provoquee par le refus des
auto rites de l'Union sovietique d'accorder des
visas de sortie, mais par des incidents hostiles a
l'egard de l'URSS survenus au Chili, notamment
l'attaque a la mitrailleuse de l'ambassade de son
pays, qui n'etait qu'un prelude a la rupture des
relations diplomatiques.

M. Pavlov se rend compte que toute cette affaire
n'est qu'un pretexte pour inciter l'Organisation
des Nations Unies a s'ingerer dans les affaires
interieures des Etats. I1 fait appel a tous les
Etats Membres, qui pourraient etre exposes, un
jour ou l'autre, a souffrir d'une telle ingerence,
et il leur demande de s'opposer a cette tentative.
Mais, quelle que soit la decision prise par la Com­
mission, il est persuade que l'Union sovietique a
le droit et la justice pour elle.

M. MANINI Y Rfos (Uruguay), apres avoir
declare que les arguments avances par le repre­
sentant de l'URSS ne refutent nullement ceux
qu'a presentes le Chili et le Royaume-Uni, rap­
pelle qu'une question semblable fut soulevee en
1946 a l'Assemblee generale, I1 s'agissait de
savoir si l'Assernblee pouvait ou non formuler
des recommandations concernant le traitement des
Hindous dans l'Union Sud-Africaine. Le Gouver­
nement de l'Union Sud-Africaine pretendait qu'il
s'agissait la d'une affaire purement nationale-,
puisque les Hindous etaient des ressortissants de
ce pays. Au cours des longs debats auxquels cette
question donna lieu, le representant de l'Union
sovietique declara que l'Organisation des Nations
Unies avait qualite pour traiter ce probleme",
puisque l'un des principes fondamentaux enonces
dans la Charte impose aux Etats Membres l'obli­
gat ion d' ecarter toute distinction Iondee sur la
race a l'interieur de leurs frontieres, La question
avait done une portee internationale et non pure­
ment locale. En 1947, soutenant la meme opinion,
M. Gromyko declara que l'URSS maintenait son
attitude et il demanda comment on pouvait con­
cilier la facon d'agir du Gouvernement de l'Union
Sud-Africaine avec les principes et les buts de
la Charte".

1 Voir les Documents officiels de la seconde partie de
la premiere session de l'Assembtee generale, Commission
mixte des Premiere et Sixieme Commissions, Ih e seance.

• Ibid., 52eme seance pleniere.
• Voir les Documents officiels de la deuxieme session

de l'Assemblee generale, 120eme seance pIeniere.



At the current session, the Uruguayan and
other delegations were advancing that argument,
but they could count no longer on the support of
the Soviet Union.

The Charter was not an elastic instrument but
a basic code which had to be respected and ap:'
plied in all good faith. It imposed on Member
States the obligation to respect the fundamental
rights of human persons, an obligation which was
not merely within the national competence of each
individual State. The representative of Uruguay
adduced in particular Article 55, sub-paragraph
c, Article 1, paragraph 3 and Article 62, para­
graph 1 to prove that the Charter imposed no lirn­
its on the questions which the United Nations
might wish to consider in that connexion, par­
ticularly those concerning human rights. More­
over, the Third Committee had just adopted'
specific texts which appeared to be applicable in
every respect to the case with which the Sixth
Committee was dealing. Article 62, paragraph 2
of the Charter authorized the Economic and
Social Council to make recommendations "for the
purpose of promoting respect for, and observance
of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for
all" ; the General Assembly, under whose author­
ity the Council worked, could a fortiori make rec­
ommendations. Moreover, Article 2, paragraph 7,
concerning the non-intervention of the United
Nations in the internal affairs of States, did not
in any way limit the authority of the General
Assembly.

The cases mentioned by Chile, the United King­
dom and the United States had deeply shocked
the people of Uruguay. Those cases, as well as
many others which could be adduced, showed that
the policy pursued by the USSR was so restrictive
that it constituted a real violation of traditional
diplomatic practices and therefore a real violation
of the principle of reciprocity. Those restrictions
were accompanied by demagogic propaganda and
by requests for preferential treatment for Soviet
Union diplomats accredited abroad.

The representative of Uruguay considered that
the conclusions which the Committee must reach
could not but be based on the Charter, especially
on Article 1, and on resolution 154 (VII) D
adopted by the Economic and Social Council.
That resolution condemned "those leg-islative or
administrative provisions which deny to a woman
the right to leave her country of origin and reside
with her husband in any other".

The denial by the USSR of a right recognized
by the Third Committee constituted a real return
to slavery and outraged the deepest human feel­
ings. The examples which the representative of
the Soviet Union had adduced in support of his
argument dealt only with domestic problems which
would be more appropriate at a family conference
than in a General Assembly Committee. He had
stated that exit visas were. refused by his Gov­
ernment in order that public order might be main­
tained. The Uruguayan representative could not
understand how such arefusal could be based on
grounds of public security and wondered whether
the Soviet Union did not feel that its territory

1 See Official Records of the third session of the Gen­
eral Assembly, Part I, Third Committee, 167th meeting.

Cette annee, c'est a la delegation de l'Uruguay
et a d'autres delegations de soutenir cette these,
rnais sans pouvoir compter cette fois sur l'appui
de l'Union sovietique,

La Charte n'est cependant pas un instrument
elastique, mais un code fondamental, qui doit etre
accepte et applique en toute bonne foi. Elle im­
pose aux Etats Membres l'obligation de respecter
les droits fondamentaux de la personne humaine,
obligation qui n'est pas uniquement de la compe­
tence nationale de chaque Etat. Le representant
de l'Uruguay s'appuie, en particulier, sur l'alinea
c de l'Article 55, sur le paragraphe 3 de l'Article
premier et sur le paragraphe 1 de l'Article 62 pour
demontrer que la Charte n'assigne aucune limite
aux questions a I'etude desquelles l'Organisation
peut proceder en la matiere, notamment celles que
posent les droits de l'homme. La Troisieme Com­
mission vient d'ailleurs d'adopter' des textes
specifiques qui semblent s'appliquer en tous points
au cas dont s'occupe actuellement la Sixieme
Commission. Le paragraphe 2 de l'Article 62 de
'la Charte autorise le Conseil economique et social
a faire des recommandations "en vue d'assurer le
respect effectif des droits de l'homme et des
libertes fondamentales pour tous"; a plus forte
raison l'Assemblee generale, sous l'autorite de
laquelle travaille le Conseil, peut-elle, de son cote,
faire des recommandations. Le paragraphe 7 de
I'Article 2, relatif a la non-immixtion des Nations
Unies dans les affaires interieures des Etats,
n'etablit d'ailleurs aucune limitation al'autorite de
l'Assemblee generale,

Les cas soumis par le Chili, le Royaume-Uni
et les Etats-Unis ont profondement emu le peuple
de l'Uruguay. Ces cas, ainsi que bien d'autres qui
pourraient etre cites a l'appui, montrent que la
politique suivie par l'URSS est tellement restric­
tive qu'elle constitue une veritable violation des
usages diplomatiques traditionnels et par conse­
quent une veritable violation du principe de la
reciprocite, Ces restrictions vont d'ailleurs de
pair avec une propagande dernagogique et s'ac­
compagnent de demandes de traitement de faveur
pour les diplomates de l'Union sovietique accre­
dites a l'etranger.

Le representant de l'Uruguay estime que les
conclusions auxquelles doit aboutir la Commission
ne peuvent se fender que sur la Charte, en parti­
culier sur son Article premier, et sur la resolution
154 (VII) D adoptee par le Conseil economique
et social; cette resolution condamne "les dispo­
sitions legislatives ou adrn.nistratives qui denient
a la femme le droit de quitter son pays d'origine
et de resider avec son mari dans tout autre pays".

La negation par l'URSS d'un droit reconnu
par la Troisieme Commission constitue un ve­
ritable retour a l'esclavage et offense les senti­
ments les plus profonds de l'humanite. Les
exemples cites a l'appui de sa these par le repre­
sentant de l'URSS ne traitent que de problemes
domestiques qu'il conviendrait de renvoyer a un
conseil de famiUe, plutot qu'a une Commission
de l'Assemblee generale, I1 a declare que les visas
de sortie sont refuses par son Gouvernement afin
de preserver I'ordre public. Le representant de
l'Uruguay ne peut comprendre comment on peut
motiver un tel refus par l'interet de la securite
publique et se demande si l'Union sovietique ne

1 Voir les Documents o/ficiels de la troisieme session. de
I'Assemblee generale, premiere partie, Troisieme Com­
mission, 167cme seance.



would become depopulated if it permitted its
nationals to leave it.

The delegation of Uruguay would therefore
support the Chilean draft resolution, with the
amendments submitted by the United Kingdom.
For its part it would like to add other amendments
based on the moral value of legal principles that
had never yet been discussed and which would
extend the scope of the resolution. It therefore
submitted the amendment contained in document
AjC.6j315.

In conclusion, the representative of Uruguay
stated that Chile was right in pressing the case
outlined by Mr. Cruz Ocampo; his cause was the
cause of humanity as a whole.

Mr. MAUR.TUA (Peru) began by stating that
his delegation agreed fully with the delegation of
Chile. Apart from all legal considerations, he
found it intolerable in the current state of civiliza­
tion that rights established by international custom
and diplomatic usage could be denied as they were
by the USSR. It was imperative that human
beings should be allowed to move about freely and,
while certain human rights could be limited in
certain cases, for instance, for reasons of national
security, a State could not be recognized as having
the absolute right to do whatever it pleased with
an individual. On the contrary, it should be
affirmed that human rights could be only tem­
porarily.Iimited.

It was the duty of the Sixth Committee to ac­
cept the Chilean protest, for in the particular case
before it, it was impossible to advance the argu­
ment of non-intervention in national affairs. The
question before the Committee was one of viola­
tion of fundamental moral principles of an inter­
national nature. The United Nations was there­
fore competent to deal with a question of that
nature and to find a solution.

The representative of Peru personally did not
favour radical measures, but he thought it was
necessary to make an effort to uphold the authority
of the United Nations. True, it would be difficult
to find a practical solution to the question, but
the Sixth Committee could begin by re-affirming
the principles which had been violated. It was to
be hoped that the delegation of the Soviet Union
would display sufficient flexibility and understand­
ing to make some contribution to the solution of
the question.

Mr. DIGNAM (Australia) -stated that his dele­
gation had drafted two questions on the legal
aspect of the matter [AjC.6j316], which it would
ask to have submitted to the International Court
of J ustiee for an advisory opinion.

Mr. RAAEAT (Egypt) thought that the state­
ments made by the representative of the USSR
should provide food for thought to members of
the Committee. Without wishing- to intervene in
a kind of family quarrel between two opposing
blocks, he thought it his duty to speak on the
question since, by bringing it before the Sixth
Committee and not the First Committee, the Gen­
eral Assembly had shown that it wanted the Sixth
Committee's opinion. It was therefore the duty
of the members of that Committee to express their
opinion frankly.

With regard to the question of the competence
of the General Assembly, and of the Sixth Com-

craindrait pas de provoquer un veritable depeuple­
ment de son territoire en permettant a ses res­
sortissants de s'expatrier,

Dans cesconditions, la delegation de l'Uruguay
appuiera le projet de resolution du Chili, en
acceptant les amendements proposes par le Royau­
me-Uni. Elle voudrait, pour sa part, ajouter
d'autres amendements fondes sur la valeur morale
de prin :ipes juridiques qui n'ont encore jamais
ete discutes et qui seraient de nature a elargir la
portee de la resolution. C'est pourquoi elle pro­
pose l'amendement contenu dans le document
A/C.6j315.

Pour conclure, le representant de l'Uruguay
donne raison au Chili d'insister sur le cas expose
par M. Cruz Ocampo, ·car la cause qu'il soutient
est celle de l'humanite toutentiere.

M. MAURTUA (Perou) commence par declarer
que sa delegation est solidaire de celle du Chili.
Independamment de toute consideration juridique,
il trouve inadmissible, dans l'etat actuel de la
civilisation, que des droits etablis par la coutume
internationale et les usages diplomatiques puis­
sent etre nies comme ils le sont par l'URSS. 11
est indispensable que les etres hurnains puissent
se deplacer librement et, si certains droits de
l'homme peuvent etre limites dans certains cas,
pour des raisons de securite nationale par exem­
ple, on ne peut recc anaitre a l'Etat le droit absolu
de disposer entierement de l'individu; il faut au
contraire affirmer que les droits de l'homme ne
peuvent etre limites que temporairement.

La Sixieme Commission se doit d'accepter la
protestation du Chili car, dans le cas particulier
qui lui est soumis, il est impossible de faire appel
au principe de la non-intervention dans les affaires
nationales, puisqu'il s'agit ici de violation de prin­
cipes moraux essentiels de caractere international.
L'Organisation des Nations Unies a done com­
petence pour traiter une question de ce genre et
pour y trouver une solution.

Personnellement, le representant du Perou n'est
pas partisan de mesures radicales, mais il estime
necessaire de faire un effort pour maintenir
l'autorite de 1'0rganisation des Nations Unies. Il
sera certes difficile de trouver a cette question
une solution pratique, mais la Sixieme Commis­
sion pourrait commencer par reaffirmer les prin­
cipes qui ont ete violes ; il faut esperer d'autre
part que la delegation de l'Union sovietique lp-ra
preuve d'assez de souplesse et d'assez de compre­
hension pour contribuer a resoudre la question.

M. DIGNAM (Australie) annonce que ~'i dele­
gation a prepare deux questions sur l'aspect juri­
dique de l'affaire [A/C.6j316] dont e1le de­
mandera le renvoi pour avis consultatif devant la
Cour internationale de Justice.

M. RAAFAT (Egypte) estime que les declara­
tions faites par le representant de l'URSS doivent
donner a refleehir aux membres de la Commis­
sion. Sans vouloir se meter d'une sorte de querelle
de famille entre deux blocs opposes, i1 considere
de son devoir de prendre la parole sur cette
question puisque, en la portant devant la Sixieme
Commission et non pas devant la Premiere Corn­
m; .sion, l'Assemblee generale a rnanifeste le desir
de connaitre l'avis de la Sixieme Commission. Il
est done du devoir des membres de cette derniere
de dormer leur avis en toute francuise.

Relativement a la question de la competence
de l'Assemblee generale, et de la Sixieme Corn-



PE ~ittee .in parti~ui~r,· th~ represen:ativ~ao~£ EgyP~
referred to Article.2, paragraph 7 of the Charter,
which constituted a counterpart to Article 15,
paragraph 8 of the League of Nations Covenant.

He recalled that the question of the legal com­
petence of States was raised before the League of
Nations in 1923. The question then had been
whether France could bestow French nationality
upon the peoples of Tunis and Morocco. An ad­
visory opinion had been requested from the Per­
manent Court of International Justice and the
latter had handed down a decision that was not
very clear, and which stated that as questions of
nationality in those territories were governed by
international conventions between France and
Great Britain, the question lay within interna­
tional competence.

In the case before the Sixth Committee there
was no question of nationality, since under the
laws of the Soviet Union, Mrs. Alvaro Cruz had
preserved her Soviet nationality and therefore
had dual nationality. It was in fact a question re­
lating to human rights and therefore of an indis­
putably international nature. Although it was true
that the declaration of human rig-hts had not yet
been voted on, the vote would take place in a few
days. Moreover, the USSR deleg-ation had taken
part in the discussion of the draft. On the other
hand human rights were explicitly mentioned in
the Charter; no international declaration, indeed,
had ever mentioned them so often. It was there­
fore unquestionable that the competence of the
General Assembly had been thoroughly estab­
lished.

All persons without distinction of race or opin­
ion were profoundly shocked by the fact that a
wife could not leave her native country in order
to join her husband. While ag-reeing with the
USSR representative that husbands should also
have the right to join their wives in the Soviet
Union, he thought that to refuse an exit visa and
thus to oblige a wife to break up her marriage
was an outrage to public sentiment.

Mr. Raafat supported the principle underlying
the Chilean proposal, but thought that the proposal
should be modified in accordance with the Uru­
guayan proposals. It was not right that a specific
case such as that raised by Chile should appear in
a General Assembly resolution.

The representative of Egypt repeated in con­
clusion that the case before the Committee was
one of violation of human rights rather than of
violation of diplomatic privileges.

Mr. ROSENTITALER (Czechoslovakia) moved the
adjournment of the meeting.

It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 5.50 p.m.

HUNDRED AND THIRTY-SEVENTH
MEETING

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris,
on Monday, 6 Iiecember 1948, at 9 p.m.

Chairman: Mr. R. J. ALFARO (Panama).
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mission en particulier, le representant de l'Egypte
se refere au paragraphe 7 de l'Artic1e 2 de la
Charte, qui constitue une contrepartie du para­
graphe 8 de l'Article 15 du Pacte de la Societe
des Nations.

It rappelle en effet que la question de la com­
petence juridique des Etats fut soulevee devant
la SocieL

'; des Nations en 1923; it s'agissait alors
de savoir si la France pouvait accorder la na­
tionalite francaise aux populations de la Tunisie
et du Maroc. Un avis consultatif ayant ete de­
rnande a la Cour permanente de Justice interna­
tionale, celle-ci prit une decision assez peu nette
en declarant que, les questions de nationalite dans
ces regions etant reglementees par des conven­
tions internationales entre la France et la Grande­
Bretagne, ce probleme relevait de la competence
internationale.

'Dans le cas soumis a la Sixieme Commission,
it ne s'agit pas d'une question de nationalite
puisque, selon b. legislation de l'Union sovietique,
Mme Alvaro Cruz avait garde sa nationalite so­
vietique et etait done en possession d'une double
nationalite. Il s'agit en fait d'une question relative
aux droits de l'homme et, par consequent, de
caractere incontestablement international. S'il est
vrai que la declaration des droits de I'homme
n'est pas encore votee, elle le sera dans quelques
jours; la delegation de I'URSS a d'ailleurs par­
ticipe a la discussion du projet, D'autre part, la
Charte parte explicitement, des droits de I'homme
et aucune declaration internationale n'en a meme
jamais fait mention aussi souvent. It est done in­
contestable que la competence de l'Assernblee
generale est ·bien etablie.

Tous les hommes, sans distinction de race ou
d'opinion, sont profondement choques par le fait
qu'une femme ne puisse quitter son pays d'origine
pour aller rejoindre son mari. Tout en etant
d'accord pour reconnaitre avec le representant
de l'URSS que les hommes devraient avoir le
droit, eux aussi, de rejoindre leurs femmes dans
I'Union sovietique, le representant de I'Egypte
estime que le fait de refuser un visa de sortie
et d'obliger ainsi une femme a rompre son
mariage heurte violemment le sentiment general.

M. Raafat est d'accord sur le principe qui a
inspire la proposition du Chili, mais estime qu'elle
doit etre rnodifiee conformement aux propositions
faites par l'Uruguay, car il ne convient pas de
faire figurer, dans une resolution de l'Assemblee
generale, un cas d'espece semblahle acelui souleve
par le Chili.

En conclusion, le representant de I'Egypte
repete qu'il s'agit dans cette affaire d'une viola­
tion des droits de I'homme plutot que de privileges
diplomatiques.

M. ROSENTHAI..ER (Tchecoslovaquie) propose
de lever la seance.

Il en est ainsi decide.

La seance est levee a 17 h. 50.

CENT·TBENTE-SEPTIEME SIWiCE
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