
FORTY-THIRD MEETING 
Held at Lake Success, New York, 

on Thursday, 5 August 1948, at 3 p.m. 
President: Mr. Lw CHIEH (China). 

Present: The representatives of the following 
countries: Australia, Belgium, China, Costa 
Rica, France, Iraq, Mexico, New Zealand, 
Philippines, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
United Kingdom, United States of America. 

121. Provisional agenda [T I Agenda J J 6] 

Approval of the annual report to the General 
Assembly on the activities of the Council­

. item 14 of the agenda for the third session: 

QUARANTE-TROISIEME SEANCE 
Tenue a Lake Success, New-York, 
le jeudi 5 aout 1948, a 15 heures. 

President: M. Lw CHIEH (Chine). 

Presents: Les representants des pays suivants: 
Australie, Belgique, Chine, Costa-Rica,. ~ra_nce, 
Irak, Mexique, N ouvelle-Ze~a~de, Ph~1ppmes, 
Union des Republiques soCiallstes sov1et1ques, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique. 

121. Ordre du jour provisoire 
[T I Agenda ll6] 

Approbation du rapport d'ensemble a l'A~­
semblee generale sur les activites du C:o.~serl 
-point 14 de I'ordre du jour de Ia trms1eme 
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Statements of minority views to be appended to 
the report [T/211, T/212, T/213, T/214]. 

122. Consideration of minority statements 
presented by the representative of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics 

l\k TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) observed that the contents of his 
statements were confined to views expressed and 
:ecommendations made by the USSR delegation 
m the course of Council meetings. Those views 
and recommendations had not been adopted by 
the majority, and should be appended to the 
majority report for the information of the Gen­
eral Assembly. There was no need for the Council 
to take any decision in regard to them. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) drew the Council's 
attention to document T /213, page 1, last para­
graph, in which it was stated that, in taking its 
final action regarding the statute for the City of 
Jerusalem, the Trusteeship Council had acted as 
the instrument of the United States. In the matter 
of Jerusalem, as in all matters, the Mexican dele­
gation had assumed full responsibility for its 
stand. The paragraph expressed merely the sub­
jective views of the USSR delegation, and should 
be rejected absolutely. 

Mr. CARPIO (Philippines) emphasized that in 
the execution of his functions as a Council mem­
ber, he had been motivated exclusively by con­
sideration of his obligations under the Charter. 
He took exception both to the paragraph in 
question and to the one immediately preceding it. 
He had upheld the application of rule 64 of the 
rules of procedure in favour of the USSR dele­
gation, to permit it to append a statement of 
minority views, but that rule could not be inter­
preted to admit the inclusion in minority oreports 
of matters which had not been discussed in the 
Council, or of innuendoes against Council mem­
bers. Mr. Carpio moved that while the rest of the 
report should be accepted, those two paragraphs 
should be deleted. 

Mr. SAYRE (United States of America) appre­
ciated the sentiments already expressed. He, too, 
wished to protest against the statement referred 
to. The United States representative declared that 
he was amazed and shocked tha:t the official 
representative of a Member State of the United 
Nations should have stooped so low. He empha­
sized that the statement was untrue and had no 
foundation in fact whatsoever, as members of 
the Council knew. It was a serious reflection, not 
on the United States Government, but on the 
character of the Government which had intro­
duced it. 

. S~r -Al.an BuRNS (United Kingdom), asso­
Ciatmg himself with the views of previous speak­
ers, declared that whereas the United States 
representative could afford to treat such a state-

session: Exposes des opmwns de minorite a 
joindre au rapport [T/211, T/212, T/213 et 
T/214]. . 

122. Examen des opinions de minorite 
presentees par Ia delegation de 
I'Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union, des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) fait observer que le con­
tenu des exposes presentes par sa delegation se 
borne aux opinions qu'elle a exprimees et aux 
recommandations qu'elle a formulees au cours 
des seances du Conseil. Elles n'ont pas ete 
adoptees par la majorite et devraient etre jointes 
au rapport emanant de la majorite, pour !'infor­
mation de l'Assemblee generale. Le Conseil n'a 
besoin de prendre aucune decision particuliere 
a leur egard. 

M. NoRIEGA ( Mexique) attire !'attention du 
Conseil sur le document T/213, ou au troisieme 
paragraphe de Ia page 2 il est indique que le 
Conseil de tutelle, dans la decision finale qu'il 
a prise concernant le statut de la Ville de Jeru­
salem, a joue le role d'un instrument de la 
politique des Etats-Unis. Dans la question de 
Jerusalem, comme dans toutes les autres, la 
delegation du Mexique a assume l'entiere res­
ponsabilite de sa position. Ce paragraphe 
n'exprime que !'opinion subjective de la dele­
gation de l'URSS et doit absolument etre 
sup prime. 

M. CARPIO (Philippines) souligne que, dans 
l'exercice de ses fonctions de membre du Con­
seil, il a ete exclusivement guide par la consid.e­
ration des obligations qui lui sont conferees par 
la Charte. II s'oppose au paragraphe en ques­
tion ainsi qu'.au paragraphe precedent. II a ete 
partisan d'accorder a la delegation de l'URSS 
le benefice de !'article 64 du reglement interieur, 
afin de lui permettre de joindre au rapport un 
expose de I' opinion de la minorite; mais cet 
article ne peut pas etre interprete comme 
autorisant que ce rapport de la minorite con. 
tienne des questions qui n'ont pas ete discutees 
devant le Conseil, ni des insinuations contre des 
membres du Conseil. M. Carpio propose d'ac­
cepter le reste du rapport mais de supprimer ces 
deux paragraphes. 

M. SAYRE (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) exprime 
sa reconnaissance pour les opinions qui viennent 
d'etre formulees. Lui-meme tient aussi a pro­
tester contre la declaration en question. Le 
representant des Etats-Unis dit sa surprise et 
son indignation que le representant officiel d'un 
Etat Membre des Nations Unies se soit abaisse 
aussi bas. II souligne que cette declaration est 
fausse et ne se fonde sur aucun fait, quel qu'il 
soit, ainsi que le savent les membres du Conseil. 
Elle emporte un bla.me serieux, non pas pour le 
Gouvernement des Etats-Unis, mais pour le 
Gouvernement qui l'a formulee. 

Sir Alan BuRNS (Royaume-Uni), s'associant 
aux observations des orateurs precedents, releve 
que, si le representant des Etats-Unis peut se 
permettre de traiter une telle declaration par le 
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ment with contempt, the Council could not afford 
to do so and must insist upon its rejection. 

Mr. CANAS (Costa Rica) agreed that the 
USSR statement was highly censurable and con­
stituted an unwarrantable insult to the United 
States. He wished to emphasize that his delega­
tion had at no time received instructions or sug­
gestions from the United States delegation. 

Mr. KHALIDY (Iraq) questioned the propriety 
of including the USSR statement in an official 
United Nations document and added that even 
if the accusation were true, which was not the 
case, the statement included an obvious error 
regarding at least one member. In the light of its 
well-known attitude in this matter, the Iraqi 
delegation could hardly be accused of having 
been an instrument of United States policy. 

Mr. GARREAU (France) concurred in the views 
expressed by other members and protested against 
the inexcusable character of the statement in 
question. It would be intolerable should such a 
document be appended to the Council's report. 
He pointed out, moreover, that the paragraph 
contained a factual error since, prior to the 
Council's vote to postpone a final decision on the 
draft statute for Jerusalem (36th meeting, 2nd 
session), the French and United States repre­
sentatives had urged its adoption. The only excuse 
for such an error could be that the USSR repre­
sentative had not been present at that meeting. 
The implications of the USSR statement were 
very serious. The Council's discussions during 
its present session had been vitiated from the 
outset by the fact that the Administering Authori­
ties had had to defend themselves against charges 
levelled, not with a view to benefiting indigenous 
populations of Trust Territories, but to further 
the ends of an organization of which the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics was a member, and 
whose policy, inter alia, was to sow sedition in 
the Trust Territories. The Council thus found 
itself in the extraordinary position where one of 
its members was pursuing a policy opposed to the 
peace and welfare of the Territories under its 
control. That fact was even graver than the 
present incident. 

Mr. RvcKMANS (Belgium) recalled that his 
motion to adjourn indefinitely the adoption of 
the. statute for Jerusalem (36th meeting, 2nd 
sesswn) had been actuated solely by the desire 
to avoid infl_aming passions which might have 
obstructed still further current efforts to arrive 
at a peace settlement in Palestine. He associated 
himself with the views already expressed by other 
members regarding the USSR statement. 

Mr. R~m (New Zealand), concurring in the 
general VIew, nevertheless saw comfort in the fact 
that the Council had at least been spared a far 
worse ~ccusation: namely, that of having acted 
as the mstrument of the policy of the USSR. 

I mepris, le Conseil ne le peut pas et doit absolu­
ment exiger qu'elle soit rejetee. 

M. CANAS (Costa-Rica), lui aussi, juge que 
la declaration de l'URSS est hautement bla­
mable et constitue une in justifiable insulte envers 

·les Etats-Unis. II desire souligner que sa dele­
gation n'a jamais rer;u d'instructions ou ·de 
suggestions de la part de la delegation des 
Etats-Unis. 

M. KHALIDY ( Irak) doute qu'il soit wnve­
nable de faire figurer la declaration de l'URSS 
dans un document officiel des Nations Unies. 
II ajoute que, meme si !'accusation qu'elle con­
tient etait vraie, ce qui n'est pas le cas, elle 
comporte une erreur evidente en ce qui concerne 
un des membres au moins. Si l'on se refere a son 
attitude bien connue sur la question, l'on peut 
difficilement accuser la delegation de l'Irak 
d'avoir ete un instrument de la politique des 
Etats-Unis. 

M. GARREAU (France) partage !'opinion 
exprimee par d'autres membres, et eleve une 
protestation contre le caractere inexcusable de la 
declaration en question. L'on ne pourrait sup­
porter qu'un tel document soit joint au rapport 
du Conseil. II souligne en outre que le para­
graphe contient une erreur de fait, car, avant 
que le Conseil n'ait decide par un vote de ren­
voyer la decision finale relative au projet de 
statut pour Jerusalem (2eme session, 36eme 
seance), les representants de la France et des 
Etats-Unis avaient insiste pour son adoption. 
La seule excuse a cette erreur pourrait etre que 
le representant de l'URSS n'a pas assiste a cette 
seance. Les incidences de la declaration de 
l'URSS sont tres serieuses. Les debats du Conseil 
au cours de la presente session ont ete fausses des 
le debut par le fait que les Autorites chargees 
d'administration ont du se defendre contre des 
accusations qui visaient a servir, non pas !'inte­
ret des populations indigenes des Territoires sous 
tutelle, mais les fins d'une organisation dont 
l'URSS est membre et dont la politique, entre 
autres chases, est de semer des germes de revolte 
dans les Territoires sous tutelle. Le Conseil se 
trouve ainsi dans la situation extraordinaire de 
voir l'un de ses membres poursuivre une poli­
tique opposee a la paix et a la pr?sperite des 
Territoires sous sa surveillance. Ce fa1t est encore 
plus grave que !'incident qui vient d'etre souleve. 

· M. RvcKMANS (Belgique) rappelle que sa 
proposition tendant a renvoy~r sine qie l'a~op­
tion du statut de Jerusalem (2eme sesswn, 36e~e 
seance) a ete inspiree uniquemen~ par ~e deslr 
d'eviter le dechainement de passwns vwlentes 
qui auraient pu creer un nouvel obstacle aux 
efforts en cours pour aboutir a un reglemer;t 
pacifique de la question de Palestine. ~I s:associe 
aux opinions qui ont deja ete expnme:s par 
d'autres membres au sujet de la declaratiOn de 
l'URSS. 

M. REID ( N ouvelle-Zelande), exp~iman~ son 
accord avec !'opinion generale, estlme recon­
fortant cependant qu'il ait ete epargne au C?n­
seil d'etre !'objet d'une accusation encore p1re, 
celle d'avoir joue le role d'un instrument de la 
politique de l'URSS. 
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Mr. FoRSYTH (Australia) rejected the views 
expressed in document T /213, particularly those 
contained in the paragraph under discussion. 

The PRESIDENT, speaking as the representative 
of China, expressed complete agreement with 
other members regarding the USSR allegation. 

Reverting to his position as President, he 
pointed out that he had interpreted rule 64 as 
giving complete freedom to any member to 
express views which were not shared by other 
members regarding matters discussed at Council 
meetings. Since the Council's conduct had never 
been a topic of discussion, the USSR statement 
was irrelevant and untenable under rule 64. He 
appealed to the USSR representative to delete 
the irrelevant passages from his statement. 

:Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) observed that the views expressed in 
his statement were identical with those he had 
voiced in the Council. At that time they had 
caused little excitement, and he presumed that 
the indignation which they had now aroused must 
be attributable to the fact that they were to be 
appended to the Council's report. The Council's 
sole directive regarding the statute for Jerusalem 
had been the General Assembly's resolution of 29 
November 1947/ and he knew of no valid reason 
for failure to carry it out. He wished the General 
Assembly to be informed that the USSR delega­
tion had consistently advocated the implementa­
tion of its directive; he was unable, therefore, to 
withdraw or alter his statements. 

Mr. KHALIDY (Iraq), while declining to take 
any stand in the matter, remarked that the 
USSR statement was out of order since it dealt 
with matters of substance, not of procedure. The 
character of the Council's discussion had been 
purely procedural; the agenda item had been the 
status of the draft Statute, not the Palestinian 
question in general. 

The PRESIDENT conceded the right of the 
USSR representative to include in his statement 
views which he had expressed in the Council 
regarding subjects under discussion, but repeated 
that certain passages of the statement were irrele­
vant and asked Mr. Tsarapkin whether he would 
accept the Chair's ruling to have them deleted. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), replying to the representative of 
Iraq, remarked upon the difficulty of approach­
ing the question of the statute for Jerusalem 
from a purely procedural point of view. To say 
that matters of substance had not been discussed 
by Council members did not reflect what had 
actually taken place. 

1 See Official Records of the second session of the General 
Assembly, Resolutions, No. 181 (II), page 131. 

M. FoRSYTH ( Australie) combat les opinions 
exprimees dans le document T/213 et en parti­
culier celles qui figurent dans le paragraphe 
en discussion. 

Le PRESIDENT, parlant en qualite de repre­
sentant de la Chine, donne son complet accord 
aux declarations faites par d'autres membres au 
sujet des allegations de l'URSS. 

En tant que President, il souligne qu'il a 
interprete !'article 64 comme donnant entiere 
liberte a chaque membre d'exprimer des opinions 
qui n'ont pas ete partagees par les autres 
membres, sur des questions qui ont fait l'objet de 
discussions au cours des seances du Conseil. 
L'attitude du Conseil n'a jamais ete un sujet de 
discussion. La declaration de l'URSS est done 
irrecevable, comme hors de la question, et 
inacceptable aux termes de !'article 64. Le 
President demande au representant de I'URSS 
de supprimer de son expose les passages qui 
ne sont pas conformes aux dispositions de 
!'article 64. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) fait remarquer qu? les 
opinions exprimees dans son expose sont Iden­
tiques a celles qu'il a exprin:ees devant lt; 
Conseil. A ce moment, elles n ava1ent pas souleve 
grande emotion et il suppose que l'indignatio? 
qu'elles ont provoquee a present resulte du falt 
qu'elles doivent etre jointes au rapport du 
Conseil. La seule directive rec;ue par le 
Conseil au sujet du statut de Jerusalem est la 
resolution de 1' Assemblee generale en date du 
29 novembre 1947' et il ne voit pas de raison 
valable d'avoir omis de l'executer. Il desire que 
I' Assemblee generale soit informee que la dele~ 
gation de l'URSS a constamment. reco~mand~ 
la mise a execution de ses instructiOns; 11 ne lm 
est done pas possible de retirer ou d'amender ses 
declarations. 

Tout en refusant de prendre position sur la 
question, M. K.HALIDY ( Irak) fait observ~r que 
I' expose de la delegation de l'URSS est mece­
vable car il traite de questions de fond e.t non 
de procedure. Les discussions du Conse1l ?nt 
porte entierement sur la procedure;. la questwn 
a l'ordre du jour etait I'etat du projet de statut 
et non la question de la Palestine en general. 

Le PRESIDENT reconnait au representant de 
l'URSS le droit de faire figurer dans son expose 
des opinions qu'il a formulees au sein du Conse~l 
au sujet de questions qui ont ete debattues, mms 
ii affirme a nouveau que certains passages de 
!'expose sont irrecevables comme etant hors de 
la question et il demande a M. Tsarapkine s'il 
serait dispose a accepter une decision presiden­
tielle de les supprimer. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques), en reponse au represer:­
tant de l'Irak, souligne qu'il est difficile d'envl­
sager la question du statut de Jerusalem d~un 
point de vue de pure pro~edure. 1;':ffir.mat1?n 
que les questions de fond n ont pas ete d1scutees 
par les membres du Conseil n'est pas conforme 
a ce qui s'est passe reellement. 

1 Voir les Documents o[ficiels de la deuxieme session de 
l'Assemblee generate, Resolutions, No 181 (II), page 131. 
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In reply to the President, the USSR represen­
tative formally challenged the Council's right 
to decide whether or not his statements should be 
appended in their entirety. To vote on such an 
issue would constitute an intolerable precedent; 
it would imply that the majority could always 
suppress the views of the minority. The USSR 
delegation would therefore refuse to be bound by 
a decision of the Council in the matter. 

Sir Alan BuRNS (United Kingdom) drew 
attention to the phrasing of rule 64, which stated: 
"A statement of minority views may be ap­
pended ... " He felt that the paragraph in ques­
tion, a statement injurious to the Council itself, 
could not be included in any document emanat­
ing from the Council. He would support the 
Philippine motion to delete the two paragraphs. 
If, however, the Council could refuse to accept 
those paragraphs, he did not see why it could not 
refuse to accept the entire document; he therefore 
moved that the whole statement should be 
rejected. He considered that all four of the 
minority reports submitted were in the nature of 
propaganda. 

Mr. GARREAU (France) joined the President 
in appealing to the representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics to ddete from docu­
ment T/213 the two paragraphs in question. 

. Mr .. RYCKMANS (Belgium) did not see how a 
mmonty report on the ·report of the Council could 
be submitted in the present case, since the USSR 
representative had not expressed any views when 
the Council's report was voted on and could not 
therefore be considered to be in the minority. He 
consider~d the present case to be an example of 
the p~ss1ble abuse. of rule 64: the USSR repre­
sen~atlve was takmg advantage of the rule to 
achieve publicity for his opinions by having them 
published in official form attached to the Coun­
cil's report. Mr. Ryckmans favoured rejection 
of the entire statement. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) observed that he had not voted 
against .the adoption ~f the Council's report 
because It covered a sessiOn of the Council which 
he h~d n~t attended~ He had, however, registered 
a mmonty vote against all three individual 
reports on the Trust Territories. 

The PRESIDENT wished to interpret rule 64 in 
the most favourable light in the interests of a 
member of the minority and considered that the 
statement was admissible. As President of the 
Council, however, he had the duty of ensuring 
that 'the statements were confined to matters 
discussed in the Council. If a statement was rele­
vant, ~e would not disallow it on the grounds of 
offensive language; however, since the status of 
the Council had never been a matter for discus­
sion in the Council, he had to rule the two para­
graphs in question irrelevant and out of order. If 

En reponse au President, le representant de 
l'URSS conteste formellement le droit du Con­
sci! de decider si ses conclusions et propositions 
doivent etre ou non jointes au rapport integrale­
ment. Mettre aux voix une telle question serait 
un precedent inacceptable qui impliquerait que 
Ia majorite peut toujours empecher ]'expression 
de I' opinion de la minorite. La delegation de 
I'URSS refuse done d'etre liee par une decision 
du Conseil en cette matiere. 

Sir Alan BuRNS (Royaume-Uni) attire !'at­
tention du Conseil sur la redaction de I' article 64, 
dans Iequel il est indique: "Un expose de !'opi­
nion de la minorite peut etre joint a un 
rapport ... ". I1 estime que le paragraphe en 
discussion, qui contient une declaration outra­
geante pour le Conseil lui-meme, ne peut pas 
etre insere dans un document emanant de 
celui-ci. I1 appuie Ia proposition du representant 
des Philippines tendant a supprimer les deux 
paragraphes critiques. Cependant, si le Conseil 
peut refuser d'accepter ces paragraphes, il ne 
voit pas pourquoi il ne pourrait pas refuser d'ac­
cepter tout le document; il propose done de 
rejeter !'ensemble de !'expose. I1 considere que 
les quatre exposes exposant !'opinion de la 
minorite ont un caractere de propagande. 

M. GARREAU (France) s'associe au President 
pour inviter le representant de l'URSS a sup­
primer du document T /213 les deux paragraphes 
en cause . 

M. R YCKMANS (Belgique) demande com­
ment un rapport exposant !'opinion de la mino­
rite au sujet du rapport du Conseil pourrait 
etre presente dans le cas actuel, du moment que 
le representant de l'URSS n'a formule aucune 
remarque lors du vote du rapport du Conseil 
et qu'il ne peut done pas etre considere comme 
appartenant a la minorite. I1 considere que 1~ 
cas qui se presente est un exemple de l'abus qm 
peut etre fait de I' article 64: le representant de 
l'URSS profite de cet article pour donner de la 
publicite a ses opinions en Ies faisant joindre au 
rapport du Conseil et publier ~ous une ~orme 
officielle. M. Ryckmans est partisan du rejet de 
!'ensemble du texte. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) fait remarquer qu'il n'a 
pas vote contre !'adoption du rapport d~ Con­
seil parce que celui-ci s'etendait a une sesswn du 
Conseil a laquelle il n'etait pas pres~nt .. II. a 
cependant fait enregistrer son vote mm~nt~rre 
negatif contre les trois rapports partrcuhers 
relatifs aux Territoires sous tutelle. 

Le PRESIDENT desire interpreter !'article 64 
de la maniere la plus favorable aux interets d'un 
membre de la minorite et considcre que son 
expose est acceptable. Cependa?t, en tant. que 
President du Conseil de tutelle, Il a le devmr de 
s'assurer que les declarations faites se bo:nen~ 
aux questions debattues au sci~ du Conse1l. Sr 
une declaration est pertinente, rl ne .la refu~era 
pas en raison des attaques de langage q,u elle 
pourrait contenir; cependant, ~tant. d~nn.e que 
!'attitude du Conseil n'a jamaiS fmt 1 obj:t. de 
debats au sein de celui-ci, il est tenu de decider 
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the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics declined to delete the two paragraphs 
from his statement, the President would have no 
alternative but to ask for a decision of the 
Council. 

Mr. FoRSYTH (Australia) wished to dissociate 
his delegation from the implication in the Presi­
dent's statement that offensive language did not 
constitue a reason for rejecting a statement. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said he would agree to suppress the 
two paragraphs in question if the remainder of 
his text were included in the body of the Coun­
cil's report. If, however, his statement were 
attached as an appendix to the Council's report, 
the Council did not have the right to make any 
deletions, since the statement would then stand 
as the opinion of the USSR, for which his delega­
tion took entire responsibility. 

The PRESIDENT, explaining his ruling, said 
that he had no wish to limit the freedom of any 
member to express his views. The Council had 
heard a motion from the Philippine representa­
tive, supported by the United Kingdom repre­
sentative, for the suppression of the paragraphs 
under discussion; in his opinion it was not the 
right of the Council to vote for the deletion of 
a passage in a minority report because it objected 
to that passage. The President, however, had the 
power to decide whether a statement was proper­
ly formulated and came within the meaning of 
rule 64; his ruling had been based on the fact 
that the passage in question referred to the status 
of the Trusteeship Council, a matter which had 
never been discussed in the Council and on 
which, consequently, there existed no majority 
opinion. He emphasized the fact that his ruling 
had been made on the grounds of relevancy 
alone, not because he felt that the prestige of 
any member of the Council had been impaired. 

Since the attitude of the USSR representative 
constituted a challenge to the President's ruling, 
the Council must now vote to uphold or reject 
that ruling. 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico) recalled that during 
the previous day's meeting the USSR representa­
tive had asked for the inclusion, in the body of the 
Council's report, of a brief statement of the opin­
ions of his delegation. He suggested that the per­
tinent parts of document T /213 might be 
included in that way in the general report. He 
felt that he would have to abstain in a vote on 
the President's ruling since it was a limitation of 
the freedom of expression of a member; he there­
fore hoped the Council would accept his formula 
as a measure of conciliation. 

Mr. KHALIDY (Iraq) could not accept the 
Mexican proposal. Such a procedure would open 
the way for similar requests from the USSR 
representative for inclusion of his opinions 
regarding the reports on the Trust Territories. 

que _les deux paragraphes en cause ne sont pas 
pertments et sont irrecevables. Si le representant 
de l'URSS refuse de supprimer de son expose 
ces deux paragraphes, le President n'aura pas 
d'autre solution que de demander au Conseil de 
prendre une decision a ce sujet. 

M. FORSYTH ( Australie) reserve la position 
de sa delegation en ce qui concerne les conse­
quences de !'affirmation du President que des 
attaques de langage ne constitueraient pas une 
raison suffisante pour rejeter une declaration. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) accepterait de supprimer 
les deux paragraphes en cause si le reste de son 
texte etait incorpore dans le rapport meme du 
Conseil. Si cependant sa declaration est jointe 
en annexe au rapport du Conseil, celui-ci n'a le 
droit de demander aucune suppression, puisque 
cette declaration figurera en tant qu'opinion de 
l'URSS, dont sa delegation assume l'entiere 
responsabi1ite. 

Le PRESIDENT, commentant sa decision sur 
!'interpretation du d:glement, precise qu'il n'est 
pas dans son desir de limiter la liberte d'expres­
sion de l'un quelconque des membres. Le Conseil 
a ete saisi d'une proposition du representant des 
Philippines, appuyee par le representant du 
Royaume-Uni, tendant a la suppression des 
paragraphes en ·discussion; a son avis, le Con­
seil n'a pas le droit de decider la suppression d'un 
rapport emanant de la minorite parce qu'il y 
serait oppose. Mais le President a le pouvoir 
de decider si une declaration est redigee d'une 
maniere appropriee et si elle entre dans le cadre 
de I' article 64; sa decision quant a -I' application 
du reglement est basee sur le fait que Ie passage 
en question concerne }'attitude du Conseil de 
tutelle, question qui n'a jamais ete discutee au 
sein du Conseil et sur laquelle il n'a done pas 
ete formule d'opinion par une majorite. II sou­
ligne que sa decision a ete prise sur le terrain de 
la recevabilite du texte et non parce qu'il pense 
que le prestige de l'un quelconque des membres 
aurait ete affecte. 

Puisque le representant de l'URSS conteste 
par son attitude la decision presidentielle, le 
Conseil doit decider par un vote s'il maintient 
ou rejette cette decision. 

M. NoRIEGA ( Mexique) rappelle qu'au cours 
de la seance precedente le representant de 
l'URSS avait demande que soit inclus un bref 
expose des opinions de sa delegation dans le 
rapport du Conseil. I1 suggere que les parties 
recevables du document T /213 soient incor­
porees de cette maniere dans le rapport general. 
En cas de vote sur la decision presidentielle, il 
devrait s'abstenir car celle-d constitue une 
limitation de Ia liberte d'expression d'un 
membre. II espere done que le Conseil acceptera 
sa suggestion a titre de compromis. 

M. KHALIDY (Irak) ne peut accepter la pro­
position du Mexique. Une telle procedure 
ouvrirait Ia voie a des demandes analogues du 
representant de l'URSS, tendant a incorporer 
des exposes de ses opinions sur les rapports rela-
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H~ ~ould not agree to the inclusion of minority 
opmwns on an equal footing- with the majority 
VIews. 

tifs aux Territoires sous tutelle. II refuse d'accep­
ter d'inserer les opinions de la minorite sur le 
meme pied que celles de Ia majorite: 

Mr. FoRSYTH (Australia) objected to thl' 
USSR offer, which had given rise to the proposal 
of the representative of Mexico: the offer to 
delete the offending passages only on condition 
that t~<; remainder were to form part of the 
Council s report was a form of blackmail. He 
would take no part in a vote on the Mexican 
proposal. 

Sir _Alan BURNS (United Kingdom) endorsed 
~h~ VIe>y of the Australian representative, and 
msiSted that the USSR appeal from the Presi­
?ent's ruling (that the passages be deleted as 
mel evant) be put to the vote without discussion. 
He maintain.ed that minority opinions should 
be kept entirely separate from the majority 
report. 

~r. RYCKMANS (Belgium) observed, on a 
pomt of order, that since the Council's report had 
~!ready been_ voted on and adopted ( 42nd meet­
mg, 3rd session), the Council could not vote on 
the Mexican proposal unless it first voted to 
reconsider its general report. He moved that the 
appeal from the President's ruling be put to the 
vote at once. 

The P~ESIDENT stated that, if his ruling were 
defeated m the forthcoming vote, the minority 
statement would be appended in its entirety to 
the Council's report; if the ruling were upheld, 
t~e statement would be appended with the dele­
tiOn of the last two paragraphs at the bottom of 
the first page. 

The Council upheld the President's ruling by 
9 votes to none, with 2 abstentions. 

The representative of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics did not take part in the vote. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
~epublics) wished to record his protest. He con­
SI~ere~ that in voting to include or exclude a 
~monty statement, the Council was indulging 
m dangerous and unprecedented practice. 

M. FoRSYTH (Australie) combat la sugges­
tion du representant de l'URSS sur la base de 
laquelle le representant du Mexique a emis sa 
propre proposition. La propositi~? de ne ~~p­
primer les passages offensants qua Ia conditiOn 
que Ie reste du texte fasse partie du rapport du 
Conseil est une forme de chantage. II s'abstiendra 
si la proposition du Mexique est mise aux voix. 

Sir Alan BuRNs (Royaume-Uni) fait sien le 
point de vue du representant de l'Australie et 
insiste pour qu'il soit procede a un vote, sans 
plus de discussion, sur l'appel fait par le repre­
sentant de l'URSS de la decision presidentielle 
selon Iaquelle les passages en question seront 
supprimes comme etant hors de la question. II 
soutient que les opinions exprimees par la 
minorite doivent etre tout a fait separees du 
rapport de la majorite. · 

M. RYcKMANS (Belgique), prenant la parole 
sur une question d'ordre, fait observer que, le 
rapport du Conseil etant deja vote et adopte 
( 3eme session, 4 2cme seance)' I a proposition du 
Mexique ne peut etre mise aux voix a moins 
que le Conseil ne decide d'abord de proceder a 
un nouvel examen de son rapport general. II 
propose de passer immediatement au vote sur 
l'appel qui a ete fait de la decision prt!sidentielle. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que, si sa decision est 
rejetee, !'expose de !'opinion de la minorite. ser~ 
joint integralement au rapport du Conse1~;. SI 

sa decision est maintenue, cet expose sera JOlllt 
en supprimant les sixieme et septieme para­
graphes des conclusions. 

Par 9 voix contre zero, avec 2 abstentions, la 
decision presidentielle est maintenue. 

Le representant de l'Union ~es Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques n'a pas pns part au vote. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) desire qu'il soit pris note 
de sa protestation. 11 estime qu'en procedant a 
un vote sur }'incorporation ou l'exclusion d'une 
declaration de la minorite, le Conseil s'est en­
gage dans une voie dangereuse et pour laquelle 
il n'existait pas de precedent. 

Sir Alan BuRNS (United Kingdom), in view 
of the suppression of the two paragraphs under 
discussion, withdrew his motion to reject the 
minority statement. 

Sir Alan BuRNS (Royaume-Uni), en raison de 
Ia suppression des deux paragrap~es en cause! 
retire sa proposition tendant a rejeter !'expose 
de !'opinion de la minorite. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) pointed out that as a matter of trans­
lation, the third paragraph of document T/213 
(English translation) should be revised to read: 

"It should be borne in mind in considering 
this decision that the only directive which the 
Trusteeship Council has received in the question 
of the statute ... " 

In reply to Mr. FoRSYTH (Australia), who 
asked for clarification of his ruling, the PRESI­
DENT said that the use of the phrase "may be 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiq~es 
socialistes sovietiques) indique que la traduction 
anglaise du troisieme paragraphe. du document 
T/213 doit etre revisee comme smt: 

"It should be borne in mind in considering 
this decision that the only directive which the 
Trusteeship Council has received in the question 
of the statute ... " 

En reponse a une question de ,1!: FoRSYTH 
( Australie), qui demande des preczswns sur sa 
decision, Ie PRESIDENT expose que Ies termes 
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appended" left rule 64 open to interpretation; 
it might be interpreted as indicating that the 
appending of a minority report was permissive 
but not obligatory. He himself had preferred 
to interpret the rule in the manner most favour­
able to the member making the request; he felt 
that any such request should be granted provided 
the minority statement concerned only matters 
which had been discussed in the Council and on 
which the member had expressed his disagree­
ment. 

Mr. KHALIDY (Iraq) agreed with the repre­
sentative of Australia that the proper interpreta­
tion of rule 64 must be clarified. It must be made 
clear whether or not any member had the right 
to append to a report by the Council a minority 
statement regardless of a ruling by the President 
and a vote of the Council that the statement was 
Improper. 

Mr. CARPIO (Philippines) wished it to be 
recorded that he had upheld the President's 
ruling because it had coincided with his own 
opinion; however, he reserved the right at a 
future date to question that part of the ruling 
which had held that, were the ruling rejected, a 
report containing offensive passages must be 
appended in its entirety. 

Mr. GARREAU (France) felt that rule 64 was 
quite clear; he interpreted it strictly as giving the 
members absolute right to append a minority 
report. A denial of that right by vote of the 
Council would be a clear abuse of the rights of 
the minority by the majority. He maintained his 
previous opinion, however, that the members of 
the Council must have the opportunity to see such 
a minority report, and to append counter-state­
ments if they so desired. 

The PRESIDENT observed that the whole ques­
tion of the interpretation of rule 64 should be 
studied in detail when the Council took up the 
consideration of the rules of procedure at its next 
session. 

. The President then invited comments on docu­
ment T /211, the minority statement concerning 
the report on New Guinea. 

Mr. KHALIDY (Iraq) appealed to the repre-
~ sentative of the USSR to withdraw the state­

ment in question and also the statement 
concerning Ruanda-Urundi [T/214]. As Chair­
man of the Drafting Committee which had 
drafted those two reports, he had been keenly 
aware of the fact that the Committee must guard 
against producing too strong or too weak a report. 
The members of the Committee had subordi­
nated their own views when necessary to achieve 
a compromise, and the resulting reports had 
been the best possible in the circumstances. He 
felt that the reports were sufficiently strong in 
their recommendations to the Administering 

"peut etre joint" laissent !'article 64 susceptible 
d'interpretation; ils peuvent etre interpretes 
comme signifiant que !'addition d'un expose de 
1' opinion de la minorite est possible, mais non 
obligatoire. II a prefere, personnellement, inter­
preter !'article de la maniere la plus favorable 
au membre qui presente la demande; il considere 
que toutes demandes de ce genre doivent etre 
acceptees a la condition que les declarations de 
!a minorite soient uniquement relatives a des 
questions qui ont ete discutees devant le Conseil 
et a propos desquelles ce membre a exprime son 
desaccord. 

M. KHALIDY (Irak) considere comme le 
representant de I' Australie qu'il faut preciser 
!'interpretation exacte de !'article 64. II faut 
qu'il n'existe aucun doute sur la question de 
savoir si un membre a le droit ou non de joindre 
a un rapport du Conseil un expose de !'opinion 
de la minorite, sans consideration d'une decision 
du President et d'un vote du Conseil sur le 
caractcre irrecevable de cette declaration. 

M. CARPIO (Philippines) desire qu'il soit pris 
note du fait qu'il a appuye la decision presiden­
tielle parce que celle-ci coi:ncidait avec sa prop~e 
opinion; mais il se reserve le droit de re~e~ur 
ulterieurement sur la partie de cette declSlon 
d'apres laquelle, si elle etait rejetee, un rapport 
contenant des passages de caractere injurieux 
devrait etre annexe integralement. 

M. GARREAU (France) pense que !'article 64 
est tres clair; il I'interprete strictement ~o!llme 
donnant aux membres le droit absolu de JOmdre 
au rapport du Conseil un rapport exposant 
!'opinion de la minorite. La majorite violerait 
manifestement les droits de la minorite si le 
Conseil, par un vote, refusait un tel droit. Mais 
M. Garreau maintient son opinion anterieure 
selon laquelle les membres du Conseil doivent 
avoir la possibilite d'etre saisis de ce rapport 
de la minorite et d'y ajouter des contre-declara­
tions s'ils le desirent. 

Le PRESIDENT fait remarquer que la question 
de !'interpretation de !'article 64 sera etudiee 
en detaillorsque le Conseil entreprendr~ I'exa~en 
de son reglement interieur a sa prochame sessiOn. 

II appelle le Conseil a se prononcer sur le 
document T/211, expose de !'opinion de la 
minorite au sujet du rapport sur la Nouvelle­
Guinee. 

M. KHALIDY ( Irak) invite le representa~t d~ 
l'URSS a retirer cet expose ainsi que celm qm 
concerne le Ruanda-Urundi [T/214]_. Co~~: 
President du Comite de redaction qm a re~Ige 
ces deux rapports, il a ete pleinement con;c~ent 
du fait que le Comite devait s'abstenir de red1g~r 
un rapport en des termes, soit trop viole~t~, smt 
trop attenues. Les membres du Com1te out 
renonce a leurs propres opinions, lorsqu'il etait 
nccessaire, pour arriver a un compromis et le~ 
rapports qui out ete rediges representent ~e. qm 
pouvait etre fait de mieux dans ces condl~lOllS. 
II pense que ces rapports sont assez energ1ques 
dans les recommandations qu'ils adressent aux 
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Authorities, without being offensive; the USSR 
minority statement, on the other hand, was too 
strong and would only arouse controversy with­
out achieving positive results. He felt that the 
Council's report to the General Assembly would 
be more effective if the USSR statements were 
not attached. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) explained that the whole question of 
umfication of Trust Territories with colonies or 
other dependent Territories was one of extreme 
i~portance to his delegation, which held the 
VIew that such unification implied enormous 
consequences for the inhabitants of the Trust 
Territories. He regretted that he must maintain 
his position and could not accede to the request 
of the representative of Iraq to withdraw the 
statements. 

M:. FoRSYTH (Australia) rejected completely 
the VIews on the Trust Territory of New Guinea 
contained in document T /211. The allegations, 
er~ol_leously presented as facts, were merely the 
opm10ns of the USSR delegation. 

The document stated that the USSR proposals 
had not received a majority vote. That was an 
understatement. The USSR proposals had been 
so far removed from the realities of the situation 
tha~ t?ey had usually been rejected by a large 
maJonty. 

~r. Forsyth drew attention to the paragraph 
endmg at the top of page 2 of the document 
in which Article 76 b of the. Charter was referred 
to inaccurately. 

The USSR delegation had no right whatso­
ever to presume to make recommendations to the 
Government .of Australia, and certainly such 
recommendatiOns should not be contained in a 
Trusteeship Council document. In that con­
nexion, Mr. Forsyth pointed particularly to the 
last two paragraphs on page 3 of document 
T /211. He suggested that the next to the last 
paragraph on that page should be ruled out of 
order for a minority report. 

The PRESIDENT explained that document 
T /211 contained only views which the USSR 
representative had expressed in the Council and 
which had been rejected by that body. The 
:t-JSSR ~epr~sentative had the right to express 
m the mmonty report his Government's opinions. 
For that reason the President could not rule any 
paragraph of document T/211 out of order. 

Mr. FoRSYTH (Australia) stated that in view 
of the President's ruling and of the manifest 
a~surdity of.the paragraph in question, he would 
Withdraw his suggestion. 

Mr. R YCKMANS (Belgium) noted the results of 
an abusive use of rule 64 of the rules of pro­
cedure. The USSR representative had included 
in his minority statement the arguments he had 

Autorites chargees d'administration, sans etre 
blessants; l'expose de l'opinion de 1a minorite 
presente par l'URSS, d'autre part, est redige en 
termes trop violents et ne pourrait que soulever 
des controverses sans atteindre de resultat positif. 
Il pense que le rapport du Conseil a 1' Assemblee 
generale aurait plus d'efficacite si les exposes de 
l'URSS n'y etaient pas joints. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) explique que I' ensemble 
de la question de l'union des Territoires sous 
tutelle avec des colonies ou d'autres territoires 
coloniaux revet une importance extreme pour 
sa delegation, qui estime qu'une telle union 
entraine de graves consequences pour Ies habi­
tants des Territoires sous tutelle. Il regrette done · 
de devoir maintenir sa position et ne peut ac­
cepter la demande du representant de l'Irak 
tendant a ce qu'i1 retire ces exposes. 

M. FoRSYTH (Australie) s'oppose entiere­
ment aux opinions relatives au Territoire sous 
tutelle de la Nouvelle-Guinee, contenues dans 
le document T /211. Ces allegations, inexacte­
ment presentees comme des faits, sont unique­
ment !'expose des opinions de la delegation de 
l'URSS. 

II est indique dans ce document que les pro­
positions de l'URSS n'ont pas obtenu la majorite 
des voix. Ceci est une attenuation de la verite. 
Les propositions de l'URSS etaient si Join de 
la situation reelle qu'elles ont generalement ete 
rejetees a une forte majorite. 

M. Forsyth souligne que, dans le premier 
paragraphe de la page 2 du texte anglais de ce 
document, !'Article 76 b de la Charte est 
interprete de maniere inexacte. 

La delegation de l'URSS n'a aucun droit de 
penser qu'elle peut faire des recommandations 
au Gouvernement de l'Australie et il est certain 
que de telles recommandations ne devraient pas 
figurer dans un document du Conseil de tutelle. 
M. Forsyth releve particulierement, a ce propos, 
les deux derniers paragraphes de la page 3 du 
texte anglais du document T/211. II propose que 
l'avant-dernier paragraphe du texte anglais de 
cette · page soit supprime comme inacceptable 
dans un rapport exposant !'opinion de la 
minorite. 

Le PRESIDENT precise que le document T/211 
ne contient que les opinions formulees par le 
representant de l'URSS devant le Conseil et qui 
ont ete rejetees par celui-ci. Le representant de 
l'URSS ale droit d'exprimer les opinions de son 
Gouvernement dans le rapport de la mino:ite. 
En consequence, le President ne peut pas deCider 
que l'un des paragraphes du document T/211 
est irrecevable. 

M. FoRSYTH ( Australie) declare retirer sa 
proposition etant donne la decision du President 
et I'absurdite evidente du paragraphe en­
question. 

M. RYCKMANS (Belgique) fait observ~r les 
resultats auxquels aboutit un usage abus1f de 
!'article 64 du reglement interieur. Le represen­
tant de l'URSS a incorpore dans son expose de 
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advanced during the debates in the Council. 
Those arguments had been ·answered by other 
members of the Council. However the answers . ' were not mcluded in the Council's report but 
only in the summary records. The General 
Assembly would therefore have before it only 
the USSR arguments, and not the answers. 

Mr. Ryckmans gave, as an example, the state­
ment on page 3 of the USSR's paper on Ruanda­
U~undi [T/214], in regard to the system of tax­
atwn. The USSR representative must surely 
know that his statement was false, as the system 
of ta~ation in. Ruan_?a-Urundi had been fully 
explamed to h1m durmg the Council's discussion 
on that point. 

Mr. GARREAU (France) pointed out that 
u~fort.unately rule 64 did not specify that a 
mmonty report should be made in good faith. 

The Council should recognize the reality with 
which it was faced, namely, that politics had 
entered into its work to such an extent that it 
might become completely paralyzed. The Admin­
istering Authorities had been forced during the 
present session not only to defend themselves 
but even to counter-attack. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) agreed that politics had influenced 
the Council; an example of that influence was 
the Council's refusal to complete its work on the 
statute for the City of Jerusalem. He stressed 
that all the USSR proposals were based on the 
principles of the Charter and on the desire of his 
Government to ensure that those principles would 
be carried out by the Administering Authorities. 

Mr. SAYRE (United States of America) sug­
gested that the so-called minority reports should 
be appended to the Council's report without 
further discussion, as they were obviously too 
absurd to be taken seriously. 

Sir Alan BuRNS (United Kingdom), referring 
in particular to the minority report on Tangan­
yika [T /212] and in general to all the minority 
reports, emphasized the serious factual errors 
that they contained. He nevertheless supported 
the proposal of the United States representative, 
on the grounds that the minority reports would 
be likely to cause the General Assembly more 
amusement than misunderstanding. 

Mr. TsARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) reminded Sir Alan Burns that the 
majority of the General Assembly was not made 
up of States which were Administering Authori­
ties, and that the reports which he had presented 
would therefore be read with more concern than 
amusement. 

la minorite les arguments qu'il a presentes au 
cours des discussions devant le Conseil. Ces argu­
ments on fait !'objet de reponses par d'autres 
membres du Conseil. Mais ces reponses ne figu­
rent pas dans le rapport du Conseil, elles figurent 
seulement dans les comptes rend us. L' Assemblee 
generale sera done saisie seulement des arguments 
de l'URSS et non des reponses qui leur ont ete 
donnees. 

M. Ryckmans donne comme exemple la decla­
ration qui figure a la page 3 du texte anglais du 
document de l'URSS relatif au Ruanda-Urundi 
[T /214] concernant le systeme d'imposition. Le 
representant de l'URSS sait certainement que 
sa declaration est fausse, car le systeme d'impo­
sition au Ruanda-Urundi a fait !'objet d'expli­
cations completes qui lui ont ete foumies au 
cours des discussions du Conseil sur ce point. 

M. GARREAU (France) souligne que malheu­
reusement !'article 64 ne specifie pas qu'un 
rapport exposant !'opinion de la minorite doit 
etre fait de bonne foi. 

Le Conseil devrait reconnaitre les faits devant 
lesquels il se trouve, a savoir que les questions de 
politique se sont melees a ses travaux de telk 
maniere qu'elles peuvent les paralyser entiere­
ment. Les Autorites chargees d'administration 
ont ete contraintes, au cours de la presente ses­
sion, non seulement de se defendre, mais meme 
de contre-attaquer. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) reconnait qu'en effet les 
questions de politique ont influence le Conseil; 
l'un des exemples de cette influence est le refus 
du Conseil de mener a bien ses travaux relatifs 
au statut de la Ville de Jerusalem. II souligne 
que toutes les propositions de l'URSS ont pour 
base les principes de la Charte et le desir de son 
Gouvernement de veiller a ce que ces principes 
soient mis en application par les Autorites 
chargees d'administration. 

M. SAYRE (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) propose 
de joindre au rapport du Conseil, sans plus de 
discussion, les soi-disant rapports exposant 
!'opinion de la minorite, etant donne qu'ils sont 
de toute evidence trop invraisemblables pour 
etre pris au serieux. 

Sir Alan BuRNS (Royaume-Uni) souligne les 
graves erreurs, portant sur des questions de fait, 
que contiennent tous les rapport;s ~xposan~ 
!'opinion de la minorite, et en partlcuher cel~1 
relatif au Tanganyika [T /212]. Cependant, i1 
appuie la proposition du representant des .Eta~s: 
Unis, etant donne que ces rapports de Ia mmonte 
vaudront probablement a l' Assemblee gener~le 
plus d'amusement qu'ils ne risquent de condurre 
a des malentendus. 

M. TsARAPKINE (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) rappelle a Sir Alan Burns 
que la majorite de l'Assemblee generale ne. ~e 
compose pas d'Etats qui sont des · Autontes 
chargees d'administration et dit que les rapports 
qu'il a presentes seront probablement Ius avec 
plus d'inquietude que d'amusement. 
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The PRESIDENT stated that as there was no 
objection on the grounds of irrelevancy, the 
USSR minority reports would be appended to the 
Council's report to the General Assembly with, 
however, the deletion of the two paragraphs of 
document T/213 which had been ruled out of 
order1 and the small drafting change in the third 
paragraph proposed by Mr. Tsarapkin. 

123. Close of session 
Mr. RYCKMANS (Belgium), supported by 

Mr. NoRIEGA (Mexico), felt that in reading the 
Council's reports to the General Assembly on the 
three ~rust Territories of Tanganyika, Ruanda­
U:undi and. New Guinea, the General Assembly 
might find It difficult to understand what had 
been the Council's point of view as regards the 
general question of the administration of Trust 
~erritories; !dentical situations had been judged 
differently m different cases. He hoped the 
members of the Council would consider the 
advisability of adopting in the future a method 
of appr?ach which would ensure that seemingly 
contradictory reports would not be submitted. 

Mr. SAYRE (United States of America) in 
looking back over the work performed by 'the 
Counc~ during the two previous months, thought 
that, m spite of numerous difficulties the 
Council could point to certain worthwhile 
achievements. 

He expressed particular appreciation of the 
outstanding ability and the unfailing fairness and 
sincerity with which the President of the Council 
had conducted the meetings. 

The PRESIDENT thanked the former President 
of the Council, and the present Vice-President, 
for the valuable help they had given him in his 
task. He also expressed his gratitude to the mem­
bers of the Council for their patience, zeal 
and co-operation, and to the members of the 
Se~retariat for their competent and impartial 
assiStance. 

After several other members of the Council 
had associated themselves with the United States 
representative in his praise of the President and 
in his belief that the Council had done construc­
tive work, the PRESIDENT declared the third 
session of the Trusteeship Council closed. 

The meeting rose at 5.50 p.m. 

'The two paragraphs deleted read as follows: 

Le PRESIDENT. declare que, puisqu'il n'existe 
pas d'objection sur la recevabilite et le caractere 
pertinent des rapports de la minorite presentes 
par l'URSS, ceux-ci seront joints au rapport du 
Conseil a l'Assemblee generale, etant entendu 
cependant que les deux paragraphes du docu­
ment T/213 qui ont ete declares irrecevables1 

seront supprimes et que la legere modification 
redactionnelle proposee par M. Tsarapkine au 
troisieme paragraphe sera apportee. 

123. Cloture de Ia session 
M. R YCKMANs (Belgique), appuye par 

M. NoRIEGA ( Mexique), pense qu'au cours de 
la lecture des rapports du Conseil a l'Assemblee 
generale relatifs aux trois Territoires sous tutelle 
du Tanganyika, du Ruanda-Urundi et de la 
N ouvelle-Guinee, 1' Assemblee pourrait eprouver 
certaines difficultes a comprendre le point de 
vue du Conseil en ce qui concerne la question 
generale de !'administration des Territoires sous 
tutelle: des situations analogues ont ete jugees 
differemment dans des cas differents. II espere 
que les membres du Conseil examineront la 
possibilite d'adopter a .r'avenir une methode 
d'etude qui permette de ne pas presenter des 
rapports apparemment contradictoires. 

M. SAYRE (Etats-Unis d'Amerique), envisa­
geant !'ensemble du travail accompli par le 
Conseil au cours des deux mois precedents, estime 
qu'en depit de nombreuses difficultes le Conseil 
peut souligner certaines reussites appreciables. 

Il exprime sa reconnaissance particuliere pour 
la grande habilete et pour l'equite et Ia sincerite 
sans defaut avec lesquelles le President du 
Conseil de tutelle a dirige les seances. 

Le PRESIDENT remercie l'ancien President et 
l'actuel Vice-President pour l'aide appreciable 
qu'ils lui ont fournie dans sa tache. Il exprime 
egalement sa reconnaissance aux membres du 
Conseil pour leur patience, leur devouement et 
leur cooperation, ainsi qu'aux membres du 
Secretariat pour leur aide competente et 
impartial e. 

Plusieurs autres membres du Conseil s'asso­
cient aux louanges exprimees par le representant 
des Etats-Unis a l'adresse du President et a son 
affirmation selon laquelle le Conseil a accompli 
un travail constructif. Puis, Ie PRESIDENT declare 
close la troisieme session du Conseil de tutelle. 

La seance est levee a 17 h. 50. 

The representative of the USSR emphasized that in 
deciding to submit the question of the Statute of the City 
of Jerusalem to the General Assembly the Trusteeship 
Council not only failed to fulfil the obligations laid upon 
it by the General Assembly. but also involved itself in the 
political game carried on in connexion with the Palestine 
question. 

On this question of the Statute of the City of Jerusalem, 
the Trusteeship Council proved in practice to be an in· 
strument of United States policy, and followed the lead of 
the United States delegation which was at that time 
making every effort, as is known, to prevent the imple· 
mentation of the General Assembly resolution of 29 
November 1947. 

'Les deux paragraphes suppri~ne.s le Iisaien~ ainsi: , 
Le representant de l'Union sovit'tique a sou!Jgne qu_ en 

decidant de renvoyer a l'Assemb!ee generale. Ia questiOn 
du Statut de Ia Ville de Jerusalem, Ie Conse1l de tutellc 
a neglige de s'acquitter des obligations qu_e l'Assemblee 
generale lui avait imposees et que de plus, 1! s'est eng~gc 
dans Ie jeu des intrigues politiques dont Ia questton 
palestinienne est devenue le centre. 

Danse Ia question du Statut de Ia Ville de Jerusalem, 
Ie Conseil de tutelle a, en fait, joue Ie role d'un instru­
ment de Ia politique des Etats-Unis, et il ~·est laissc e~­
trainer par la delegation americaine qt!I, on le .satt, 
faisait a l'epoque tous ses efforts pour empecher Ia mise a 
execution de la resolution de J'Assemb!Ce generale en date 
du 29 novembre 1947. 
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